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mﬁﬁ’"ﬁheﬁher he remembered FEDORCHENKO (Ivan Mikhailovich) of Kiev.

After BALABAN'S positive reply Subject introduced himself and told B;tha‘b he had

a book for him from FEDORCHENKO, Subject was ready to bring it to BALABAN and

the latter invited him.ib came to his house. Subject arrived at B's home same ‘
evehing and brought him YRisthelKrzinfan Technological Dictionary" from FEDORCHENKO.
He explained tbat FEDORCHENKO asked him to present it to B with bis compliments

and that FEDORCHENKO was his chief at the Academy of Seiences in KIEV, Sybjces had
been in GHICAGO. for almost four months but only now when moving to another room

he found the book and decided to call BALABAN, The latter's phone mmber Subject
founl in telephne directory having tried in the meantime other "Balabans",

BALABAN met FEDORCHENKO I.M.,metallurgis’b full member of Ukrainian

" Academy of Sciences,in April 1962 whemr the latter ,together with SEMIONOV,fnu

pald a visit to ARMOHR RESEARCH FOUNDATION ef Chicago, BALABAN performédfhen

as interpretor op behalf of ARMOUR RESEARCH and spent two or three days in company
of FEDORCHENKO, Since B, spoke mostly Ukrainian »FEDORCHENKO bhad very often to do
translating for SEMIONOV from Ukrainian into Russian, BALABAN tried to induce
Fedorchenko to.get interested in Uxrainlan scholarly circles in the States but

the latter turnmed out completely impervious to B's attemptse Once when B.mentioned
that there were some metallurgists from KIEV living sinse the WW II in the States
and forming a section of the Ukrainian Scientific Association abroad, FEDORCHENKO
became rather angry, flushed ,and turned at once to another topicy, He simply
ignored everything that he was told by B, about emigration, He did not mind on the
other hand telling Be about "great achivements! of Ukrainian scientists in KIEV
rastricting himself obviously only to generalities., When B, mentioned lack of
Ukrainian techmological terminoligy and its substitution with the Russian one in
the Ukraine, FEDORCHENKO denied B's assertions and pramised to send him a Dictionary
of Technological Terminology in Ukrainian which had been just published shortly
before his visit to the States.

T:x.ll nov Subject visited BALABAN four times, He also went with Bl's wife
on .1.9 apr .LVOJ o conurco Vo waten the ceramony of master-Iood D.Less:.ngo
On 14 Apr 1963 Subject was guest at B's home ,together with about #wther 15 persons,
local Uxrainian immigrants. During %Pevious wisits BALABAN had the opportunity to
talk to Subject tete-a-tete, Mostly they did ,however,their talldng in presense
oi‘ B!s wife. _

—
oy ,\3 A On 6 and 15 April 1963 Subject was guest at SURIVKA'S house The latterb
address: SURIVKA,Lubomir of 215/ W.Cortez,Chicago 22,I1l.Tel. HU 9-5385,
SURIVKA is a student of civil engineering at Chicago Oniversity, Ukrainian, non-
party man, but in general politically articulateds SURIVKA supplied Subject
with Ukralinian emigrec-publications which Subject promised to read with great
interest, P ONT
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When Subject was at SURIVKA'S house on 15 Apr 1963 there were at least
pther ten people or so and everyone asked him to be his guest some time in the :
future, Subject had little chance to say much and mostly had to listen to not always
proper assertions and "attempts” to "re-orientate hExxd%f only one who took
advantage of Subject's presence there was NAHIRNY flew York,NoY, who had a
long talk with him"on the sidey®

On 19 or 20 Apr 1963 SURIVKA brought Subject to a Ukrainian woman in Chicago,
South, who stemmed from KIEV and her husbamd from Bykovina, The woman told
Subject and SURIVKA about her experiences with Russians in KIEV in 1930%s, how her
father was shot by commnists and she herself was persecuteds Subject was rather
upset and dissatisfied with his visit to her and complained afterwards to SURIVKA
why did he bring him there.

Since then Subject evidently changed his attitude to. SURIVKA,and BALABAN as
welle He began to avoid them and rejected all the invitations forthcmning from
BALABAN,SUBIVKA and others,

on 28 Apr 1963 BALABAN and his wife saw Subject at the Students Fair at
Chicago University where he togather with three other Soviet students kept their USSR~
stand, Subject told BALABANS that he was going to participate in a technological
conference in Wgshington,D.C, on 27 and 28 April 1963 where he was supposed to be
taken by some American collegues from Northwestern University. However, in the last
moment he was not allowed to take part in the conference, When asked by BALABAN
by whom he replied that by the State Departmente Subject added that he was very
upset by the rejection and®felt ill for several days", Subject also told BAKZBAN(S
wife that his wife phoned him recently from KIEV and asked whether she should come now
to CHICAGO. Allegedly, she had now her Soviet visitor'!s visa and left it up to Subject
to decide, He wondered ,however, whether if she should come for such a short time
since he was supposed to leave for KIEV in June 1963, BALABANS wanted to come to their
house same evening or Monday but Subject politely rei‘used. Finally he agreed to
visit them some time in the first half of May. .
A1l efforts of BALABAN on 2§ and 30 Apr 1963 to get Subject to his house or to meet
him at the Dormitory were also in vaine( BALABAN was willing and tried hard to
introduce Subject to Carl,) Also B'S invitation to Subject to celebrate B's
birthday and the Lst May together at B'S house -#idindt induce Subject to come to
B'S hame.

BALABAN promised Carl that as soon as Subject will inform him about his
visit he will,in his turn, notify Carl. In case Subject will not do it within the
next two wecks , B, will try to contact Subject again, In B's ximw opinion Subject's
recent attitude could be explained by a series of factors: restrictions imposed on
him by his "superiors" , Subject!s dissatisfaction with immigrants he met and
his reluctance to go to private houses now, Subject's embarrassment after new course
in the Kremlin since before that he used to refute ﬂ% the attacks and comments on the
Soviet reality with emphatical assertions that liber fon and democratization of
the Soviet Union wlll continue and any return to so called neo~Stalinism was
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others "who are respected by the pa.rty, goverrment ,and the people“s“




&, Subject told BALABAN that he was born in 1928 in a village near POLTAVA,
of Ukrainmian parents, his father died and mother lived now in KIEV with Subject!s
wife, BLs father was allegedly under influence of HRUSHEVSKY and he talked about it
in such a manner that one could infer that for that he was persecuted and "purged"
in 1930s. On the other occasion Subject stated that shortly after he was born his
parents moved to LENINGRAD and then returned to KIEV,

S's mother is a lecturer of Ukrainian at the Kiev University. She is a party-membere
Subject described her as am ardent Ukrainian patriot who forces his wife and

Subject himself to speak only in Ukrainiasne Subject,however, speaks with his wife
both;Ukrainian and Russian, depending in which language he or she start talking,

During his first visit Subject told Be he was non-party man, During the third
visit excused himself for having been lieing to his host, Subject is a party-member
and not say the truth in the beginningbecause he was afraid that this would
influece negatively B's attitude toward him, Now he was told in Washington that
it was very bad to lie about his partys membership and he corrected his mistake.

Subject is an engineer, speclalizing in automatic control and regulation,
he graduated at KIEV POLITECHNIC, now employed with Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.
His salary in KIEV about NRubel 400.-. His scholarship in Chicago about $ 200.-

At one time he complained for being short of money and did some translating work

for a publication house in Chicagoe He did not ,however, benefit from that very

much because he was pald for his translations in bookse Subject tried to save some

$$ because he hoped to buy a new car in KIEV ‘“out of order-queue", He explained that
if someone was paying in foreign currency he needed not walt for his turn dn waiting
lish,

Subjectt!s wife 1s Ukrainian, a graduate of the Institute of Foreign
Languages ,specializing in Apabic, They have no children, Subject wanted her to join
him in CHICAGO and had quite an argument about it in the Soviet Embassy in Washington,
D.Cs Allegedly,now she got her vida but he wondered if it was prudent to
bave her here for a rather short period .

In her letters to Subject his whfe used to put a hair to check on censorshipe
He did not elaborate whose censorship he meantysAmerican or Soviet.

According to BaLABAN Subject is a convinced communist, Subject deseribed
his nationsl feelings as. coamopolitan, Nationality for Subjeot is a secondary problem,
the main thing is the establisiment of communism, If Russification was a means to
implement communism in linguistic sphere then he justified it, Sooner or later
nations will disapear and so will different languages, Subject did not mind which
language will be that of communist society: Russian, Chinese,or English.
Of course, this was along process and for the time being Ukrainians,Russians, English,
Americans ,Chinese will have to exsist as sepabate mations.
It did not matter whether the Ukraine :]oined the Soviet Union voluntarily of
forcibly, The main thing-the Ukraine is in the sovialist society. Thereiore,eventual -
separation would be haymful to the cause of communism, Subject himself would never
vote for separation form thg Soviet Union. He thought that only about 1% of
Ukrainian population would for secession from USSR,
When present communist society is imbued with Russian national content this does not
mean that final form of communism will be identical with Ruscian nationalism,
To-day Russian elements in communism are prevailing owing to the objective
conditions under which the socialism is developing, In the future it will absorb
also other, non-Russian elements and they might change to a very great extent
the present form of socialist socisty. Y S’m Yy




N 70, P ey

Subject expressed strong comction cha%éfﬁrther liberalization and democrati-
zation inside the Soviet Union will contimue, TheS®-were main peerequisites for
building further economic basis of communist society,and with them he also
connected future strengthening of Ewswimw non-Russian nationalities in the Soviet
Union, When pointed to a contradiction in his statement as to the fact that any
strengthening of separate natiional units would be swemgxkmxy detrimental to the
cause of commmnism, Subjevt explained, that this would be so in the long run, but
for the mearest future general liberalization, econtmic sociaddist "boam" and
more freedam for non-Russian nationalities - were indespensable and mutually
supplementary facets of same general progress towards communism, After thidt'middle
stage" of sociallst development will come its final stage in which under an
abgundance of material wealth will begin to disappear all the linguistic,
nationalistic,and other differencies.

According to BALABAN ,Subject is an intelligent, articulated man, with main
interest in his career. He is very sympathetic, a pleasant interlocutor, very
moderate in his expressions, somewhat nervous, reserved. Be did not think Subject
had a really strong personmality but rather showed some weak features with a strong
dosis of opportunism, To please - anyone - Subject is able to tell lies and
behave like a '"petiy liar" suffering because of that at the same time, Once he ’Gold
Betbat he sang carrcls but them felt somewbat embarrassed about his mmfimphinirstatement
Subject likes sentimental Ukraimian music . One evening he sat at B's house till
3a.n. listening to Ukrainian records, Subject smokes pipe, drinks little,likes
fn.sbn.ng. Speaks fine Uxrainian,His English is fair, Likes borshch and brown bread,

Be Subject told NAHIRI\TY,Volod:!mr of New York, that he Had#4 a PhD-degree

in mathematies and was employed with Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in KIEV,
His elder brother works in a state~farm (radhosp) His mother lectures at the
Kiev University. In KIEV at one time he lived in the same house as HORODOVENKO who
is now in Canada and remembered his playing with latter's dog.
During the German occupation Subject stayed in KIEV, : '
At the Academy of Sciences Subject met SEREDA,M kola whanhe described as son of a
bureaucrat who had some personmal misunders‘bandIngs with superiors and probably
therefore defected, '

Subject speaks fine Ukrainian, has good knowledge of Ukrainian culture and history.
He told NAHIRNY that he read in Chicago "Suchasnist!" and liked it, In KIEV he had
no access to emigree publica'bions. One he saw a Communist Canadian papfer in the
library in Kjev,

HAHTRNY described Subject as an intelligent individual, a scholarly type,
‘eynical, making impression of a tired man, communist, with pessimistic view as to
the future of Ukrainians in the Soviet Union, and almost®pathological attactment
to Kieve Basically - rather sophisticated,

When NAHIRNY ment:.oned something to the effect that Ukrainians missed their
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missed many more chances,for instance like the one at Kbmelnitsk;yn.'s perlod"

Ce At the University Fair at Chicago University on 28 Apr 1963 Subject wrote
in the Kiev-Album presented to a Russian emigree who praised the Soviet Union
the following dedication in Russian :" To a good Russian man from Ivanenko!.




3. Topies digcussed with Sub ect - @

a/ Striked and disturbances in the &g;et“vgog, Subject told

BALABAN that indeed there were some disturbances in the Soviet Union in summer
1962 but not on such a scale as it was asserted in the West., Thus sfor instance,
when Subject was vacationing in Georgla in late summer 1962 he met §§mmstics-
instructor from NOVOCHERKASSK who at the time of disturbances stayed at the Metallurgic
plant which strikede According to the instructor there were no bloody collisions
between the striking population and military unitse It is true that there were
sent some troops to NOVOCHERKASSK .They did not ,however, enbdr the city,but
occupied positions on the outskirts, There were no disturbances or vandalism

in the city.The workers gathered at their plants,refused to work and made
speeches, After two or three days arrived Frol KOZLOV, Before entering the
striking plant he demanded local party bosses and military commander to withdraw
the troopse They did as he demanded, Then KOZLOV went to the plant and asked

the striking committee to present to him hheir grievances, He also wanted to
address: all workers of the plamli, KOZLOV conferred with striking committee for

3 days and then they came to an agreement. Norms were lowered,wages increased and
workers returmdto thelr jobs,

There were no killed, no one was arrested, Opnly party and KGB officuals had scme
talks with people later on in order to study their grievances,

KOZLOV!S performance in NOVOCHERKASSK was very much praised by both; party-and
KGB officials, and by the populace. :

b/ KOZLOV,Frol, Subject did not demy that KOZLOV might succeed KHRUSHCHEV
in the near fubure (this was before former's illness). Actually, he was quite
positive about "forthcoming" departure of KHRUSHCHEV and ascendance of KOZLOV
whom he described as the represantative of the younger generation., Subject was of
a very hbgh opinion about KOZLOV, The latter was"an educated man with Upiversity
degree and will not bump his shoe on the table like "&iadia' Nikital KOZLOV is an
engineer, well read, cultured and understoed the urgency of further reforms and
progressing liberalization of the Soviet system,

Subject implied that KHRUSHHEW was still tinged with Stalinist features and
represented kim old Bolshevik type. KOZLOV was the embodiment of new communist,
educated, sophisticated,and genuinely "democratic",

¢/ Changes inside the Soviet Uniona According to Subject people in the

West ,and in particular emigration, did not fully appreciate and comprehend the
immense importance of changes introduced since Stalin's death. This applied also
to national revival of Ukrainians and Subject mentionmed in particular recent
rebirth of Ukrainian literature and vulture, Of much greater significance to him
was general democratization of the Soviet Union which could not be stopped anymoree
When countered with some'portents of neo-Stalinism" in the Soviet press Subject
trisd Vo anpiainm it as a-notier pioor of Yadjusting Lhiggs turough discussion®,

The latter meant that all views should be expressed and heard, orherwise there
would be o difference between old and new ™method of solving the problems",

In sp:!.te t KHRUSHCHEV and other old communists »zre thinking they will have soon
to leave their posts to younger generation and this’the best garantee of further
democratization. EVIUSHENKO, ROZHDESTVENSKY and othef young people weref the symbol
of forthcoming change and KHRUSHCHEV himself as well as his advisers fully take
theémergence of new elements in the Soviet socie into account, In the next ten
years sprovided there will be no war, the Soviet ¥nion will make such a progress

in democratization that the whole world will be apazed This will be :melemented
by people like KOZLOV and his ypunger colleguesi YR
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d/ Ambagsador DOBRYNIN, Subject praised DOBRENIN as one of KOZLOV!S
generation. He is educated, cultured and knows that further reforms and progress
are needed in the Soviet Union. After Subject's arrival in the States all
exchange-students were received by DOBRININ in Washington ,DeC, In his welcome-
speech DOBRYNIN stressed several times the point that they (student§) should
not look fréfightened and must behave normally. "Dontt look like a frightened
man here in the West" - he reiterated this sentence again and again,

Subject!s final conclusion was that the more individuals like DOBRYNIN will come
to the fore in the Soviet Unlon the better for Soviet peoples.

o/ "Foxthcoming changes in the Soviet Unions According to the Subject
there could be not*shadow of doubt that The Soviet Union will contimue to liberalize.
Of cpurse, there were .still some Stalinist elements in the party who will try to
put obstacles to the new cpursee But they were powserless ,simply,because time was
running against theme The departure of old bolsheviks is identical with arrival
of new fresh young forces who will never allow a return of old practices,

According to gyblestain addition to immovations proclaimed in the new party-program,
pretly soon twoe dates for some party posts will be introduced, Then the same
will be tried in administrative field,.

Another pending change of great significance is pubting kolhosp-peasants
on wages like workerse Subject thought this will be implemented soon and is bound
to increase living standard in the countrysides Prior to that he admitted that
life in villages was rather poar and drabe.

f/ Ukrainization, According to Subject majority of population in cities,
in particular in KIEV, speaks Russian, Ukrainian is heard mostly at Ukrainian
Faculty at Universities, in the Union of Writers, some higher offices, some
theaters and some private homes, The countryside speaks also Ukrainian, Subject
personally did not pay any importance to what language he or other people were
usinge Some people were quite sensitive aabout it and even wanted to force
Ukrainization, Scmetimes they met strong obstaclese For example, when they began
to publish Ukrainian Mathematical Journal in KIEV ,pretty soon they discovered
that majobity of contributors were writing in Russian and it was mnecessary to
translate them in Ukrdinian, Also some readers complained that they did mot
understand Ukrainian terminoclogy,and consequently the Journal bacame bilinguale
Finally, it was jransformed into Russian one, N _

Some people by pressing toof much with their views about Ukrainization accentuated .
unnecessarlily internal atlmosphere inside thelr organization and in consequence did
more harm than goode As an example he mentioned some squabbles in the editorial
staff of thh Institute of Ukrainian Ethnography in Kiev. )

A remark as to the fiiture of Uxrainian youth Subject commented that since 1956

no one from his generation was arrested for political reason.

Slow pace of Ukrainization Subject was ineclined to explain not only by
"neutral® course of the Soviet govermment but also by lack of proper tacties and
Uperseverence" of Ukrainians themse}ves, He meant in particular elderly generation
who were still undef impact of eventual return of old practices and wanted to be
@oubly reassured. "ust to be on the safe side" they even preferred to write in
Russian as it was the case with above mentioned Mathematical Journal,.

As to the party itself,Subject thought that leadership of the Ukrainian Communist
Party was Ukrainized but'bureaucratic apparatus! contimed to speak Russian,
Subject also stressed that recently Ukrainian was dntroduced more intensively
in many higher schools and that this was done oh g:?pé}uzg from above in Kiev,
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g/ STASHYNSKYI, Subject read thé Article about Stashynskyl in "Life",
His comment: the whole story seemed to him fishy, Subject did not think that the KGB
could ds clumsy as it looked from STANYNSKYI'S story, To him it was simply
incamrehensible that the KGB could make that many mistakes, He also did not believe
that both : REBET and BANDERA were of such importance to the Soviet goverrment
that it was necessary to liquidate theme He mentiioned also that,for instance, in case
of TROTBKY '"they" did it so smoothly that even to-day no one could prove anything
tangible against Soviet security. '

h/ Young Ukrainian writers and posts, Subject praised the new generation
and saw in them "the bright future of the Ukrainian literature", When asked whether
he read Khrushchev!s speech of 8 March 1963 ip Moscow ,he replied that he did not,
and if really there was ghew drive against them ,then he sympathised with
"young people'. He seemed somewhat embarrassed about the whole affair,

i/ Russo~Chinese relationse Subject was unwilling to comment on that
and only admitted that there were same misunderstandings between the two countries but
he hoped that eventually they will be reconciled,




RE ¢ SHEVCHENKO,Valeri
SOURCE ¢t Letter of KOSHELIVETS,Ivan dtd 3 May 1963

In addition to STAKHIV!S letter KOSHELIVETS gives a more detailed
and specified description of his first meeting with SHEVCHEBKO on 29 Apr 1963,
and on the basis of previously observed events ,and the last encounter with
SHEVCHENKO ,makes some conclusiomsas to the present sd.tuation.

- le According to KOSHELIVETS he used usually to observe what was going
around him realizing since at least two years that heyas editor of "Suchasnist" vas
of particular interest to the KGBy Op 29 Apr 1963 he did some shopping with his
‘wife at 8,00 hrs and neither when he left the hfjuse nor at his arrival did he
nothce anything suspicious, Then when he was I1iving for his wffice suddenly
appeared SHEVCHENKO, KOSHELIVETS'S conclusion is that he must have been hidden
in the meantime somewheme nearby .in another car and that X!s house has been
surveille for that purpose for a longer period of timw, .

Incidentally,he remembered that about a year ago he notbced close to his car

a car with British plates which usually elther followed KOSHELIVETS or'™met® him
near his office, KOSHELIVETS thought that an Englishmam was just using the same
route and liked to Jjoke about ite Thls company, also often at lunch time when
the "Englistman" used to outspeed him and then wait for him again in front of K's
house, lasted for several days. Then it stopped and KOSH forgot about ite

To-day he is inclined to see it in;complete]y different. perspective.

~ 2¢ When SHEVCHENKO joined KOSH in his car he asked KOSH to give him a
1ift to the RailRoad Station (HauptbahnBof). SHEVCHENKO proposed at once & meeting
in the afternoon stressing that he wanted to talk to KOSH tete-a~tete and
therefore KOSH should not inform anybody about the meetinge KOSH replied that he
hardly could do ite"SHEVCHENKO explained that he did not want anybodyelse to know
about their meeting since their (Soviet) pecple were very severily surveilleds
KOSH replied that this was mo wonder,in particular after STASHYNSKYI'S case,
to what SHEVCHENKO cammented Y Do you really believe it", Afbbr affirmative
answer of KOSHELIVEC, SHEVCHENKO remarked that "It will be still some time
clarified”, .

3; KOSHELIVEIS gives following appraiéal of the situation: SHEVCHENKO
came purposefully to see KOSHELIVETS and hisplan of action entailed three

variantss

- a/ to propose to KOSHELIVETS to return to the Ukraine promiging at
the same time a good bait for him, This was very easy for SHEVCHENKO to
do herey

b/ to induce KOSHELIVETS to stop his anti-Soviet activities and
undexr promises and threats to suggest even that he lives "Suchsnist's

¢/ in case of resistance to kidnap him and bring him to their
Embassy and from there to the Soviet Union.

Kosmrg}agg EROER® et SHEVOHENKO completely failed in his mission

and since he must ha the conclusion that KOSHELIVETS was umwilling to
talk to him tete-a-tete , the only solution left for the KGB, was KOSH'S
physical liquidation,




Lo SHEVGHENKO told KOSH and STAKHIV that be in MUNICH again
around 15 May 1963, KOSH asked in very strong not to try to meet him at
his house but to phone him in the office or to come there directly,.

54 On 29 Apr 1963 when KOSH ceame from his office for lunch at aboub 13,00 hrs
he noticed a suspicious type standing near his car in front of the house who

quickly disappeared,
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Re ¢ A "WARNING" to "SUCHASNIST"S Editorial, /aff in Munich

~ang

SOURCE:  Ltr of TYMKEVIECH ,Roman did 2 may 1963

le On 2 May 1963 at 09,10 hrs ,when FUTORSKYI went to the Post Office, and
TIMKEVICH was alone in the premisses of "Suchasnist" at 8,Karlsplatsz, -
came a man, aged about 50, 6!, in coat,without hat, with umbrella in his hand,
slin and unshaved , and wanted to see someons fom Edotdrial staff,
When inside the Unknown said that he was coming unshaved"because of you" since
he wanted to warn the Edbtorial staff and their friends of fortheoming liquidation
planned by the Russians, He refused to tell his name and insisted that now it was
hrrelevante The main thing was that hef knew from a Soviet offlc:r in Pbague
vhere he was recently that they pilhned a bigger action against emigrants,
There is a list of about 250 persons forseen for the action but the Uknown was
unable to remember names ,Neither was it posssible to photocopy the list.
As to MUNICH the mentloned action should include also Ukrainian Free University
and the Archives about which TYMKEVYCH should know more than the Unknowmne
At this point he asked TYMKEWICH whether +the name "BOGDAN" did ring the bell with
hime When T¢ replied that there were many Bogdans ,the Uknown stressed that he
meant a Soviet Lieutenmand Colonel or Colonel by the same name who previously
directed Soviet Espionage in Iran,

2. The Action agpinsh emigrants should have started on L May 1963.
The Unknown tried to reachjthe rial staff of "Suchasnist® Tuesday evening
and Wednesday to warn them but there was nobody in the office,
To the people with whom the Unknown was working (he implied some sort of
institution) all that was known and they even succeeded in phogographing two
individuals who weref supposed to take part in the Action, The Unlmown murmered
some names,one sounded like PAVEL or Pavenko, :

3¢ In the mea.ntimé "arﬁvedv’SLAVKO, the Unknown was samewhat confused but
then continued his storye, He sald that one of the participants or executors

of the Action was also a BARANOVSKYI Mikhall who previocusly surveiiled sailors
in ODESSA, BARANOVSKY ste_m;ned from LVOV.

4. '1‘56. Unkmnown refused to be specific , took same notes,of his pocket
and repeated the old storye Them he said he felt relieved after having been
able to warn our people and werf away.

5o The Unknown spoke perfect literary German (hochdeutsch).

6e At 12,45 hrs same day the Unknown was seen sitting on a bench
at Karlsplatz and observing the windows of the building of P Suchasnist®,

Ad 1, TYMKEVICH remembers that the Unlmown said also semething to the effect
that the officer from PRAGUE was saved at one time from the Concentration
Camp by the Uknown and that's why the former kept informing the
Unknowne

e
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RE s SHEVCHENKO ,Valeri

SCURCE s Letter of STAKHIV,Volodymyr of Munich,dtd 1 May 1963

1. On 29 Apr 1963 KOSHELIVETS,Ivan asked STAKHIV on the phone to see
him immediately on a very urgent business which he su'bsequen'bly related to
STAKHIV and SEAVKO as follows:

At 08.30 hrs same day (29 Apr 1963) when KOSHELIVETS was getting into his car

to drive off to work SHEVCHENKO approached him by knocking on his car-windowe
After greetings SHEVCHENKO joined KOSHELIVEIS in the car-and they went to

the cityes When KOSHELIVEIS asked his compa.zd.on how he managed to get his private
address SHEVCHENKO answered casually that in an address-bock, SHEVICHENKO proposed
a meeting with KOSHELIVETS at 14400 , 15400 or 16,00 hrs same day ( 29 Apr 1963) R
on the spot where KOSHELIVETS parked his care When the latter replied that it was
difficult for him to specify any particular time SHEVCHENKO promised that he will
wait at all three times for half an hour,

2. According to the plan agreed upon by all threesKOSHELIVETS,STAKHIV and
SLAVKO « KOSHELIVETS went to meet SHEVCHENKO together with STAKBIV and SLAVKO
was survellling them, KOSHELIVETS refused categorically to go alone,

On the way to the meetn.ng place SLAVKO discovered at least two men
surveilling KOSHELIVETS,STAKHIV and SLAVKO himself,

SHEVCHEM{O was rather dissatified and upset when KOSHELIVETS came to
the meeting at 15,00 hrs not alone but accompanied by STAKHIV . By a few pointed
hints he wanted to get rid of him bu t STAKHIV stayed.

STAKHIV and KOSHELIVETS suggested to go to their office at Karlsplatz 8
but SHEVCHENKO refused it pointing out that he could not go there as a Soviet
diplomate Later on when STAKHIV asked him whether his chief was still TSYBA and
what was the latter's first nome and patronym, SHEVCHENKO replied that he could not
divulge such things because even they might give some clues as to individual's
weaknessess and character, An that,again, as a Soviet diplomat he was bound iZm not
to do, '

On KOSHE LIVETS'S suggestion they went to "Roter Halm"-restaurant and
there SHEVCHENKO stayed till shortly after 17,00 hrs, He said that he was supposed
to catch a train and went to the RRoad Station, There he ate sausiges,waited for
about 20 minutes ,went to the Mars-Strasse and there disappeared in the crowde
KOSHELIVETS and STAKHIV were his host and treated him with cognac and winee

SHEVGHENKO rej ected politely dinner pointlng out that he just had sausages.
He also drank very careiullye.

3. SHEVCHENKO told his companions that he mexkwmgix left KIEV on 19 April
together with three other collegues. They stayed in the beginning in BONN and since
three days he was in MUNIGH, His collegues were also in MUNICH but they left
alreday for BONN again, SHEVCHENKO promised to be in MUNICH again around 15 May 1963.
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4e During the comversation SHEVCHENKO complained that STAKHIV
attacked him as Mgscow"s servant in his articles after the Viemna Festivale
Seme pretensions - according to SHEVCHENKO - had also PALAMARCHUK,Luka ( Forelgn
Minister of the Ukrainian SSR) who alredy read STAKHIV'S "reply" to Palamarchuk’s
arbiclg in"Ehe Commmist of the Ukraine® of March 1963 , in "Suchasnist!"ef
Apr 19 Be *
Ag it turned out later on SHEVCHENKO was familiar with contents of the two last
issues of "Suchasnist'®, Among ofher things,he mentiomed KOSHELIVETS'S article
on EVIUSHENKO ard said that in may points he shared K'S view about " this
hanger-on' but he could not approve the idedlogical content of his article,
SHEVCHENKO also said that "they" meanigﬁ himself and PALAMARCHUK received
already pamphlets about STASHYNSKYT and Pep1y" %o PALAMARCEUK from "Suchasnist!"
which were sent to them by STAKHIV,
Further on SHEVCHENKO complained. that some papers abroad were still writing about
hunger and partizan activities in the Ukraine and pointed-to "Shlakh peremohy".
On this occasion he mentioned that ¥ife in the Uxraine much improved although
there was still some shortage of meat amd butter,
He aslo stressed that when "Shlakh peremohy" was writing about KUK

ng
the partizan umits in t » the latter (KUK) - as he stated himsjy\—
sat already in prison,{in KIEV

SHEVCHENKO a —about "Urainbkyl Samostinyk" and wanted to know which
exactly political grigp was publishing it.

With him SHEVCHENKO had "Khristiyanslq Holos" which he allegedly bought
at the Rail Road Station,

5o SHEVCHENKO avoided any discussion about recent drive against the
young generation of Ukrainian andbther writers,poets and artists in the Soviet
Upion, except for a shot comment on EVTUSHENKO ( as above).

é_. SHEVGHENKO told STAKHIV that he read his pamphlet about STASHYNSKYI'S
trial and it was quite remarkable that even the court doubted STASHYNSKYI'S
confessions, Ag SHEVCHENKO understood ,STAKHIV was also doubtful as to the
genuineity of the whole story, When STAKHIV pointed out that the court proved
definitely that all was trgte, SHEVCHENKO remarked: "Stil, it's rather
difficult to imagine all that, moreover REBET was an adversary of BANDERA ,so why
to kill him, I hope some time in the future this problem will be clarif:l.ed.
SHEVCHENKO did not want to elaborate anymore on that topice

7; SHEVCHENKO stated that he did not know MAIVIEYKO and switched at once to
another subject.

8. When asked about O,MAZURKEVITCH!S book against "Falsifieps of Ukrainian
literature" SHEVCHENKO promised to sent this book since as he was told by
KOSHELIVETS it cannot. be obtained through bookshop in Munich,

In his turn , SHEVCHENKO asked K and ST to serfl him to KIEV "Ukrainian

Encyclopedia, .
SHEVCHENKO asked for "exact address“ because when he sent three years ago &hree
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Festival in Vienna), the parcel was returned as the address was wronge
He was told to semnd MAZURKEVICH'S book to our office at Karlsplatz.

9 SHEVCHENKO was rather nervous when talking to K and S in"Roter Hahn',
Though no smoker he had two chgarettes,
10, About the new chairman of "Society for Cultural Contacts with
Abroad" in KIEV - A,KOLOSOVA - SHEVCHENKO said that till now she was chief
of Edquecation Department in the CC of the CP Ukraine,

T ¥ Both articles by STAKHLV: aboub Stashynskyi's trial and Response to Palamarchuk
were printed additionally in the form of pamphlet , and sent to the Ukraine,

S
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1l. On 2 May 1963 STAKHIV and KOSHELIVETS reported this case to local police.

12, 29 and 30 Apr 1963 KOSHELIVETS noticed that his house was surveilled by
some individual.

13, In STAKHIV'S opinion the KGB might plan a ld.dnapning of KOSHELIVETS and
in general he and K felt rather uneasy about the whole story.




