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PREFACE

In the fall of 1961, as American and Soviet tanks faced one another at Checkpoint Charlie in the newly divided city of Berlin, and David Cornwell, a British spy more commonly known as John le Carré, was contemplating the writing of his first bestselling novel, The Spy Who Came in from the Cold, the West German police were interrogating a Soviet spy.

The slim thirty-year-old man had papers in the name of an East German, Josef Lehmann, but claimed that his real name was Bogdan Stashinsky and that he was a citizen of the Soviet Union. Stashinsky admitted during questioning that he was singlehandedly responsible for tracking down and killing two Ukrainian émigrés hiding in Munich, where they had been conspiring to liberate their country and destroy the Soviet Union. He had used a new, specially designed secret weapon—a spray pistol delivering liquid poison that, if fired into the victim’s face, killed without leaving a trace. The Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev, who had spent a good part of his career in Ukraine, had regarded the émigré leaders as personal enemies. They had been the primary targets of multiple KGB assassination attempts, and ultimately victims of Stashinsky’s poison gun.

Stashinsky’s testimony, implicating the Kremlin rulers in political assassinations carried out abroad, was a bombshell, shaking the worlds of espionage and international politics. The Stashinsky case changed how the Soviets fought the Cold War, forcing the KGB to abandon its practice of foreign assassination. It also ended the career of the KGB chief Aleksandr Shelepin, who had aspired to replace Nikita Khrushchev and then Leonid Brezhnev at the top of the Soviet power pyramid. In West Germany, the Stashinsky trial changed how Nazi criminals were prosecuted. Using the Stashinsky case as a precedent, many defendants in such cases claimed, as had the Soviet spy, that they were simply accessories to murder, while their superiors, who ordered the killings, were the main perpetrators. West German legislators eventually changed the law to make it impossible for Nazi perpetrators to claim the “Stashinsky defense.”

In the United States, Stashinsky’s case was investigated by a subcommittee of the US Senate, and the evidence he provided was considered in the conclusions of the Warren Commission on the assassination of John F. Kennedy. Many conspiracy theorists still believe that Lee Harvey Oswald was trained by the KGB in the same facility as Bogdan Stashinsky.

Stashinsky’s story captured the imagination of the Western world. It was featured in a long article in Life magazine, and made it into successive editions of Great True Spy Stories, compiled by former CIA chief Allen Dulles. In Ian Fleming’s last James Bond novel, The Man with the Golden Gun, Bond, brainwashed by the Soviets, tries to assassinate his boss by shooting him with a cyanide-loaded poison gun. The Stashinsky story served as the basis of a number of radio and television features around the world. It inspired numerous books and documentary films, at least two novels, two theater plays, and one movie.

For decades, the KGB denied any involvement in the Stashinsky assassinations, and for decades, CIA officers could never be entirely sure whether Stashinsky’s story was true or false. Even today, some authors claim that Stashinsky was in fact a loyal KGB agent who had been sent to the West in order to bear false witness, and thereby shield the prized KGB agent who actually did the job. By tapping into new, previously unavailable sources, this book finally puts to rest many earlier theories and speculations about Stashinsky’s assassinations. It also places the Stashinsky story into the broad context of the Cold War—the relentless battle of ideologies and cultures between East and West—and demonstrates the crushing impact that the Soviet police state had on the population living east of the Iron Curtain.

Most of what we know today about Bogdan Stashinsky, his crime, and his punishment comes from the testimony that he gave at his trial in Karlsruhe, Germany, in October 1962. We can now supplement that data with information from recently declassified files of the Central Intelligence Agency; KGB and Polish security archives; and memoirs and interviews of former KGB officers. The study of graveyard records in a Berlin suburb made it possible to corroborate parts of the story originally told by Stashinsky, and my interview with a former head of the South African police allowed me to trace the former Soviet assassin to that country. He is probably still living there, always looking over his shoulder, aware that the old habits of the KGB die hard, if at all.




PROLOGUE

On the sunny morning of October 15, 1959, a tram coming from downtown Munich made its regular stop on the Ludwig Bridge across the Isar River. “Deutsches Museum,” announced the conductor. The German Museum of Masterpieces of Science and Technology, which had housed the world’s largest collection of scientific exhibits before the war, was a few hundred yards away, its main building located on an island in the middle of the river. While the museum still showed signs of damage suffered during the Allied bombing of the city, the passengers could also see signs of postwar revival. The museum building was being restored, and new houses had been built on the bombed-out Zeppelinstrasse on the right bank of the river. The doors of the tram car opened, allowing passengers to enter and exit.

A slim, flat-chested man with sloping shoulders in his late twenties waited on the Ludwig Bridge, but showed no interest in hopping onto the tram. He also missed a tram going in the opposite direction, toward Karlsplatz and the Hauptbahnhof—the main railway station. Nor was he on his way to the museum. He stood on the bridge, looking toward the river and Zeppelinstrasse. After a moment, he left the bridge, walking along Zeppelinstrasse toward building no. 67, near which a dark blue Opel Kapitan was parked. The man came close enough to read the sedan’s license plate. He then returned to his post on the bridge, where he kept an eye on the car and the building nearby. Finally, around noon, activity caught his attention: a man in his early fifties left the building with a younger woman and got into the car. The Opel Kapitan pulled away from the curb and proceeded along Zeppelinstrasse away from the Ludwig Bridge. The young man watched the car until it disappeared from sight. Then he boarded the downtown train.

At a quarter past noon, the young man from the Ludwig Bridge was on the other side of the city, getting off the tram on the Massmannplatz. From there he walked toward the Kreittmayrstrasse and then in the direction of St. Benno’s Catholic Church at the end of the street. He paused at the recently constructed apartment building at no. 7 and looked into its archway, which led to the courtyard and garages, but the dark blue Opel Kapitan was nowhere in sight. He walked along the street once again, repeatedly checking his watch. Finally he spotted the Opel Kapitan approaching in his direction. He could see the license plate. It was the same car, but the driver was alone.

When the Opel Kapitan turned into the archway at no. 7, the young man headed for the main entrance and opened the door with a key. He locked the door from the inside and took the stairs to the ground floor, deciding to wait there until the owner of the Opel Kapitan entered the hallway. Suddenly he heard voices upstairs. “Wiedersehen—until we meet again,” said a female voice, and someone began to descend the stairs. The young man panicked; he was caught on the stairs between this unknown resident and the owner of the Opel Kapitan, who could appear any moment. Finally he decided to return to the ground floor, turned his face toward the elevator door, and pressed the elevator button. A few seconds later he heard steps behind him: it was a woman, as he could tell from the click of her high heels. She opened the door and left the building.

Relieved, the young man returned to his previous position behind the first turn of the stairs, out of sight of anyone entering. A few moments later he looked out and saw the man he was waiting for—the owner of the Opel Kapitan from Zeppelinstrasse. The man was short, stocky, and balding. He was struggling to remove his key from the main door. He carried some bags under his arm. One of them was open, and the young man could see that it contained tomatoes. The young man bent down and pantomimed tying his shoelace—he knew that the gesture looked unnatural, but he wanted to avoid approaching the man with the tomatoes while the entrance door was still open. The young man straightened up and resumed his movement toward the door. “Funktioniert es nicht—Isn’t it working?” he heard himself say. “Doch es funktioniert—Now it’s working,” responded the owner of the Opel Kapitan.

The young man grasped the outside doorknob with his left hand. His right hand, in which he held a rolled-up newspaper, came up, with one end pointed toward the man’s face. There was a soft pop. He saw the older man’s body moving backward and to the side. He did not see it fall. He stepped outside and closed the entrance door behind him. On the street, he unrolled the newspaper and removed the eight-inch cylinder which had been concealed within. The gun went into his pocket. The mission was over. Stashinsky had finally done it.1
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KGB MAN
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STALIN’S CALL

Nikita Khrushchev, the balding, overweight, but surprisingly energetic future leader of the Soviet Union, was in the middle of a speech when a note was delivered to the podium asking him to call Moscow as soon as possible.

It was December 1, 1949, and Khrushchev, then a party boss of Ukraine, was addressing professors and students in the Western Ukrainian city of Lviv. The city and its environs had belonged to Poland before World War II but were annexed to the Soviet Union in 1939 as a result of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. After the short-lived Soviet-German alliance was dissolved, the Soviets lost the region to invading Germans in June 1941, but reclaimed it in July 1944. Ever since, they had unsuccessfully tried to convince the local Ukrainian population to accept life under Soviet rule. It was a difficult proposition: the Ukrainians wanted their own state. A few weeks before Khrushchev’s speech, Ukrainian nationalist guerrillas had scored a major victory by assassinating Yaroslav Halan, a communist author and one of the main propagandists of the new regime. Khrushchev came to Lviv to personally oversee the investigation and lead the hunt for Halan’s killers. One of them had turned out to be a student, and Khrushchev was now addressing local college administrators and party activists among the students to alert them to the dangers of nationalism.

The request to call Moscow caught Khrushchev by surprise. He finished his speech, calling on the students to fight nationalism in their ranks and stand on guard against the guerrillas, left the meeting, and placed a call to the Kremlin. On the other end of the line was Stalin’s right-hand man, Georgii Malenkov, the party boss responsible for the appointment and dismissal of Soviet officials. Khrushchev had been called back to the Kremlin. “How urgent is it?” asked Khrushchev. “Very. Get a plane first thing tomorrow morning,” came the answer. “I left ready for anything, trying to anticipate all sorts of unpleasant surprises,” recalled Khrushchev later.1

Three years earlier, in 1946, Stalin had removed Khrushchev as first secretary of the Communist Party of Ukraine, assigning him to the less important office of head of the Ukrainian Cabinet. The appointment was punishment for Khrushchev’s demands that Moscow help relieve the Ukrainian famine of 1946–1947. Stalin, whose insistence on high grain-procurement quotas had caused the famine, refused to listen or to help. Annoyed with Khrushchev’s demands, he replaced him with Lazar Kaganovich, one of the organizers of the Great Famine of 1932–1933, which had claimed the lives of as many as 4 million Ukrainians. Chastised, Khrushchev fell into line and showed no mercy in extracting grain from the exhausted Ukrainian peasantry. Close to 1 million people died as a result. In the fall of 1947, Stalin reinstalled Khrushchev in his former post of party boss of Ukraine.2

But what did Stalin want now? Was the summons to Moscow related to the assassination of Yaroslav Halan and Khrushchev’s perceived inability to end the Ukrainian resistance? The guerrilla fighters were universally known as Banderites—a name derived from that of the leader of the “revolutionary” (most militant) branch of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN), Stepan Bandera. Judging by Khrushchev’s memoirs, he had first heard of Bandera in 1939. That year, as head of the Communist Party of Ukraine, Khrushchev oversaw the incorporation of Western Ukraine into the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. Bandera, who was serving a life sentence for his role in the 1934 assassination of the Polish minister of the interior, had walked out of the prison in 1939 following the German invasion of Poland, slipping through Soviet hands. “We were impressed by Bandera’s record as an opponent of the Polish government, but we should have taken into account the fact that men like him were also enemies of the Soviet Union,” remembered Khrushchev later.

As Stalin shared the spoils of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact with Hitler, taking control of first Western Ukraine and Belarus and then the Baltic states and the Romanian provinces of Moldavia and Bukovyna, Bandera led a revolt against the old leadership of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists and offered the services of his faction of the OUN to Germany. The German-Soviet alliance turned out to be short-lived. On June 22, 1941, the German armies crossed the Soviet border and began their movement eastward, pushing the retreating Red Army out of Western Ukraine. On June 30, 1941, a week after Germany’s attack on its former ally, Bandera and his people declared the creation of an independent Ukrainian state.

But an independent Ukraine had no place in German plans: they wanted Lebensraum (living space)—a territory cleansed of the local population and made ready for German settlement. The Gestapo arrested Bandera and his associates, demanding that they rescind their declaration. Bandera refused and spent most of the war in the German concentration camp of Sachsenhausen. Two of his brothers died in Auschwitz. “It’s true that when Bandera realized that the Hitlerites did not intend to keep their promise to sponsor an independent Ukraine he turned his units against them,” recalled Khrushchev. “But even then he did not stop hating the Soviet Union. During the second half of the war he fought both against us and the Germans.”3

By 1944, the Ukrainian nationalists had organized a guerrilla force numbering as many as 100,000 men. Formally, they constituted the Ukrainian Insurgent Army; informally, they were known as Banderites. “As we pushed the Germans west, we encountered an old enemy—Ukrainian nationalists,” recalled Khrushchev. “The Banderites were setting up partisan detachments of their own.” After his release from Sachsenhausen, Bandera fled to Austria. The insurgency was run by others, who had little, if any, contact with their faraway leader, but Bandera’s name remained closely linked with the underground. All aspects of guerrilla warfare, good and bad, became associated with Bandera—the self-sacrifice of young men and women who gave their lives for the cause of Ukrainian independence as well as the ethnic cleansing of Poles in Western Ukraine, the participation of the individual members of the nationalist underground in the Holocaust, and the gruesome assassinations of Soviet “collaborators” such as Yaroslav Halan.4

The Soviets employed tens of thousands of regular troops, thousands of members of special detachments, and locally formed militias to fight the nationalist underground. They reported killing more than 100,000 “bandits” and arresting another quarter of a million in 1944–1946. Hundreds of thousands of civilians were deported from Western Ukraine to Siberia and Kazakhstan. The commanders of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, which now numbered fewer than 5,000 soldiers, switched to small-scale attacks on Soviet government institutions and military installations. Individual terror against representatives of Soviet rule and local “collaborators” became the new modus operandi. The insurgents understood that they could not win in a pitched battle. Their only remaining hope for personal survival and the creation of an independent Ukrainian state was a new global war, this time between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Slowly but relentlessly, Soviet counterinsurgency operations and terror against the local population delivered results. By 1948, Ukrainian nationalist resistance had weakened sufficiently to allow the Soviets to begin the mass collectivization of agriculture—the centerpiece of their program of socialist transformation. Soviet agents penetrated many of the remaining insurgent units and tried to gain control over communications between local insurgents and Bandera’s émigré followers, who were headquartered in Munich, the center of the American occupation zone in Germany. Still, the Soviet secret police could not reach the leadership of the Insurgent Army or prevent assassinations of regime supporters like Yaroslav Halan.5

Nikita Khrushchev had known Halan personally. In 1946, Halan had represented the Soviet Ukrainian media at the Nuremberg Trials of major war criminals, where he had demanded the extradition of Stepan Bandera from the American occupation zone of Germany. Back home, he attacked the Ukrainian nationalists with his fiery pamphlets. Halan also targeted the Ukrainian Catholic Church. Its hierarchs were arrested and its priests forced to accept the jurisdiction of the Russian Orthodox Church as part of the Soviet struggle against the Vatican and its political, religious, and cultural influences in the Soviet-controlled part of Europe. The church’s faithful were driven underground. Halan’s vitriolic attacks on the church did not go unnoticed in Rome, and in July 1949 Pope Pius XII excommunicated him. Halan responded with a new pamphlet, in which he wrote: “I spit on the pope.” Many believed that the phrase sealed Halan’s fate in the eyes of the insurgents, who allied themselves with the persecuted Ukrainian Catholic Church.6

Khrushchev was immediately informed of Halan’s death and called Moscow to let Stalin know what had happened in Lviv. The aging and ever more paranoid Soviet dictator was not pleased. The assassination left no doubt that more than five years after the Red Army had recaptured Western Ukraine from the retreating Germans, and more than four years after the red banner had been flown atop the Reichstag building in central Berlin, the Ukrainian underground was still fighting the victorious Soviet superpower. And not somewhere on the periphery of the communist world, but in its very heart, within the borders of the USSR. Stalin dispatched his best secret police forces to Ukraine. They were told that “Comrade Stalin has rated the work of the security organs combating banditry in Western Ukraine as highly unsatisfactory.” They were ordered to find the assassins and crush the remaining Ukrainian resistance.7

Khrushchev knew that his job was on the line. That is why he not only came to Lviv in person to oversee the investigation, but also brought along a full team to help increase police and party control over locals: the minister of the interior, the secretaries of the Central Committee of the Ukrainian Communist Party, and even the first secretary of the Ukrainian branch of the Komsomol—the Young Communist League. Khrushchev wanted his underlings to turn Lviv and Western Ukraine into a fortress. According to one account, he was prepared to introduce drastic measures to remove the recruitment base for the underground: he would round up young men and send them to the Donbas Mines or to trade schools in Eastern Ukraine, or even, perhaps, place the population under strict control through a system of internal passports, a step that would have turned the whole region into a huge prison camp outside of Soviet laws. Khrushchev dropped that idea only after Stalin’s security experts protested his plans. One of them believed that Khrushchev’s proposed measures would drive Ukrainian youth into the forests, directly into the hands of the insurgents.8

Upon receiving a call from the Kremlin, Khrushchev put his plans on hold and flew to Moscow, as ordered. “I did not know what my status would be when I returned to Ukraine—or even if I would return at all,” he remembered later. The trip turned out to be the most fateful of his career. Instead of being reprimanded or arrested, Khrushchev was promoted. The aging dictator wanted Khrushchev by his side in Moscow, and he gave him control of the city’s party organization to fight internal enemies. Stalin was purging party cadres of real and alleged supporters of the “Leningrad group” of Soviet officials, who were accused of attempting to form a separate Russian Communist Party—a potential threat to the unity of the All-Union Communist Party led by Stalin. Khrushchev, the longtime leader of Ukraine, seemed a natural ally in the struggle against Russian particularism, which threatened to topple the empire.

Khrushchev was more than relieved. He thanked Stalin for his trust in him. “I’ve been treated well, and I am thankful to everyone who has helped with the supervision of Ukraine,” he told the dictator. “But I will nonetheless be glad to get back to Moscow.” Stalin wanted him to go back to Ukraine, wrap up unfinished business there, and return to the Soviet capital in time for the lavish celebration of his seventieth birthday, scheduled for December 21, 1949. On that day, Stalin seated Khrushchev next to himself. On Stalin’s other side was the leader of Communist China, Mao Zedong.

Khrushchev had begun his assent to the summit of Soviet power. But he would never forget the scare caused by Stalin’s unexpected summons and the person he believed responsible for Ukrainian resistance to the Soviets, Stepan Bandera.9




2

MASTER KILLER

As Khrushchev took part in the celebrations for Stalin’s birthday in Moscow, his former subordinates in Ukraine continued their hunt for the leaders of the Ukrainian underground. Many of them celebrated New Year’s Day 1950 in Lviv instead of returning to Kyiv or Moscow and spent months after that in Western Ukraine. Among them was General Pavel Sudoplatov, the most senior security official to be sent from Moscow to Lviv with the task of destroying the leadership of the armed resistance. Sudoplatov followed his orders. Killing leaders of the Ukrainian movement was in fact his specialty.

Sudoplatov had been given his first assignment in that line of work in November 1937, when he was a thirty-year-old foreign intelligence officer. He was first summoned to the office of Stalin’s people’s commissar (minister) of the interior, Nikolai Yezhov, and then taken to meet Stalin himself. At the time, Sudoplatov, a native of Ukraine and a fluent Ukrainian speaker, had infiltrated Ukrainian émigré circles in Europe by posing as a representative of the Ukrainian underground based in the Soviet Union. Stalin, eager for a status report on relations among the leaders of the various Ukrainian organizations, had summoned Sudoplatov to his office. Sudoplatov revealed that they were all competing with one another for positions in the future government of independent Ukraine, but the most dangerous of all was Yevhen Konovalets, the head of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists. Konovalets was then the superior of Stepan Bandera, and the OUN had the backing of German military intelligence, the Abwehr.

“What are your suggestions?” asked Stalin. Sudoplatov had none. Stalin gave him a week to prepare a plan for combating Konovalets and his organization. A week later, Sudoplatov came back to Stalin’s office with a plan for penetrating the Abwehr by means of Soviet agents in Konovalets’s organization.

This plan was clearly not what Stalin had in mind. Stalin gave the floor to Hryhorii Petrovsky, an old Bolshevik and one of the leaders of Soviet Ukraine, who had been invited to sit in on the meeting. As Sudoplatov later recalled, Petrovsky “solemnly announced that the Ukrainian socialist state had, in absentia, condemned Konovalets to death for grave crimes against the Ukrainian proletariat”—that is, assassination, albeit couched in political justification. He referred specifically to Konovalets’s role in the suppression of the Bolshevik uprising in Kyiv in 1918, during which Konovalets had served as a military commander for a short-lived government of independent Ukraine. Stalin spoke up in support of Petrovsky’s suggestion: “This is not just an act of revenge, although Konovalets is an agent of German fascism. Our goal is to behead the movement of Ukrainian fascism on the eve of the war and force the gangsters to annihilate one another in a struggle for power.”

Stalin obviously had assassination in mind when he first summoned Sudoplatov: he simply did not want to be the first to suggest it to the potential assassin. When Sudoplatov failed to guess the leader’s wish, Stalin had Petrovsky step in to suggest assassination and provide legal justification for the killing. The idea was wholly Stalin’s, not Petrovsky’s—only a few days before their meeting, Sudoplatov had met with Petrovsky individually, and he had suggested nothing of the sort. Now, with the idea of assassination on the table, Stalin pressed his intelligence agent. “What are the personal tastes of Konovalets? Try to exploit them,” said Stalin. Sudoplatov, who had met with Konovalets more than once in the course of his work abroad, told Stalin that wherever they went, the Ukrainian leader would always buy a box of chocolates. “Konovalets is overly fond of chocolate candies,” he told his Kremlin host. Stalin suggested that Sudoplatov think about that.

Before parting ways, Stalin asked the future assassin whether he understood the political importance of the mission entrusted to him. Sudoplatov assured Stalin that he did and that he was prepared to give his life to fulfill the task. Stalin wished him success and shook his hand. Konovalets’s activities during the revolution provided legal justification for the proposed act of individual terror, his ties with the Abwehr the political rationale, and the characterization of his nationalist movement as fascist the ideological excuse. The latter would become a major weapon in the Soviet effort to discredit the Ukrainian nationalist movement, which was radical and rightist in ideological orientation, but branded fascist only by its Soviet opponents. Stalin was getting ready for the coming war with Germany and wanted confusion in the ranks of his enemies. Konovalets had to die.

The Soviet secret police followed Stalin’s suggestion to exploit Konovalets’s weakness. Technical experts constructed a bomb disguised as a box of chocolates. Turning the box from a vertical position to a horizontal one would start the clock mechanism, with a thirty-minute countdown to detonation. On May 23,1938, Sudoplatov met with Konovalets in downtown Rotterdam in the restaurant of the Hotel Atlanta and gave him the box. The assassin then left the restaurant and went into a shop on a nearby street, where he bought a hat and a raincoat to disguise his appearance. Shortly after noon, he heard the explosion and saw people running in the direction from which he had just come. Sudoplatov went to the railway station and boarded a train for Paris. “The gift was presented. The parcel is now in Paris, and the tire of the car in which I traveled had a blowout while I was shopping,” read the encoded telegram sent that day from Paris to Moscow.1

Konovalets was killed on the spot, as Sudoplatov would learn from a newspaper. Immediately after the assassination, Sudoplatov developed an excruciating headache, but he never regretted what he had done. “The prospect of war was regarded as inevitable by the spring of 1938, and we knew that he would fight for the Germans,” wrote Sudoplatov later about his victim. The assassination he carried out was considered a classic by generations of KGB officers: elegant, efficient, and politically expedient. As Stalin had planned, the death of Konovalets produced a power struggle in the nationalist underground. Two years after the assassination, the young and ambitious Stepan Bandera led his radical allies in revolt against Konovalets’s longtime aide and successor, Colonel Andrii Melnyk. Bandera managed to wrest control of most of the organization from Melnyk, but the split between the two factions, which resulted in open conflict between them, would last for decades, weakening the nationalist camp.2

The assassination made Pavel Sudoplatov a celebrity in the ranks of the Soviet secret police and gave his career a significant boost. His status was further enhanced during the war, when he found himself in charge of all diversionary and assassination activity behind the German lines. His skills remained in high demand after the war. In September 1946, he entered the compartment of a train car heading from Saratov to Moscow. His victim was Oleksandr Shumsky, the people’s commissar of education of Ukraine in the 1920s, who had been accused of Ukrainian nationalism and, after years of imprisonment and internal exile, had insisted on his right to return to Ukraine. Along with Sudoplatov was one of his subordinates, Colonel Grigorii Mairanovsky, the head of the special secret-police poison lab. “At night the members of the group led by Sudoplatov entered the compartment and covered Shumsky’s mouth, after which Mairanovsky injected the poison,” read a later report about the assassination. The autopsy conducted afterward found no trace of the poison used by Mairanovsky—curare, a plant extract. The cause of death was given as a stroke.

Sudoplatov and Mairanovsky’s next victim was an archbishop of the Ukrainian Catholic Church, Teodor Romzha. He was the head of the church in Transcarpathia, which had belonged to Czechoslovakia before World War II. According to Sudoplatov, in 1947 Soviet intelligence received reports that the Vatican was lobbying the United States and Britain to support Ukrainian Catholics and their allies in the nationalist underground. Romzha was the last unimprisoned Ukrainian Catholic bishop, and thus exceedingly dangerous. In February 1947, a plan to kill Romzha was submitted to Moscow by the Ukrainian minister of security. The first attempt took place in late October 1947, when the carriage in which the archbishop was riding was hit by a truck. Romzha survived the attack and was taken to a local hospital. Sudoplatov and Mairanovsky finished the job when a nurse recruited by the secret police injected the bishop with poison supplied by Mairanovsky.

Sudoplatov’s memoirs and Soviet secret-police archives indicate that all the killings committed by Sudoplatov and Mairanovsky, his “Dr. Death,” were done with Stalin’s personal approval. No one else had the authority to decide the fate of the secret victims of Sudoplatov’s death squad. But the initiative to put people on the list could come from other members of the Soviet leadership as well. Sudoplatov claimed that the killings of Shumsky and Romzha were carried out at the insistence of Nikita Khrushchev, who allegedly met with Mairanovsky on his way to Uzhhorod. Sudoplatov claims to have been present during a telephone conversation between General Sergei Savchenko, the Ukrainian security minister, and Khrushchev in which the latter gave the final go-ahead for the operation to kill Romzha. Whether that is true or not, there is no doubt that the original plan to assassinate Romzha was drafted in Kyiv, not Moscow, and could not have been submitted there without Khrushchev’s personal approval.3

In December 1949, Sudoplatov was given his most significant assignment yet: to locate and kill the commander in chief of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, Roman Shukhevych. The seasoned forty-two-year-old nationalist leader had learned his military skills as the commander of Nachtigall, the Abwehr Special Forces Battalion in 1941, and he had taken control of the Bandera faction of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists while Bandera was imprisoned in Sachsenhausen. Sudoplatov and the deputy security minister of Ukraine, General Viktor Drozdov, mobilized a whole army of secret-police officers and agents to hunt down Shukhevych. The breakthrough came in early March 1950, when a former member of the underground betrayed Shukhevych’s courier, twenty-five-year-old Daria Husiak. Upon her arrest, Sudoplatov interrogated Husiak personally, but she did not betray her superior. The secret police then put her in a cell with a female informer, who got a note from Husiak to be passed to Shukhevych in a village near Lviv. More than six hundred officers quickly descended on the village of Bilohorshcha in search of the resistance leader.

When Soviet forces broke into the house that Shukhevych occupied, he tried to fight his way out and was killed in action. “Our group, which entered the house, began the operation, in the course of which Shukhevych was asked to surrender,” read Sudoplatov’s report. “In answer to that, Shukhevych put up armed resistance and began firing a machine gun with which he killed Major Revenko, a department head of the Ministry of State Security of the Ukrainian SSR, and, despite measures taken to capture him alive, he was killed by a sergeant of the MDB in the course of the gunfight.” One of Shukhevych’s wounds suggested that at some point in the shootout he killed himself to keep from falling into the hands of the secret police. But Sudoplatov could report to Moscow that his mission had been fulfilled. Another leader of the Ukrainian movement was down.4

With Shukhevych gone, Stepan Bandera’s symbolic importance as leader of the underground and emblem of its continuing resistance grew disproportionately to his actual involvement in Ukrainian developments. The assassination of the Soviet propagandist Yaroslav Halan by the members of the nationalist underground had only solidified Bandera’s position at the top of the list of the enemies of the Soviet regime. Nikita Khrushchev demanded his head. According to some accounts, it was in the fall of 1949 that the Soviet Supreme Court had passed a death sentence on Stepan Bandera. Sudoplatov recalled later that once Khrushchev was in Moscow, he asked him to prepare a plan “for liquidating the Bandera leadership of the Ukrainian fascist movement in Western Europe, which is arrogantly insulting the leadership of the Soviet Union.”5
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SECRET AGENT

On a summer evening in 1950, a plainclothes policeman showed up on the doorstep of a modest peasant house in the village of Borshchovychi near Lviv. The house belonged to the well-respected Stashinsky family. The father worked as a carpenter and was known for his love of books; the mother ran the household. They had three children—two daughters and a son—all in their late teens or early twenties.1

The family had less than two acres of land, but they had never welcomed the communist regime. They were committed Ukrainian patriots, and it was in their home that many of their neighbors had first heard the Ukrainian national anthem, or seen a trident—the coat of arms of the short-lived Ukrainian state that was crushed by a Bolshevik invasion in 1920. The region was under Polish rule until 1939, so the singing of the Ukrainian anthem and the display of the Ukrainian coat of arms were by no means innocent manifestations of local patriotism. After the Soviet takeover of the region, the Stashinskys found themselves among the victims of Bolshevik terror. In October 1940, the Soviet agents arrested a close relative, the thirty-six-year-old Petro Stashinsky, an activist of the Ukrainian cultural movement and a member of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists. In June 1941, Petro Stashinsky was shot in a Lviv prison, just days, if not hours, before the Soviets withdrew from the city. He shared the fate of thousands of Ukrainian patriots. The family took Petro’s arrest and killing very hard.

When the Soviets returned in 1944, the members of the Stashinsky family were strong supporters of the OUN. They helped the men from the forest in any way they could, and their home became a safe haven. Sometimes twenty to thirty men would arrive, and Mrs. Stashinsky would go around the neighborhood and collect food for them. The two daughters, Iryna and Maria, became couriers for the underground. Both sisters were arrested and held for a time by the secret police. “When they were reported, they were taken to the prison in Yarychiv,” recalled one of the family’s neighbors years later, referring to a prison in a neighboring town. “And they beat and assaulted them so badly that . . . Maria had given up any hope of ever being married. She used to say: ‘What good am I to anyone when I’m so destroyed?’” Iryna was fired from her position as a teacher in the local school. The Stashinskys were put on the secret police list of suspects, and the father of the girls kept a supply of dry bread on hand in case he was arrested and forced to undertake the long journey to Siberia.2

Now, the policeman wanted to talk to nineteen-year-old Bogdan Stashinsky. He was the pride of the family—the first to go to college. He was also popular with the local girls. A slim youngster with an open, rather long face, a pronounced nose, and a noticeable cleft in the middle of his chin, he wore his hair high and fluffy, held his lanky body erect, and cultivated a carefully groomed appearance. Born on November 4, 1931, Stashinsky had been educated under the Poles, the Soviets, the Germans, and then the Soviets again. Under the Poles, the main language of education was Polish; under the Germans and Soviets, it was Ukrainian. Depending on the occupiers, either German or Russian was considered by the curriculum as a foreign language. In 1945, when the war ended, he moved to Lviv, seventeen kilometers from his native village, to continue his education. He dreamed of becoming a medical doctor but did not get into medical school. Instead he studied mathematics at the local teachers’ college. He went home every few days for a supply of food, taking a train, which he could not afford. He usually snuck in without paying the fare.

The plainclothes policeman told Bogdan he would have to come to the railway police station immediately to talk about a ticket incident that had taken place a few days earlier. Bogdan had been caught taking the train without paying, and officers had already taken his name and address and then let him go. Now they wanted Bogdan back. Given the family’s background and ties to the underground, this seemed to be a minor problem. He could have been charged with a serious crime; maybe now he would be. Bogdan followed the policeman to the station. To his surprise, there was a senior officer awaiting him. “Captain Konstantin Sitnikovsky,” the officer introduced himself. He was welcoming, and seemed more interested in the young student’s life and attitudes than in the incident on the train. He asked questions about Bogdan’s studies, his family, and his parents. That was it. After the friendly talk, he was allowed to go home. He did not know whether there would be a follow-up invitation for another talk. For the moment, the police were leaving him alone. This was good news; when one of Maria Stashinsky’s colleagues in the underground had been arrested for her role in the resistance, Captain Sitnikovsky had beaten her up and put a gun to her head, imitating execution.3

From his friends in Lviv, Bogdan knew that the secret police had been paying special attention to students since the assassination of Yaroslav Halan. One of the identified killers, the eighteen-year-old Ilarii Lukashevych, was a student at the local agricultural college. Almost immediately, the authorities either arrested or expelled any students who were close to Lukashevych. They also intensified the ideological harassment of students from the region. The campaign was led personally by the first secretary of the Ukrainian Komsomol (Young Communist League) and future head of the Soviet KGB, Vladimir Semichastny. In October and November 1949, the secret police arrested more than one hundred university students and employees. Soon after Khrushchev delivered his speech, interrupted by the note demanding that he call the Kremlin, fifty students were expelled from Lviv colleges. Over the course of the year, the Lviv Polytechnical Institute lost 344 students, amounting to 8 percent of its student body. Overall, up to 2 percent of Lviv students, almost all of them from recently annexed Western Ukraine, were affected by the purge.4

The secret police simultaneously stepped up its efforts to recruit informers among Lviv students whose families lived in the countryside—an area infested with guerrillas. Some transferred to other colleges in order to avoid the attention of the secret police; others switched to correspondence programs and left Lviv to go back to their families. One of those who had to leave Lviv in the summer of 1950 was a future leading Ukrainian historian, Mykola Kovalsky. In the fall of 1949, he was removed as head of a student trade-union cell; in March 1950, he was forced to join the Komsomol; and in the summer, at the end of the academic year, he packed up his belongings and signed a request to transfer to a correspondence program. He attributed his decision to leave the city to the atmosphere of “ideological and political terror inflicted on Western Ukrainian youth in the higher educational institutions of Lviv during the era of rampaging Stalinism, when [secret police] informers, denunciations to the police, and betrayal were imposed from above.” Kovalsky’s closest friend, also a future historian, Zenon Matysiakevych, was not so lucky. He was expelled from the university altogether. Neither Kovalsky nor Matysiakevych belonged to the underground.5

Bogdan Stashinsky would also be unlucky. In a few days, the same policeman showed up on his doorstep once again and invited him to another meeting with Captain Sitnikovsky. This time, the captain wanted to talk about the underground and the involvement of members of his family in its activities. It sounded as if he knew almost everything already. “Sitnikovsky knew of my sister’s collaboration with the underground and was familiar with the situation in our village,” recalled Stashinsky later. There was no doubt that Sitnikovsky was trying to recruit Stashinsky as an informer. “He presented me with a choice: either I could extricate myself from this situation and help my parents or I would be arrested and sentenced to twenty-five years’ imprisonment, and my parents would be sent to Siberia,” he recalled, describing his second meeting with Sitnikovsky. He knew that what the officer said was no empty threat. On a regular basis, the secret police were arresting people for “crimes” much less serious than those his family had committed.6

Bogdan Stashinsky’s village of Borshchovychi was surrounded by forests where a detachment of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army was active. It was led by a native of a neighboring village named Ivan Laba, who took nom de guerre “Karmeliuk” after a famous nineteenth-century Ukrainian peasant rebel. Laba had joined the nationalist movement in 1941, soon after the Germans had driven Bandera’s followers underground. Like many other Ukrainian nationalists, Laba had been captured by the Gestapo and sent to Auschwitz, where he had managed to survive the war. At the end of the war he rejoined the guerrillas and became one of their local leaders. Laba dated Bogdan Stashinsky’s younger sister, Maria, and knew Bogdan personally. Bogdan knew many other members of the underground as well—they came to his house on a fairly regular basis.7

Captain Sitnikovsky explained that resistance was senseless. Stashinsky did not disagree with the officer. He knew that going to the forest was equivalent to a death sentence: the chances were nine out of ten that anyone who did so would be caught or killed by the police. Should he save himself and his family by cooperating? If he refused, he would lose his dream of getting an education. Furthermore, he would go to prison, and so would the members of his family. Sitnikovsky did not request a formal agreement right away. “Although he was recruiting me, he did not ask me directly,” recalled Stashinsky later, “and he took a careful approach so that I would not see myself as a traitor.” To save his family members, he would now have to spy on them. “I knew that if I accepted the proposal, I would quarrel with my parents, but I found myself in such circumstances that it was clear to me that it would be better to accept his proposal,” remembered Stashinsky. “I believed that in that way I would succeed in protecting my parents from Siberia and my sisters from prison.”

Stashinsky left the meeting without saying either yes or no. But his yes was implicit in his silence. He did not confide in his family or try to figure out a solution with their help. He convinced himself that he was saving his family, even if it was against what they would wish. Stashinsky was also saving himself. He was nineteen years old, not active in politics, and dreaming about the bright future ahead of him. With that future now under threat, he decided to cooperate. Some of his village acquaintances believed that he simply got scared. His next meeting with Sitnikovsky took place at the captain’s private apartment.

The new secret agent received the Ukrainian code name “Oleh,” a name with origins that went back to one of the first princes of medieval Kyiv. From now on, Stashinsky would sign all his reports with that name. Most of them dealt initially with information about the underground that he learned from his sister Iryna. But this was not enough. To rehabilitate himself completely in the eyes of the authorities and protect his family, said Sitnikovsky, the young man would have to carry out one more mission—that of penetrating the resistance group led by Ivan Laba. His task was of enormous political importance. Captain Sitnikovsky had learned that one of Halan’s assassins had recently joined the group. Stashinsky was to locate him in the forest, gain his trust, and discover who had ordered the killing. Stashinsky was promised that this would be his last mission. After that, he would be allowed to continue his studies. Once again, he felt that he had no choice but to agree. Once again he chose not to turn to his family.

Stashinsky knew about the assassination of Halan from the papers. He also knew that one of the assassins, the forestry college student Ilarii Lukashevych, had been apprehended and sentenced to death. What he did not know was that he had already met the second killer, Mykhailo Stakhur, whom he knew only by his nom de guerre, “Stefan.” Stakhur was in the vicinity of his village as part of Laba’s group. In March and April 1951, the secret police spread the rumor that they were going to arrest Stashinsky for his ties with the underground. They pretended to look for him. Stashinsky returned from Lviv to his native village and told his relatives that the secret police were hot on his heels. Everyone agreed that under the circumstances he had no choice but to flee to the forest and join the guerrillas.

Bogdan’s sister Iryna sent a message to her friends in the forest, and Ivan Laba came in person to pick him up. Some members of the underground were suspicious of Bogdan’s intentions, but Iryna insisted, and Laba took him in. Laba admitted to Bogdan that he did indeed have under his command an insurgent who had assassinated Halan. In May 1951, Stashinsky met Mykhailo Stakhur, who confirmed that he had worked with Lukashevych in the murder. The two had gone to Halan’s apartment and, in the middle of a conversation with him, had asked the writer to close the window. When he turned his back to his visitors, Stakhur killed him with a small axe that he had brought along and hidden under his coat. Once he had this information, Stashinsky had all he needed to complete his mission. He had found the killer, had learned the circumstances of the assassination, and could now tell Captain Sitnikovsky where the culprit was hiding.

In mid-June 1951, Stashinsky unexpectedly left the underground group. He went to report the results of his mission to Sitnikovsky. Less than a month later, on July 8, a special secret-police unit arrested Stakhur. The secret police forced an elderly local family that had supplied food to the insurgents to put sleeping powder into a fruit compote offered to the rebels. When the powder took effect, the officers arrested Stakhur together with three of his comrades. One of them was Yaroslav Kachor, who had advised Laba a few months earlier against taking in Stashinsky. Stakhur was put on trial and hanged in October 1951.8

Stashinsky’s disappearance and the subsequent arrest of Stakhur had blown his cover, leaving no doubt that he was acting on behalf of the secret police. The news came as a shock to the other members of the Stashinsky family, who were now shunned by their fellow villagers, many of them supporters of the underground. The very people whom Bogdan had tried to save now turned against him, refusing to recognize him as their son and brother. Stashinsky’s world had crumbled around him. He had earned the right to continue his education, but he could not do so without the continuing support of his family. Educational loans were nonexistent, and scholarships were small. Students who had little or no support from home often lived up to six in a dormitory room, surviving on cheap fish and considering potatoes a major feast.9

The secret police kept its word, however. While others were arrested, the Stashinsky family was left alone. They also gave Bogdan Stashinsky a choice: he could continue his education, or he could join a secret police unit with a monthly salary of between 800 and 900 rubles—three times the wages of a village librarian, and a fortune by student standards. “It was [only] a proposal,” remembered Stashinsky later, “but I had no alternative to accepting it and continuing to work for the NKVD. By now, there was no way back for me.” Indeed, Stashinsky had nowhere to go. He had saved his family by betraying it. They did not want to have him around anymore. The secret police would become his new home and family.10
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PARACHUTIST

Bogdan Stashinsky was assigned to a special unit of the MGB—the Ministry of State Security, a predecessor of the KGB—that consisted of former insurgents who had agreed to work for the other side, either voluntarily or under duress.

Such units were first created in 1944, as the Red Army began to take over the Western Ukrainian territories formerly under German control. Disguised as units of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, they engaged in terror, deception, and sabotage, including atrocious crimes against the civil population designed to turn public sentiment against the insurgents. Altogether, the undercover secret-police killed more than a thousand people and arrested twice as many. Some of the members of undercover units had second thoughts and returned to the forest, revealing the methods of MGB counterintelligence operations to the real insurgents. But most felt trapped and stayed where they were: with the blood of their own people on their hands, they, like Stashinsky, had nowhere else to go.

By the time Stashinsky joined the MGB, there were close to 150 special agents divided into small units of up to ten men. The Lviv department of state security had three such groups, named “Thunderstorm,” “Typhoon,” and “Meteor.” The agents had at their disposal the products of the secret police special laboratories: concealed bombs that exploded upon delivery, for example, and toothpaste containers filled with poison gas and special sleeping powder called Neptune 47, which incapacitated within minutes anyone who drank water containing the substance.1

Stashinsky’s group excelled in conducting an operation that became standard for all similar units. An insurgent in police captivity who had proved resilient to torture would be turned over to the members of a group dressed in Soviet uniforms, allegedly to be transported to another location. The truck carrying the group would unexpectedly break down near a farm occupied by the rest of the MGB team, dressed as resistance fighters. The second group would attack the first one, apparently killing its members and “liberating” the captive. The fight was well staged: both sides would fire blanks at each other, and members of the secret-police detachment, apparently dead, would be seen lying in pools of blood—packages of chicken blood were prepared ahead of time.

Then the deception would take an even more unexpected twist. Those pretending to be insurgents would claim that they had found the newly liberated prisoner’s interrogation records, which showed that he had betrayed the secrets of the underground. They would threaten to execute the confused victim for treason if he did not establish his bona fides by telling them everything he knew about the resistance. Unless the terrified captive was alerted to the deception by sympathetic “actors”—themselves once members of the underground—he almost always gave up any information he had. No sooner was the interrogation over than a new secret-police group, dressed in Soviet uniforms, would appear and attack the “insurgents,” recapturing the now thoroughly confused prisoner. He was back in custody, his genuine confession recorded by the secret police, and Stashinsky and his group could go to Lviv for rest and entertainment.2

One of the commanders overseeing the activities of the MGB special groups, Ihor Kupriienko, later wrote that his agents “prepared and acted entire plays with staging. This was the work of true actors.” Kupriienko himself played a major role in an MGB episode that would change Stashinsky’s life. It began in June 1951, the same month that Stashinsky left the insurgent group in the forest and joined the secret police. That month, a special MGB unit consisting of former members of the underground established contact with a man dubbed by the secret police as “Maisky,” or “the one who came in May.” His real name was Myron Matviyeyko, he was the chief of Stepan Bandera’s security service, and a Brithish agent.

The British had high hopes for Myron Matviyeyko and his group. With the Soviets producing an atomic bomb of their own in the summer of 1949, and China going communist a few months later, both the British and the Americans were gearing up for a possible military confrontation in Europe. It was believed that only America’s nuclear monopoly prevented the USSR from using its numerically superior armed forces in Europe. If war was about to break out, the West needed as much intelligence about the Soviet Union as it could get. MI6, the British military intelligence service, wanted information on the Soviet Army and its technical capabilities and infrastructure. In exchange for technical support and supplies, they wanted the entire guerrilla network in Ukraine to be placed at their disposal. To this end, the British parachuted Matviyeyko into Ukraine on May 15, 1951, in the first of many such planned missions.3

Matviyeyko was thirty-seven years old and an experienced security operative when he began preparing for the airdrop. He was known in the Bandera organization under the code name “Smiley” (Usmikh), but now he received a new code name, “Moody,” from his British instructors. The original plan was to parachute Matviyeyko into Ukraine along with Bandera, who was supposed to lead the group, but the plan changed a few weeks before the start of the operation. The British refused to include Bandera, arguing that if the operation failed, they would be accused not simply of spying on the USSR but also of conspiring to overthrow the existing government by helping to bring in the leader of the largest anti-Soviet organization in the West. Nor did they want to take responsibility for Bandera’s safety: the risk was too great. Matviyeyko would have to go to Ukraine without his boss.

In May 1951, Stepan Bandera traveled to London to bid farewell to Matviyeyko and give him his parting instructions. For Bandera, gaining the trust of the resistance leaders was Matviyeyko’s top priority. He wanted Matviyeyko to convince Vasyl Kuk, the new commander in chief of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army and head of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, to support Bandera in his struggle for control of the Ukrainian emigration. Matviyeyko was also to launch an investigation into the circumstances of the death at Soviet hands of the previous insurgent commander, Roman Shukhevych. There were rumors that Kuk had been responsible for a breach in Shukhevych’s security. Should Kuk refuse to take Bandera’s side, Matviyeyko had orders to take over the leadership of the guerrilla forces himself and, if necessary, liquidate the “traitor.”4

On May 7, 1951, Matviyeyko and five members of his team were supplied with British military uniforms, handed documents issued in the name of Polish nationals, and flown on a British military airplane to Malta. Their subsequent flight to Ukraine was delayed because of bad weather, and they spent a long, anxious week on Malta waiting to be cleared for the airdrop. Finally, on the evening of May 14, Matviyeyko and his people took off from a British airbase on a flight of some six hours that took them across Greece, Bulgaria, and Romania. At a quarter past midnight on May 15, the plane flew low over the Dniester valley, whose high forested banks hid it from Soviet radar, and dropped the parachutists onto Western Ukrainian soil. The plane then turned west and dropped another group of Ukrainian parachutists over Poland.

The Soviets knew about Matviyeyko’s group long before it left Malta. One of their sources was Kim Philby, the MI6 liaison officer with the CIA and a double agent recruited by Soviet military intelligence in the 1930s. Matviyeyko’s was one of many groups betrayed by Philby, for whom it was a routine operation. “I do not know what happened to the parties concerned,” wrote Philby in his memoirs. “But I can make an informed guess.” Most of people he betrayed were captured, interrogated, and shot. The lucky ones received long sentences in the Gulag.

Soviet radar detected the British airplane violating Soviet air space but did nothing to stop it. The MGB commanders were lying in wait, with 14 aircraft and almost 1,100 officers and soldiers mobilized to locate the landing area and arrest the parachutists. But Myron Matviyeyko appeared to be extremely lucky on that score. Not only was the plane not intercepted by the Soviets, but the airdrop went exactly as planned, and the group did not lose any of its members. They all managed to find one another and avoid capture by the Soviet search teams. Besides Spanish Llama pistols, British Sten sub-machine guns, and large amounts of Soviet and foreign cash, the parachutists had substantial supplies of canned food and could survive in the woods for a long time without making contact with the locals. During the last week of May, they managed to establish contact with the only individual they really cared about, the leader of the Ukrainian resistance, Vasyl Kuk.

The commander in chief of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army sent his people to bring Matviyeyko to the headquarters of one of his local commanders. Matviyeyko was eager to come. After years in exile, he wanted to meet those waging war behind enemy lines. They, in turn, were glad to see an emissary from the West. They shared food and drink and were about to smoke a cigarette or two when the alleged Kuk people, upon hearing the words, “Let’s have a smoke,” suddenly attacked and incapacitated Matviyeyko. He felt too weak to resist—the water he had just drunk was laced with the sleeping powder Neptune 47. The “insurgents” were in fact agents of the Soviet police, members of a group similar to the one Stashinsky would join only a few months later.

For Matviyeyko, the game seemed to be over, but his captors thought otherwise. They told him that the real game was only about to begin. Matviyeyko, the head of a fearsome security service responsible for the interrogation, torture, and execution of those who fell out with Bandera and his organization, had no doubt that the MGB had means to make him talk at its disposal. He said as much to General Pavel Sudoplatov, Stalin’s master killer, who personally interrogated Matviyeyko when he was brought to Moscow. Sudoplatov recalled that Matviyeyko decided to cooperate after he realized how much the Soviets already knew about his organization; they seemed to be lacking only the names of the second-tier operators. There were probably other reasons for Matviyeyko’s cooperation as well. Given his leadership of a group that the Soviets considered “British spies,” and his position at the head of Bandera’s security service, he doubtless made what Kim Philby would have called an “informed guess” that unless he cooperated, he would not just be sent to the Gulag, but shot.

Matviyeyko was prepared to listen to what his captors had to say. They wanted Bandera’s emissary to become a key figure in a radio game that they were eager to play with the British and Bandera’s nationalists. Matviyeyko would work under MGB control, sending radio telegrams composed by his handlers to London and Munich. His messages would contain some genuine information for the British and Bandera and a lot of disinformation for both. Matviyeyko would report on the alleged successes and real difficulties of the Ukrainian insurgency, which was already on its last legs as an organized movement, having been thoroughly penetrated by MGB agents and crushed by Soviet interior forces. The British and Bandera would inform Matviyeyko about each and every airdrop they were planning to execute—information that would go straight to the MGB. Matviyeyko accepted the conditions offered him.

The radio game began in earnest in late June 1951, a little more than a month after Matviyeyko’s airdrop and about three weeks after his capture. Ihor Kupriienko was one of its supervisors. Under his and his colleagues’ supervision, the MGB created a sham guerrilla group in the woods. Its members established a base in the countryside and began to spread rumors that they had Bandera’s personal emissary with them. From their base, Matviyeyko would send his radio messages abroad. In the course of a year, the MGB sent thirty-two radio telegrams to the British center in Cologne and received twenty-nine telegrams with instructions from London.

The British and the Bandera people could not have been happier. In their minds, their previous sporadic contacts with the resistance, conducted through couriers, had finally become regular. They were getting intelligence that perhaps was not first-rate but, to all appearances, genuine. The Soviets, however, were triumphant. The MGB handlers got a unique opportunity to learn about their enemies’ plans, feed them false information, and frustrate their activities in their very center. The MGB never managed to persuade Bandera to visit Matviyeyko in Ukraine, but it succeeded brilliantly in deepening existing divisions among nationalist factions by providing disinformation that pitted one leader against another.5

The arrival of Matviyeyko in Ukraine, his confession, and the information gathered from the radio game highlighted the increasing importance of Stepan Bandera’s headquarters in the resistance struggle being conducted by the remnants of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army in Ukraine. While interrogating Matviyeyko, Pavel Sudoplatov paid special attention to information about Bandera’s whereabouts and his living conditions, habits, and contacts in the Ukrainian emigration. The MGB officers abroad were charged with the task of locating and killing Bandera and other leaders of the Ukrainian emigration. Bogdan Stashinsky, a novice member of the MGB special tasks unit, would play an important role in the realization of those plans.

In the summer of 1952, after serving with his unit for close to a year, Stashinsky was summoned to Kyiv, the capital of Ukraine, and offered two years of training for clandestine work abroad. Stashinsky must have been a good agent. His level of education was also significantly higher than that of his comrades. Many of the former resistance fighters were young boys who knew nothing but their mountains and had never seen a city or traveled by train. Few of them were high school graduates. Even among the officers and agents of the secret police, only 13 percent had a university education, and less than half had finished high school. Stashinsky, with several years of university courses behind him, was clearly an exception. The proposal must have come as a relief, as he would no longer have to betray his own family or face the danger of being killed in a shootout with actual insurgents. He agreed, and then he began the training that would put his life and Bandera’s on a collision course.6
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STREETS OF MUNICH

As the Cold War heated up, Joseph Stalin set out to reform and restructure his intelligence services. In November 1952, he issued recommendations on how the new service should be organized. “Our main enemy is America,” declared the elderly leader. “But the main pressure should not be directed against America itself. Illegal residencies should be established first and foremost in neighboring states. The first base where we need to have our people is West Germany.” He wanted agents who would be prepared to carry out any order coming from Moscow. “Communists who look askance at espionage, at the work of the Cheka [the earlier name for the communist secret police], who are afraid to get their hands dirty should be thrown headfirst into the well,” continued the dictator.1

Bogdan Stashinsky, who had joined the foreign intelligence school in the summer of 1952, was indeed trained to perform any task the Soviet leaders could think of. His future country of deployment was West Germany—the centerpiece of Stalin’s intelligence plan. During his two years in Kyiv, Stashinsky studied espionage craft, from photography to driving and shooting. He also took German classes with a private tutor. In the summer of 1954, Stashinsky was finally ready to start his journey westward. By now he was an employee of the KGB—the name the Soviet secret police had assumed that March. The name change came with the cleansing of the old cadres from the Soviet security services. After Stalin’s death in March 1953, Nikita Khrushchev, the former boss of Ukraine and now the head of the Communist Party apparatus, staged a coup against Stalin’s most powerful aide, the former head of the security services, Lavrentiy Beria. Khrushchev and his allies arrested Beria in June 1953 and shot him in December of that year. They also arrested Beria’s leading aides, including General Pavel Sudoplatov, who would spend years in Soviet prisons. The master killer was now gone, but with Khrushchev gaining more strength in Moscow than ever before, the task of hunting down Bandera was passed on to the new generation of intelligence officers. Stashinsky became the most recent addition to the ongoing KGB operation against the Ukrainian émigrés in Central Europe.

Stashinsky’s road to Germany went through Poland. The car carrying the secret agent crossed the Soviet-Polish border just west of Lviv. Alerted by their commanders, the border guards left the border open for almost an hour. They lifted the crossing barrier and stopped checking traffic on both sides of the border until the car with Stashinsky and his control officer inside had passed the checkpoint. They drove across Poland toward the former German city of Stettin, now Polish Szczecin in the former East Prussia, which had been divided between Poland and the Soviet Union after the Potsdam Conference of 1945. They finally stopped in the city of Stargard, a medieval town whose center had been all but destroyed by the Allied bombing in the last years of World War II. Its German residents had been driven out and replaced by Poles, as well as by Ukrainians deported from the areas along the new Soviet-Polish border, so as to deprive the Ukrainian Insurgent Army of popular support.

In Stargard, Stashinsky was given a new identity. In Kyiv he had lived under the name of Moroz; now he became Bronisław Kaczor. He was put up with a member of the Polish secret police and for five months studied the invented biography of the person whose identity he was to assume once in Germany. His new name was Josef Lehmann, born to a German-Polish family in eastern Poland on November 4, 1930. His birthday remained the same, November 4—he just became one year older. Lehmann supposedly had a checkered past, and he had lived in Ukraine and Poland before making his way to East Germany. That was supposed to explain his accented German. In Poland, Stashinsky even visited the places where Lehmann had allegedly lived. Once he had mastered Lehmann’s biography, Stashinsky’s KGB handler brought him to the new Polish-German border on the Oder. They crossed the river by night, walking across the bridge. Stashinsky turned in his documents in the name of Bronisław Kaczor and became Josef Lehmann.

Stashinsky first met his new handler there at the border, First Lieutenant Sergei Aleksandrovich Damon. Or so he was introduced to Stashinsky. Damon was in his mid-forties, with brown, slightly curly hair that he combed back, a youngish face with a pointed nose, and a pleasant, disarming smile. Behind it was the toughness of a battle-hardened counterinsurgency operative. He came from Ukraine, had fought with the nationalist insurgency there, and spoke the language. From now on, they would be a team.2

From the border, Damon brought Stashinsky to East Berlin. It was the first time that Stashinsky had visited Karlshorst (Karl’s Nest), the heavily guarded compound in an East Berlin suburb that served as the center of the Soviet military administration in Germany and of its intelligence services—the KGB and the GRU (military intelligence). An area of about one square mile was surrounded by a three-meter-high fence and guarded by a special KGB detachment. The top Soviet military commanders, civilian administrators, and spies not only worked in Karlshorst but also lived there. So did some top East German officials, who found the guarded territory of Karlshorst a much safer place to live and raise their families than the unprotected areas around it.

In 1954, divided Berlin was ground zero in the Cold War and the only loophole in the Iron Curtain dividing Europe’s east and west. Officially, the city was still occupied by the four victorious powers—the Americans, Soviets, British, and French—but the significant division was the one between the Western and Soviet zones, which were not yet separated either by barbed wire or by the concrete of the Berlin Wall. From Berlin, which was in the middle of East Germany, but connected by a highway to West Germany, the Soviets sent hundreds of officers and agents on secret missions all over the West. They also used their Berlin base to provide support for Soviet espionage activity in the United States and other parts of the world. From East Berlin one could easily get to Tempelhof Airport in the western part of the city and, from there, proceed to anywhere in the world.

The Berlin loophole was not a one-way street. If you could get easily from East Berlin to the West, you could do the same in the opposite direction as well. There were dozens—even hundreds and thousands—of Western intelligence officers and their agents using the loophole to go east and spy on Soviet and East German military and industrial installations. “It was as easy to travel from East to West Berlin and back as from Hammersmith to Piccadilly,” wrote the British double agent and prized Soviet spy George Blake. “Although there were checkpoints on main streets, people could cross freely in both directions. On the Underground there was no check at all. All this made Berlin an ideal centre for intelligence activities, and the opportunities it offered in this respect were exploited to the full. . . . One had an impression that at least every second adult Berliner was working for some intelligence organization or other and many for several at the same time.”3

Bogdan Stashinsky lived in Karlshorst for about a month before being allowed to settle in the city. The German he had learned in Kyiv turned out to be insufficient for living independently: he could read the language but did not understand native speakers in conversation. He spent Christmas Day 1954 in an East Berlin hotel. It must have been a lonely holiday for a former village boy in a foreign country who spoke a foreign language. His family was far away. In fact, he had no family to speak of, and his adopted KGB family was on vacation.

Stashinsky spent the first months of 1955 studying the German language and way of life. By April, his handler, Sergei Damon, considered him ready to step into his new identity. Stashinsky was sent to Zwickau to work for a joint Soviet–East German venture. It was originally planned that he would do office work, but his German was not good enough for that, so they made him a laborer. Josef Lehmann had now become a real person with a first real job, first work record, and first genuine stamp in his papers. In the summer of 1955, the KGB awarded Stashinsky for his hard work with a vacation on the Black Sea coast. In the fall he was back in East Berlin. He rented a room in the city, introducing himself as Josef Lehmann, an employee of the East German Ministry of Foreign Trade. East Berlin became his base of operations, but his ultimate destination was West Germany, especially Munich, the headquarters of Stepan Bandera and other leaders of the Ukrainian nationalist movement.

In early 1956, Sergei Damon sent Stashinsky to Munich to meet a KGB agent known as “Nadiychyn,” a code name derived from the Ukrainian word for “hope.” Nadiychyn’s real name was Ivan Bysaga. Born in 1919 to a Ukrainian peasant family in Transcarpathia, which had just become a province of the newly minted Czechoslovak state, but would transfer in 1945 under the Soviet control, Bysaga had been trained as a spy in Kyiv after the war. In 1953 he showed up in Austria as a refugee. In 1954, the year Stashinsky began his training as Josef Lehmann in Poland, Bysaga moved to Munich. His early attempts to establish contact with the Bandera people failed, as they suspected him (like anyone else coming from Ukraine after 1945) of working for the KGB. Bysaga was more successful in gaining the trust of Bandera’s opponents, who organized themselves around a newspaper, the Ukrainian Independentist, edited by a forty-four-year-old lawyer turned political activist and journalist, Lev Rebet.4

Lev Rebet lived in Munich with his wife, Daria, who was also a political activist and journalist, and their children, Andrii and Oksana. Lev and Daria were leaders of the opposition within the ranks of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists. The Bandera people accused Rebet and his supporters of being CIA stooges. Sergei Damon, Stashinsky’s KGB handler, characterized Rebet as an intellectual leader of the Ukrainian nationalists whose writing tarnished the international image of the Soviet Union and dissuaded Ukrainian émigrés from ceasing their hostile activities and returning to Soviet Ukraine. Stashinsky began working as a courier between Karlshorst and Bysaga, a supporting player in the KGB’s plan to kidnap Rebet and take him to East Berlin for use in a propaganda campaign against the West, as had been done with some other “defectors.”

On orders from his Karlshorst bosses, Stashinsky suggested that Bysaga put a chemical substance in Rebet’s food that would incapacitate him temporarily and make the kidnapping easier. Bysaga never refused outright, but was reluctant to take this risky step. He told Stashinsky that he was not close enough to Rebet and that it would be all but impossible for him to do the job. Lev Rebet’s son, Andrii, remembered later that when he, then a thirteen-year-old boy, visited his father at the newspaper office with his four-year-old sister, Oksana, Bysaga showed special affection for little Oksana. That probably appealed to Rebet, but his strong-willed wife, Daria, was suspicious of Bysaga, and he never became a family friend.5

Stashinsky’s task was not only to supply Bysaga with money and transport his written reports back to Karlshorst, but also to provide moral support for the agent. As far as the KGB was concerned, Bysaga was having other problems apart from his inability to get close to Rebet. He was clearly cracking under pressure and believed that both Bandera’s security people and the West German and American counterintelligence services were after him. Eventually Stashinsky helped Bysaga return to East Berlin. As always in such cases, the KGB used the withdrawal of its agent from the West for propaganda purposes. The Soviet media published Bysaga’s “defection” letter, denouncing the leaders of the Ukrainian emigration and their subversive activities against the Soviet Union.6

Bysaga was gone, but Rebet was still there, and it soon became apparent to Stashinsky that he had inherited Bysaga’s object of surveillance. In the early spring of 1957, Sergei Damon showed Stashinsky a photo of a bald man in round glasses. It was Lev Rebet. Damon knew where Rebet worked in downtown Munich, but he wanted Stashinsky to verify Rebet’s home address. In April, Stashinsky went to Tempelhof Airport in West Berlin and boarded a flight to Munich.

At the Grünwald Hotel in Munich he filled out a registration card. It read: “Siegfried Dräger, resident of Essen-Haarzopf, born August 29, 1930, in Rehbrücke near Potsdam.” The document was forged, but the forgery, Damon assured Stashinsky, was of the highest quality. The real Siegfried Dräger indeed lived in Essen, so before going to Munich, Stashinsky had visited Essen to familiarize himself with the city and look at the house of the man whose identity he had just assumed. The trip was a precaution. If he was detained and police asked questions about the city or street he allegedly lived on, he would be able to provide credible answers.

To an outside observer, the newly minted Herr Dräger would have clearly seemed to be a fan of Munich architecture and an outdoor enthusiast. He spent hours in the downtown area, observing buildings and people. It also appeared that he loved Schwabing, Munich’s northern borough. According to KGB files, it was there that Rebet lived with his family. The address that Stashinsky had been given in Karlshorst was Franz-Joseph-Strasse 47. The entrance to the building was not locked, and Stashinsky visited every floor, looking at the nametags on the doors. Rebet’s surname was nowhere to be found. Stashinsky spent the next few days trying to figure out whether Rebet actually lived there. He would observe the building and the adjacent street from 7:00 to 10:00 a.m., then again during lunch hours and between 3:00 and 5:00 in the afternoon. There was no trace of Rebet. Stashinsky went to the Sunday service at the Ukrainian Catholic Church—the church of the majority of the Ukrainian émigrés in Munich, hoping to spot Rebet there, but Rebet made no appearance.

Stashinsky moved his observation post to downtown Munich. He especially liked to frequent one of Munich’s most famous landmarks, Karlsplatz. His other favorite spot was the beginning of Munich’s longest street, Dachauerstrasse. According to KGB sources, Rebet had offices in both locations. Stashinsky had more luck with Karlsplatz than with Dachauerstrasse. One day he spotted the balding man from the photograph leaving building no. 8 on Karlsplatz square. Lev Rebet headed for a tram stop and boarded a tram. Stashinsky followed him onto the car. When it moved, he realized that it was heading for Schwabing, the area he knew so well. Stashinsky positioned himself immediately behind his target. He tried to calm his nerves, but it was a difficult task. He could not figure out which ticket to buy. The price depended on distance traveled, and he did not know how far Rebet was going—he had a tram pass and did not have to buy a ticket. What if he bought a ticket for 25 pfennigs and Rebet traveled to the next zone? After vacillating for a moment, he bought a ticket for 30 pfennigs. Then he noticed that he was the only person in the tram wearing sunglasses. Per his KGB training, he had put them on in order to blend into the background. It was a sunny day, and sunglasses were appropriate, but no one in the tram was wearing them. He removed his.

Stashinsky then got the feeling that he was being followed. Was he right? He moved farther away from Rebet to be safe. When the tram reached the Münchner Freiheit station, not far from one of the entrances to the English Garden, Rebet stepped off. Stashinsky did not dare follow him and stayed on the tram. The next day he left Munich for Berlin. His orders were not to stay in the city longer than ten days, and he had already reached that point. But his time in Munich had not been wasted. The old residential address that the KGB had in its files could now be discarded, and the new area of Rebet’s residence established. The KGB officers now knew which tram he took to work and back home.

In June 1957, Stashinsky went back to Munich to learn more about his target. Once again he checked into the Grünwald Hotel, but this time he asked for a room looking onto Dachauerstrasse, the location of one of Rebet’s offices. Now Rebet would pass under Stashinsky’s window as he walked to work in the morning. It was easy to follow him from one workplace to another, and eventually to his home. One day Stashinsky followed him on a tram to the Münchner Freiheit stop, and then to nearby Occamstrasse. On this trip he traveled on a different tram car, and he did not wear sunglasses. Still, his nerves were on edge; he believed that he had been uncovered. Upon reaching Occamstrasse, Rebet turned into an archway on the right side of the street leading to a cinema. Stashinsky followed him into the archway and, to his surprise, found Rebet standing there, apparently looking at the movie posters. Rebet left the archway the moment Stashinsky appeared.

Back on the main street, he saw Rebet entering one of the corner buildings. He followed him and, passing the building, saw Rebet’s nametag on the entrance. The next day he returned to the area, waited until Rebet left for work, and then went to his building and took pictures of the residents’ nametags. The KGB officers in Karlshorst were more than pleased with the results: the young agent who was going by the name of Siegfried Dräger had managed to locate Rebet’s residence and fully establish his route to work and back. In July, Stashinsky was sent back to Munich to confirm his earlier findings and to see if the entrance hall in Lev Rebet’s building had any mailboxes.

Stashinsky did not know what the KGB’s plans were for Rebet, and, knowing the KGB rules, he never asked. He knew that his old contact in Munich, Ivan Bysaga, had been asked to help with the kidnapping of Rebet, but Bysaga was now back in the Soviet Union. Meanwhile, Stashinsky was given a new mission—to follow the publisher of the same Ukrainian Independentist newspaper that Rebet worked for. It seemed that, at least for him, the Rebet saga was over.7
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WONDER WEAPON

Bogdan Stashinsky led a relatively comfortable, if not stress-free, life as a spy. He followed Ukrainian émigrés on his numerous trips to Munich; stuffed dead drops (hiding items such as money or instructions for recipients to later come and pick up, thereby avoiding the need for personal contact); and spied on American and West German military installations. He had a routine. That routine, however, came to an end in September 1957, when Sergei Damon invited him to a meeting at the KGB safe house in Karlshorst. They were about to meet an important guest from Moscow, Damon told him. The time had come, he added significantly. Stashinsky remained unsure of what was going on until the moment their unnamed guest took something from his pocket: it was a metal cylinder, eight inches long and less than an inch in diameter, with a safety catch and a trigger attached to it.

The guest from Moscow told Stashinsky that it was a weapon and went on to explain how it worked. The cylinder contained an ampoule with liquid, said the Moscow guest. When the trigger was pressed, a striker set off by a gunpowder charge hit the ampoule with poison, spraying the contents from the cylinder. The cylinder would have to be aimed at the other person’s face or chest for him to breathe in the gas and the liquid poison. The poison caused unconsciousness and then death; the contents would evaporate almost immediately after the discharge, leaving no trace. Damon explained that the first effect was the same as suffocation. Death by cardiac arrest, continued the guest from Moscow, would follow within two to three minutes. He went on: “Once the liquid evaporates, it leaves no trace; a minute after death the veins return to their previous state, making it impossible to establish violent death.” Damon added that the weapon was 100 percent foolproof.1

This turn of events took Stashinsky by surprise. They clearly wanted him to become an assassin, or they would never have shown him the secret weapon, let alone explained its workings. Stashinsky also understood that he would not be the first to use the spray cylinder. He couldn’t have known, but the weapon was in all probability a Soviet improvement on the German World War II–era liquid poison gun.

The guest from Moscow wanted to demonstrate his 100 percent foolproof weapon, and loaded the pistol with an ampoule of water. He then released the firing pin and pressed the trigger. Stashinsky heard a sound like that of hands clapping. The pistol shot water onto a towel pinned to the wall approximately one meter away. The water left a stain on the towel about 20 centimeters in diameter. The guest explained that the ampoule of poison would shoot half a meter farther, and the area of impact would be larger from farther away, as the poison was lighter than water. He took a wrench out of his case, unscrewed the bolts of the cylinder, cleaned the weapon, and reloaded it. He would shoot it a few more times. He then used a broom to collect small pieces of glass from the broken ampoules, which had fallen to the floor. They were no more than a millimeter in diameter.

Before he left, the guest from Moscow explained to Stashinsky that the person shooting the pistol was also in danger of breathing in the poisonous fumes, but two ways had been found to make the procedure safe. The first was to take a pill between sixty and ninety minutes before the shooting. It would prevent the constriction of blood vessels and was effective for four to five hours. The other option was to use an antidote contained in a special ampoule immediately after the shooting. Stashinsky would have to crush the ampoule in a piece of fabric and breathe in the gases evaporating from it. The antidote was so strong, continued the expert, that if it was administered to the object of the attack within one minute, that person could be revived. The safest way was to use the pill before the shooting and the antidote after it. The man from Moscow also suggested that it would be useful for Stashinsky to see the spray pistol at work loaded with poison, not water. Damon agreed. They decided to try the weapon on a dog, and said they would let Stashinsky know when everything was ready for the experiment. With that, the meeting was over.2

Damon volunteered to drive Stashinsky out of Karlshorst into the city. He was excited, and congratulated Stashinsky on the honor that was being bestowed on him with such a high-clearance assignment. When Stashinsky showed little emotion and remained mostly silent, Damon asked whether he fully understood how much trust the authorities were placing in him. Stashinsky remembered later that Damon behaved as if the two of them were saviors of the nation. Stashinsky was confused. He was not a novice in the game of betrayal, and he had experienced brutal life-and-death skirmishes with the insurgents in the woods and mountains of the Carpathians. But he simply could not imagine himself killing an unarmed person. He had been raised a Christian, and some of the values his parents had taught him had stayed with him. At the same time, he was equally convinced that he could not turn down the assignment. Once again he felt trapped—increasingly so as time passed. He spent days and nights trying to find a solution to his moral dilemma. He failed to find one.

The trial of a fully loaded spray pistol on a dog a few days later did nothing to assuage his mental torment: if anything, it increased his anxiety. Damon and the mysterious guest from Moscow bought a small mongrel at the local market and then picked up Stashinsky in the city. They drove to a wooded area near Müggelsee Lake outside of East Berlin. There the poison expert from Moscow gave Stashinsky a pill. They tied the dog to a tree and waited the requisite sixty minutes for the pill to start working. Stashinsky had no way of telling whether it had taken effect. The man from Moscow handed him a loaded cylinder. Stashinsky could not bear to look at the dog. He felt sorry for the small creature. When he approached with the pistol, the dog tried to lick his hand. Stashinsky turned his head away and pressed the trigger. The spray hit the dog’s muzzle. The dog fell, its legs moving jerkily. A few minutes later it was dead. “My first victim,” Stashinsky thought to himself. He knew there would be others to follow. Someone crushed an ampoule containing the antidote, and the three men all breathed in the evaporating gases. They got into the car and drove back to East Berlin. The experiment was declared a success.3

Stashinsky had no doubt who was supposed to be his next victim. When he was called in for the first meeting with the man from Moscow, Damon had mentioned that it would concern his old “acquaintance.” The name of that “acquaintance” was never mentioned explicitly during the meeting, but Stashinsky was sure it was Lev Rebet. With Bysaga gone, and no other person close to Rebet in sight, the KGB had decided to kill the troublesome journalist instead of kidnapping him. Despite assurances that the pistol had been successfully used before, the KGB officers were far from certain that the weapon would remain undetected. In fact, they were fairly sure that the assassination would be recognized immediately, and that the blame would fall on Rebet’s archenemies from the Bandera camp. Like Stalin, who had ordered the assassination of Konovalets, his successors counted on the murder of Rebet to deepen differences and provoke conflicts among the leaders of the Ukrainian emigration.

Talk of “eliminating” leaders of the Ukrainian émigrés—who were allegedly preventing their followers from achieving reconciliation with the Soviet regime and returning to their homeland—was commonplace in Karlshorst’s émigré department, but Stashinsky had never thought—or, rather, did not wish to think—that it meant much in practice. Now he remembered Damon’s words, which he had initially dismissed as idle talk. When he had described to his handler how close he had stayed to Rebet while following him for the first time on the tram to Schwabing, Damon had said that striking Rebet with a pin would solve the whole issue. There was now no doubt that he was talking about a poison pin. It was also becoming clear why Damon had wanted Stashinsky to find out whether there were mailboxes in the foyer of Rebet’s building. The KGB had probably also discussed the possibility of using a parcel bomb to eliminate the Ukrainian journalist. There were no mailboxes in Rebet’s building, Stashinsky had reported to Damon, probably sealing his own fate as the one who would have to carry out Plan B.4

Stashinsky was torn. He did not want to kill anyone. But neither could he imagine not following orders. The consequences of insubordination were clear to him. During his first months in Germany, after reading in the newspapers about the defection of a KGB assassin named Nikolai Khokhlov, Stashinsky had asked Damon who Khokhlov was and what position he had held in the KGB. Damon had responded that Khokhlov was an adventurist and a morally fallen man. Then he added something that etched itself in Stashinsky’s memory: “We’ll get him sooner or later.” They did. The man from Moscow who had brought the spray pistol had probably been involved in another scientific “experiment”—the failed assassination attempt on Khokhlov, who had been poisoned with radioactive thallium in Frankfurt that same month. The KGB kept its word and hunted down rogue assassins wherever they were. Khokhlov had refused to kill his target and escaped to the West, and now he was a hunted man.

Stashinsky eventually found a solution to his moral conundrum, taking refuge in a political rationalization of what he was about to do: he would kill one person to help many others find their way back to their homeland. It was a rationale Sergei Damon had suggested, and Stashinsky latched on to the idea, burying his qualms down deep.5
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GREETINGS FROM MOSCOW

On the afternoon of October 9, 1957, Air France attendants at Tempelhof Airport in West Berlin checked in a young man on his way to Munich carrying documents in the name of West German citizen Siegfried Dräger. In his pocket he had another document issued in the name of Josef Lehmann, a resident of East Germany born on November 4, 1930, in the Lublin province of Poland. Dräger/Lehmann was carrying more than a thousand West German marks, and there were two cans of Frankfurt sausages in his luggage. He seemed ready for any eventuality, including a sudden East German takeover of West Germany and the disappearance of food supplies from West German stores.

The documents, money, and sausages had been given to Stashinsky at Karlshorst. They told him to use his Western passport for the flight to West Germany, and the East German one thereafter. If he was caught, he should declare himself an East German citizen, which would presumably improve his chances of returning to the Eastern bloc. The most incriminating piece of evidence in his luggage were the sausages. He had two tins of them, but only one actually contained sausages. The other had been opened and redesigned by KGB technicians at Karlshorst to conceal his weapon: the spray pistol. The weapon was wrapped in cotton wool and placed in a metal cylinder. The cylinder was then placed in the tin, which was filled with water. Both the weapon and the cylinder were made of aluminum, and the weight of the fake tin was the same as that of the real one, with a special mark on the fake tin to distinguish it. Other than that, they looked identical.

The original plan had been to smuggle the weapon into West Germany through diplomatic channels. A member of one of the East European diplomatic corps was supposed to bring the weapon to Munich and pass it to Stashinsky there. Diplomats were not checked by customs officers, and the KGB planners thought that this would ensure safe passage of the secret weapon across the border. The plan was dropped, however, when someone pointed out that a diplomat might be followed by West German counterintelligence, leading its agents to Stashinsky, who would then be caught with the weapon in his possession. It was ultimately decided that Stashinsky would take the weapon with him on his flight to Munich. If he was caught with the fake tin in his luggage, he was supposed to tell investigators a story about meeting a man in East Germany who had paid him to bring both tins to Munich and pass them on to a woman at Maxim’s Bar. If he was caught with the weapon on him after using it, he was to say that he had just found it on the stairs.

Stashinsky was not checked at the border. He reached Munich safely late in the afternoon of Wednesday, October 9. His instructions were to carry out the act in the office building at Karlsplatz 8. If that should prove difficult, he had a free hand to choose the office building on Dachauerstrasse or the residential one on Occamstrasse. He took the first antidote pill around 8:00 a.m. on Thursday, October 10. He had ten pills and two ampoules—a supply that would last him the ten days allotted for his mission. Everything was now ready, the weapon in his pocket. He wrapped it in newspaper and made a hole in the wrapper so he could operate the safety catch and trigger. He discarded the tin that had contained the weapon in a garbage container in the English Garden.

By 8:30 a.m. he was on the street, observing the entrance to building no.8 on Karlsplatz square. It contained numerous professional offices, including those of doctors. If he was caught in the act, he was supposed to say that he was an East German tourist who had suddenly gotten a toothache while admiring Munich’s architectural marvels, and was visiting a dentist in the building. If he was surprised by someone immediately after the act, he was to pretend that he had just found the victim lying on the floor and was trying to help him. That day he waited until 10:30 a.m., but Rebet did not appear. Nor was he in evidence that afternoon. He was also a no-show on Thursday, October 10, and Friday, the 11th. On each particular occasion it was a relief, but of the kind that increased his overall anxiety. Stashinsky felt it on awakening every morning. The psychological stress would reach its peak in the morning hours designated for the killing of his victim. As morning passed and afternoon approached, Stashinsky would feel some relief. He would walk the streets of the city to try and forget his deep, moral unease, but the next morning it would be back. The only way to get rid of the stress and put his life back on track seemed to be to carry out the order, but he felt that it was beyond his capacity. It was a vicious circle.1

Lev Rebet did not usually go to his office on weekends, but did his customary reading and writing at home. On Saturday, October 12, he decided to make an exception. The previous night he had stayed up late reading Alexander Dovzhenko’s recently published autobiographical novel The Enchanted Desna. It was the last work produced by the famous filmmaker, who had died in Moscow the previous year. Dovzhenko had long been prohibited by Stalin from living and working in his native Ukraine, and his last novel was full of nostalgia for his childhood days in the picturesque surroundings of the Ukrainian countryside. This was a subject with which Lev Rebet, a native of the Ukrainian village and a longtime émigré himself, could easily identify, despite all the ideological differences between him, a committed nationalist, and Dovzhenko, a Soviet filmmaker and communist convert.

On the morning of October 12, Rebet, who generally was reluctant to display his softer side to his children, showed interest for the first time in many months in the piano exercise performed by his teenage son, Andrii. He even patted him on the head. When his wife, Daria, shouted to him from the kitchen not to stay at work too long and not to be late for lunch, he told her not to worry. He joked that he wasn’t sure if he would even make it to his office. The family members later believed that Lev Rebet had had a premonition of what would happen to him that day.2

That Saturday, Stashinsky was at his observation post at Karlsplatz soon after 9:00 a.m. It was a pleasant, sunny day. He had left his coat in the hotel and was walking around in his suit. As always, he was nervous. He took a sedative as well as his antidote pill. The sedative did not work. His anxiety only continued to grow as he waited on tenterhooks for his target to materialize. The pressure peaked sometime after 9:00 a.m. and then began to subside. It was already close to 10:00, and Rebet was nowhere in sight—Stashinsky began to relax. Suddenly he spotted the figure that by now he could distinguish from thousands of others. Rebet had gotten off the tram and was walking directly toward his hunter. Stashinsky turned around and walked toward the entrance to Karlsplatz 8. It all unfolded as in a dream. “Before and at the time I felt as though I were only half awake,” he remembered later. “My surroundings, people, traffic in the street did not seem to penetrate my conscious mind. It was all in shadow, as if only reaching my subconscious mind.” Whether it was the effect of the pill he had been given at Karlshorst (the chemical experts would later claim that instead of an antidote he was given an anti-anxiety drug) or the desire to rid himself of the burden that had been oppressing him for so many days, Stashinsky was determined to carry out his orders. Before entering the building he took out the cylinder rolled up in newspaper and disappeared into the doorway, the weapon in his right hand.

He went upstairs to the second-floor landing and stopped there. He released the safety catch, fingering it through the hole in the newspaper, and got ready to face his victim. When he heard the door opening downstairs, he began his descent, keeping to the left so Rebet would be forced to pass by his right side. He soon saw a man coming up the other side—it was Rebet. As they were about to pass each other, Stashinsky raised his hand with the rolled-up newspaper and pressed the trigger. He tried not to look in his victim’s direction. Still, he could not help noticing out of the corner of his eye that the man he had targeted slumped forward. Stashinsky did not see what happened to his victim after that. He put the cylinder back in his pocket, took out the antidote ampoule as instructed at Karlshorst, crushed it in a piece of gauze, and inhaled the fumes. He felt like he was about to faint.

Stashinsky exited the building and turned left, then left once again. It took about ten to fifteen minutes after exiting the building for his mind to return to normal. “My surroundings made an impression upon me again and penetrated my conscious mind,” he remembered later. Eventually he made his way to one of Munich’s busiest streets, Ludwigstrasse, crossed it, and found himself in the Hofgarten, a public (formerly royal) garden established in the early seventeenth century by Elector Maximilian I of Bavaria. Heading for the edge of the garden, he stood on a bridge across the Kögelmühlbach, a stream that flowed through the garden, and dumped the spray pistol in the water. So far he had followed to the letter the instructions received at Karlshorst, down to the stream where he disposed of his weapon.

After leaving the Hofgarten, Stashinsky began to return to his hotel before realizing that perhaps a dog might be used to trace his scent. Instead he took a tram and rode it aimlessly for a few stops before heading back. Years later he would remember every detail of the route he had taken from the Hofgarten. He could not help but follow a subconscious urge to revisit the scene of his crime. The building no. 8 on Karlsplatz was surrounded by a crowd of people and police. Stashinsky turned his eyes away and hurried to his hotel. He packed up his belongings, which no longer included Frankfurt sausages, placed the West German ID in the name of Siegfried Dräger in his pocket, paid the hotel bill, and headed for the Hauptbahnhof. His instructions were to leave the city immediately upon fulfilling his mission. He followed them exactly.3

Lev Rebet was found on the stairs of his office building sometime between 10:20 and 10:45 a.m. He died after managing to reach the second-floor platform. The cleaning lady who heard his screams (despite the assurances of the weapon expert from Moscow, the poison pistol failed to make a victim unconscious right away) found him lying on the floor and alerted others in the building. They called an ambulance and then the police. Patrol officers received a call soon after 11:00 a.m.: “Some man has fallen on the staircase,” was the message. One minute later they were informed that he had died. Dr. Waldemar Fischer, who was called to the scene, estimated that death had taken place at approximately ten minutes to eleven. The cause of death was cardiac arrest. There was no way to call Lev Rebet’s wife and children, as the Rebets did not have a home telephone. But one of their Ukrainian neighbors did, and people in Rebet’s office knew that number. They called the neighbor, who happened to be at home, and he broke the news to Mrs. Rebet. The neighbor also volunteered to drive her to Karlsplatz.

Daria Rebet was shocked, not least because her husband had never complained of any heart condition. But the autopsy conducted two days later by Dr. Wolfgang Spann of the Institute of Forensic Medicine at Munich University confirmed Dr. Fischer’s diagnosis. One of Lev Rebet’s arteries was significantly narrowed, and the University of Munich experts found no reason to believe that death had occurred as a result of anything other than natural causes. Rebet’s family and friends had no choice but to accept the diagnosis. Deep down they hoped that it was not what they thought it might be: the start of a KGB operation to eliminate them all.4

On the afternoon of October 12, 1957, as the police, doctors, and family tried to figure out what had happened to Lev Rebet, a receptionist at the Continental Hotel in Frankfurt registered a new visitor: Siegfried Dräger. The next day, Stashinsky, as Dräger, took a flight to Tempelhof Airport in Berlin, crossed the border into East Berlin, and went home to Marienstrasse in the city center, where he was renting a furnished room from an elderly woman named Frau Stranek. She knew her tenant as Josef Lehmann, a Volksdeutscher (ethnic German) from the East—one could tell that from his accented German. Josef Lehmann paid his rent on time and did not cause any trouble. He was quiet and polite—an ideal tenant for any landlady. Lehmann told Frau Stranek that he worked as an interpreter for the East German Ministry of Trade and had to go on business trips from time to time. It appeared as if he had just returned from another trip that Sunday afternoon. On Monday morning he left for work as usual.

Stashinsky’s first order of business that Monday was to call Karlshorst. He told his case officer, Sergei Damon, that he was back. Damon asked whether everything was all right and whether the trip had been successful. Stashinsky answered in the affirmative. They agreed to meet in the city, whereupon, apart from an oral report, Stashinsky filed two written ones. The first gave the dates of his trip, the places he had visited, the hotels he had stayed in, and the airlines he had taken. The second was of a different nature. “On Saturday,” went the report, “I met the person in question in a town that I know well. I greeted him, and I am sure that the greeting was satisfactory.”

Damon explained to Stashinsky that this report would never be typed—there would exist one copy, and one copy only. Unbeknown to Stashinsky, on November 15, 1957, the chief of the KGB intelligence directorate, Aleksandr Sakharovsky, sent the Soviet leader, Nikita Khrushchev, a secret report “on measures taken in Germany.” The report was written by hand and produced in a single copy, for Khrushchev’s eyes only.

Stashinsky truly hoped that he would never again have to “pass greetings” to anyone on behalf of the KGB. As the shock associated with the assassination wore off, he felt a new burden on his soul—he had killed a man against his own convictions. “Now, after what had happened,” he remembered later, “it seemed to me that I was lost in every respect. Later, once a good deal of time had passed, I tried to tell myself that it had happened once, it would not happen again; perhaps there had been other reasons for this assignment that were unknown to me.” Once again he started looking for justification of what he had done. Sergei Damon and other KGB officers he met at Karlshorst were eager to help. They often told him that if émigré leaders did not understand the demands of the time, they should be “eliminated.” He also found solace in the fact that the killing was not violent. “The weapon I was given,” he recalled later, “was constructed in such a way that it required no exertion, nor the use of force to bring about someone’s death.” There was no need to take aim or look at the target. “I did not see the act of killing, only the act of pressing the trigger.”5




PART II

PERFECT MURDER
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RED SQUARE

Bogdan Stashinsky was moving up in the world. In April 1959, Sergei Damon told him that he was being summoned to Moscow, possibly to meet the head of the KGB himself. Why such an honor was being bestowed on him Stashinsky did not know, but later that month he received a ticket and travel documents and boarded the train to Moscow.

In Moscow he was met by a KGB man who provided him with Soviet currency and registered him at the Hotel Ukraine, one of the “seven sisters,” the seven Moscow high-rises commissioned by Joseph Stalin. The Hotel Ukraine (known today as Radisson Royal Hotel, Moscow) was a brand-new building. Its construction had begun in 1953, the year of the dictator’s death, and had been completed four years later. At about the same time, Khrushchev, Stalin’s longtime viceroy in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, had fully consolidated his hold on power. When the hotel officially opened to guests in May 1957, it had been heralded by the Soviet press as the largest hotel in Europe. It was certainly the tallest, measuring 650 feet from its foundations to the top of its spire. Its façade and outside walls were decorated with symbols of Soviet power: stars, hammers and sickles. The hotel stood at the head of the new, glamorous (by Soviet standards) Kutuzov Avenue—which was lined with the residences of the most famous and powerful citizens in the Soviet capital.1

The day after Stashinsky arrived, the KGB officer showed up at his suite with a man who introduced himself only by his first name and patronymic: Georgii Avksentievich. Stashinsky never learned his surname or his exact rank and position in the KGB. “The practice in the KGB,” he recalled later, “is that when you speak with some colleague, you never know exactly what position he holds.” Was he the head of the secret police? The answer to that question remained unclear. Stashinsky remembered later, however, that Damon had said “the head of the KGB himself” would speak with him. Whoever he was, the man made a strong impression on Stashinsky. He seemed to be in his mid-forties and was unlike any KGB officer Stashinsky had met before. “I looked upon him the whole time as an aristocrat; he was so calm and, as he sat beside me, he expressed his thoughts in such an unwavering tone that contradicting him was unthinkable. In highly self-confident fashion. . . . One could easily see that he was used to giving orders; that he occupied one of the top posts in the KGB.”2

According to declassified biographies of KGB officials, Georgii Avksentievich’s last name was Ishchenko. At the time of their meeting, Colonel Ishchenko was a few months short of his fiftieth birthday, but with his dark hair combed back, he apparently looked younger than his age. There was nothing aristocratic about his background. He had been born in 1910 into the family of a manual laborer in the village of Krymskaia in the Kuban region of the Russian Empire. He claimed to be a Russian despite his Ukrainian surname—probably the result of the drastic change in Soviet nationality policy in the early 1930s, when Stalin ordered the closing of all Ukrainian publications and educational institutions in the Kuban in the wake of the Great Ukrainian Famine of 1932–1933, when all Ukrainians in the region were reregistered as Russians. Ishchenko began his career in the party apparatus and switched to the secret police in the wake of Stalin’s great purge of 1937. In the last years of Stalin’s rule, Ishchenko headed the NKVD apparatus in his home Kuban region. After the dictator’s death he was sent to Hungary to run the NKVD; later he served as liaison with the Hungarian security services. He took an active part in the suppression of the Hungarian Revolution in the fall of 1956. At that time he worked closely with the head of the KGB, General Ivan Serov, who had been dispatched to Budapest.3

Sitting at the table in Stashinsky’s hotel room, Colonel Ishchenko asked him about his latest assignment: a successful mission to track down Stepan Bandera, the leader of the largest and, as the Soviets believed, most dangerous group of Ukrainian émigrés in the West. Stashinsky obliged, and told Ishchenko what he knew about Bandera.

In the spring of 1958, Sergei Damon had asked Stashinsky to go to a West Berlin bookstore and look for anything published by an author called Popel. It was the first time that Stashinsky had heard the name. In fact, the only book that would have had that name on the cover was one that had been published in Lviv in 1943. It was A Chess Player’s Beginnings by Stepan Popel, a Ukrainian chess player. After the war, Popel had won numerous Paris championships, and after moving to the United States in the 1950s he had held the Michigan state championship for three consecutive years. Not surprisingly, the bookshop Stashinsky visited in West Berlin in the summer of 1958 did not have Popel’s Ukrainian-language book from fifteen years prior. Stashinsky told his case officer that he had seen no books by such an author, and Damon had dropped the issue.4

Popel’s name would soon come up again in Stashinsky’s life. In May 1958, Ukrainian émigrés in Europe marked the fiftieth anniversary of the assassination of the founder of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, Colonel Yevhen Konovalets, who had been killed on Stalin’s personal orders by Pavel Sudoplatov. The KGB officers decided to use the commemoration of Konovalets’s death to start plotting their assassination attempt on his successor. The commemorative ceremony on May 25, 1958, took place at the Crooswijk Cemetery in Rotterdam, where Konovalets was buried, and brought together Ukrainian nationalist leaders from around the world. Both Stepan Bandera and Andrii Melnyk, the leaders of the two rival factions of the OUN, attended the ceremony. Damon wanted his agent to see and identify in person the man he would later be ordered to kill. But he of course did not reveal his true motives to Stashinsky. Instead, Damon asked him to attend the ceremony with his camera and take a few pictures of the nationalist leaders. Stashinsky was off to Rotterdam.5

Despite the tight security, Stashinsky managed not only to make his way to the cemetery, but also to take pictures of people in the commemorative procession. He got close enough to Konovalets’s tombstone to see the speakers delivering eulogies. One of the speakers, whom he had never seen before, received more attention than the others. His speech was the longest. He mourned Konovalets and lashed out against his killers. “Today, as before, we can say that the enemy of God, Ukraine, and all freedom-loving humanity has not managed to destroy the OUN and the Ukrainian liberation movement by killing its founder and leader,” declared the speaker. “But at the same time we realize that this is a great, irreparable loss, one that we have not been able to overcome in twenty years.”6

Stashinsky did not know who the speaker was, but he noticed his car—the dark blue Opel Kapitan. Upon his return from Rotterdam, Sergei Damon showed him a newspaper with the texts of speeches delivered at the ceremony. The longest of them was attributed to Stepan Bandera. It was then that Stashinsky realized who the speaker was and to whom the Opel Kapitan belonged.

Damon was interested not only in Stashinsky’s pictures and the people he had seen in Rotterdam, but also in his description of the cemetery and the area around Konovalets’s grave. He asked whether something could be hidden there. Stashinsky responded in the affirmative. But when he realized that Damon had in mind another bomb, not in a box of chocolates this time but in Konovalets’s grave, he changed his answer and said that it would be hard to do something like that. He also suggested that, given the congested space, the victims of such an attack would include not only nationalist leaders but also women and children. Damon dropped the subject at the time, but the assassination of Bandera was evidently very much on his mind.7

It was in early January 1959 that Damon gave Stashinsky his next assignment: go to Munich and find out where Bandera lived. Damon told him that Bandera most likely was living under the name Stefan Popel. He was possibly still at the address the KGB had on file, but they wanted that information either confirmed or updated. Stashinsky flew to Munich, using new West German documents issued in the name of Hans Joachim Budeit. It did not take long for him to confirm that the man whom he had seen in Rotterdam did not live at the address they had given him at Karlshorst. Where he lived now was anyone’s guess.

The assignment was over. Stashinsky could return to Berlin and report on his findings. But at the last moment he decided on a whim to check the Munich telephone book. And there he was, Stefan Popel, with his telephone number and residential address, Kreittmayrstrasse 7. Was this the right Herr Popel? The next morning Stashinsky was at Kreittmayrstrasse. In the archway leading to the courtyard at building no. 7, he saw the familiar Opel Kapitan and the speaker from Rotterdam working on his car. The list of residents near the entrance to the building included the name Stefan Popel. Later that morning Stashinsky saw the same Opel Kapitan parked near the headquarters of the local Ukrainian organizations on Zeppelinstrasse. There was no doubt that Stefan Popel of Kreittmayrstrasse 7 was none other than Stepan Bandera. Stashinsky was a good agent. Not for nothing had he abandoned the guerrilla hideouts of Western Ukraine and made it all the way to the coveted posting in Berlin. Damon could not believe his ears when he heard the report. “We have finally managed to pick up Bandera’s trail,” he told Stashinsky euphorically.

After attentively listening to Stashinsky’s story about tracking down Bandera in Munich, Colonel Ishchenko told him that the decision had been made to “liquidate” his target in the same manner as Rebet. Alarmed, Stashinsky voiced his reservations: unlike Rebet, Bandera was armed and had a bodyguard. The KGB colonel told the assassin that the weapon he was about to receive was an improved model with two barrels. If necessary, Stashinsky could kill the bodyguard as well. “He paid no attention whatever to my objections,” remembered Stashinsky later. “I was to carry it out, exactly how was my business; he said that my attempt would be successful.” They got a bottle of Soviet champagne and drank to the success of the mission. “It made me think of a Russian film I had once seen,” recalled Stashinsky. “It was about the ‘heroic deed’ of a spy, and the officer who sent the spy on a mission behind enemy lines took leave of him with champagne.”8

Colonel Ishchenko told Stashinsky that it would be a shame for him to know Western Europe, but not to get acquainted with Moscow. He wanted him to see the Soviet capital. It was standard KGB practice to show their agents and assassins the holy places of the Soviet Union before they were dispatched abroad. Lenin’s mausoleum and Red Square were by far the most venerated ones. Ishchenko gave Stashinsky a special pass to the grandstand at Red Square to attend the May Day military parade and demonstration. Stashinsky had seen parades before in Lviv and Kyiv, but those couldn’t compare to this grand display. Stashinsky was especially impressed with the new military equipment showcased at the parade. As he watched the demonstration of Soviet might, he could look directly across the square at Nikita Khrushchev, the man who had never forgotten about Bandera. Now fate and circumstances had brought them together, united in a single purpose: kill Bandera.9
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HERR POPEL

Before leaving Moscow, Stashinsky received a new, improved spray pistol. This one had two barrels so that the assassin could kill two targets without reloading—in this case Bandera and his bodyguard. Colonel Ishchenko, the KGB officer with aristocratic manners, told Stashinsky to go back to East Berlin and await orders. Stashinsky went back to his apartment on East Berlin’s Marienstrasse, and he began drinking heavily. His orders came during the second week of May 1959: Moscow wanted Bandera dead as soon as possible. Stashinsky got documents from Sergei Damon, a new weapon, and the antidote pills and ampoules. He also received a set of keys to open the entrance door to Bandera’s apartment building. The hallway was the ideal place in which to carry out the killing, he was told in Moscow. But if circumstances were right, he could do so in the courtyard of the building as well. He could use his own judgment.

After arriving in Munich, Stashinsky followed the same routine for a few days. He started his days loitering near Bandera’s apartment building, and by 11:00 a.m. he would move to Zeppelinstrasse, where Bandera had his office. He saw Bandera on a number of occasions, mostly in the company of his bodyguard. One day he spotted Bandera returning home alone. Bandera went by in his Opel Kapitan on Kreittmayrstrasse near the entrance to his apartment building. The car turned into the archway, heading toward the courtyard and garages. Stashinsky took his weapon out of his pocket and prepared to carry out his assignment, but changed his mind at the last moment. In order to make it impossible to go back, he fired the spray pistol into the ground and then dropped it from a bridge into the same stream in the Hofgarten where he had dumped the weapon he had used to assassinate Lev Rebet a year and a half earlier.

Stashinsky may have felt relieved after refusing to follow the order to kill Bandera. But there was also a reason for concern: he would have to explain to Sergei Damon back in Karlshorst why he had failed to carry out the assignment. For all he knew, he might well have been followed by another KGB agent who would have seen him dropping the pistol into the water. The only thing Stashinsky knew for certain was that whoever followed him could not possibly have seen what actually happened in the courtyard of Bandera’s building. Stashinsky decided to tell Damon that he had seen someone in the courtyard near Bandera’s garage and had been forced to abort the attempt. He also went the extra mile to show that he had tried hard to get into the apartment building—the KGB’s first choice for the site of the assassination. As he tried to open the entrance door, he had broken a couple of keys. He had then tried his own key and broken it as well. Stashinsky was going to show Damon the broken key as evidence that he had done his best to carry out the assignment.

Sergei Damon was not pleased to hear the news, but there was little he could do. In August, Stashinsky went to the Soviet Union to take a short vacation. It was only after his return that Damon told him Moscow had ordered another try. Stashinsky flew to Munich on October 14, carrying the loaded pistol, the antidote pills, and a set of new keys to Bandera’s apartment building. He expected to spend anywhere between seven and ten days in Munich—as was standard. After ten days, the KGB wanted him back whether he fulfilled the assignment or not.

October 15 was supposed to be Stashinsky’s first “working day,” and he didn’t expect to accomplish much, hoping only to begin his observations. Even so, he took his antidote pill in the morning and put the spray gun, wrapped in newspaper, into the inside pocket of his jacket. It was too late to find Bandera at home, so he went to the Ukrainian offices on Zeppelinstrasse. His observation point was on the Ludwig Bridge, near the Deutsches Museum and the tram stop. It was there that visitors to the museum and tram passengers might have noticed a man in his late twenties loitering with no obvious purpose, taking quick looks from time to time in the direction of Zeppelinstrasse. First he spotted Bandera’s car parked near building no. 67. Then, around noon, he saw a man and a woman leave the building, get into the car, and drive away.

It seemed that Stashinsky’s working hours were over. Bandera was in someone’s company, so there was no chance to get him that day. But Stashinsky decided to take a tram and go to Bandera’s apartment building, if only to prove to his handlers, if they were watching, that he was doing all he could to complete his mission. After arriving at Bandera’s street and not seeing him or his car, Stashinsky decided to set a time when he could leave the area without raising any watcher’s suspicion that he had not tried hard enough. He decided on 1:00 p.m. as a cutoff point. As he was checking his watch for the magic moment, he suddenly saw a car coming in his direction. It was Bandera’s Opel Kapitan, and he was alone. The woman Stashinsky had seen an hour earlier from the Ludwig Bridge was gone.

When the Opel Kapitan turned into the archway, Stashinsky moved in that direction as well. The car was in front of an open garage, and the driver was busy unlading things from the back. Stashinsky used his new set of Karlshorst-made keys to open the main entrance. He was now in the hallway of the building, the place where his bosses wanted him to do his job. Everything was falling into place, until he heard a woman’s voice a few stories above. Stashinsky turned toward the elevator and waited until the woman passed him on her way out. He then returned to his previous position behind the first turn of the stairs, where he could not be seen by anyone entering. Stashinsky was back in control. He heard someone trying to open the main door. He knew this was Bandera. He began to go down the stairs, the pistol wrapped in newspaper in his right hand. He would shoot Bandera as he had shot Rebet, once they were on the same level. But there was a problem with the original plan. Bandera was carrying a bag of vegetables and, with only one hand free, was struggling to open the door: his key was stuck in the lock. Holding the bag in his right hand, Bandera tried to push the door with his foot while using his left hand to withdraw the key. It was not working. Stashinsky bent down, ostensibly to fix his shoelace, while he waited for Bandera to figure out the door.

Stashinsky began to have second thoughts—perhaps it was not the right time to carry out his plan. But he kept going. After asking Bandera what was wrong with the lock, and receiving an answer that everything was in order, he raised the weapon, still rolled up in the newspaper, and fired it in Bandera’s face. He later admitted that he had been nervous and fired both barrels, not just one. There followed a pop. Stashinsky stepped out, closed the door behind his back, and turned left, walking along Erzgiessereistrasse. He then headed toward the city center. He unrolled the newspaper, hid the eight-inch cylinder in his pocket, and took out a handkerchief and sniffed it, holding it to his mouth and nose. In two hours he was aboard an express train to Frankfurt.1

Stashinsky wanted to get out of West Germany as soon as possible, but by the time he reached Frankfurt, the last flight to West Berlin had already left. He ordered a ticket for the next day and registered at the Hotel Wiesbaden, room 53. Today the hotel, which still stands, is advertised as being located only ten minutes from the city center and fifteen minutes from the airport. Stashinsky was interested in the latter. When he arrived at the airport the next day, the newsstands were full of papers reporting the mysterious death of Stepan Bandera, known to his neighbors as Stefan Popel. This was Stashinsky’s first real confirmation that his target had died. Upon arrival in Berlin, he called Sergei Damon. The KGB handler already knew about the outcome of the operation and congratulated Stashinsky on a job well done. They met at the Café Warsaw in the eastern part of the city, and Stashinsky told Damon the details. He again filed two reports—the first on the places he had visited and the time he had spent there, and the second, as after the killing of Rebet, pertaining to greetings to an “acquaintance.” He reported that the greetings had been delivered successfully.2
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DEAD ON ARRIVAL

In her third-floor apartment at Kreittmayrstrasse 7, Yaroslava Bandera, known to her neighbors as Frau Popel, was waiting for her husband to come home for his usual lunch. When she heard the sound of his car in the courtyard, she looked down from the balcony, saw the Opel Kapitan in front of the garage, and went to open the door to the apartment. Mrs. Bandera, a forty-two-year-old housewife and mother of three children, was bracing herself for what might be a highly unpleasant continuation of the fight they had begun that morning. They had argued about a woman.

For years she had suspected him of infidelity and fought it every way she could. According to Bandera’s bodyguards, she obsessively called him at work, checking to see if he was in his office or had already left for home. She got rid of the maids who helped run the household because she believed that he was trying to seduce them. Eventually she banned all female guests at home and only barely tolerated male guests, as her husband would volunteer to drive them home and then disappear for hours. However, many who knew Mrs. Bandera believed that she loved her husband dearly, despite the unhappiness in her marriage.

Stepan Bandera avoided being at home on weekdays. He would come to work earlier than anyone else and leave the office last, often after 10:00 p.m. It was true that he had a soft spot for women, especially younger ones. His friends and colleagues knew that for years he had been meeting with a woman more than ten years his junior, and that he had not broken off the liaison even after she married. Now Mrs. Bandera suspected him of trying to seduce a young maid. A trained nurse, the maid looked after the three children of the Weiner family, who lived on the first floor of the apartment building. Those who knew Stepan Bandera well believed that he was smitten—he took every opportunity to meet with the maid, either in front of the building or as she entered or exited the apartment where she worked. Mrs. Bandera sensed the danger and shot the young woman dirty looks every time she saw her in the building. She also demanded an explanation from her husband. That was what they had been arguing about that morning. Stepan Bandera was distressed and left the apartment earlier than usual. The last words he heard from his wife were: “Just wait until you come back for lunch, and I’ll let you have the rest of my ‘prayer.’”

Mrs. Bandera was waiting expectantly for her husband to climb the stairs to their apartment and continue their exchange. But when she opened the door, she heard a terrible scream from below and the voice of her first-floor neighbor, Mrs. Chaya Gamse: “My God!” Chaya and her husband, Melach, were survivors of the Nazi concentration camps and in poor health. Mrs. Bandera thought that something might have happened to one of them. Then she saw Herr Gamse coming upstairs and asked whether he needed to use her telephone, but he asked her instead to come down: her husband was lying on the first-floor landing. She got the keys to her apartment and ran downstairs. There, lying between the elevator door and the entrance to the Weiner apartment, was her husband. There was blood coming from his mouth, nose, and ears, but he was alive, able to open and close his eyes. A hoarse sound was coming from his throat.

Magdalena Winklmann, the maid from the Weiners’ apartment, with whom Mrs. Bandera believed her husband was having an affair, was next to him, cleaning blood from his face, and it seemed that he was tightly holding her hand in his. There were other people around, including Herr and Frau Gamse, whose apartment was across the hall from the Weiners’. The Gamses had been getting ready to eat lunch when they had heard the sound of heavy footsteps on the stairs, and then something resembling a scream. Frau Gamse was the first to come out of her apartment and see the man they knew as Stefan Popel lying on the floor. Together with Magdalena, who had emerged from the Weiners’ apartment, she placed Bandera on his side so that he would not choke on the blood coming from his mouth. Frau Gamse had learned that technique in the concentration camps.

Mrs. Bandera screamed. She sat on the floor, took her husband’s head in her hands, and tapped it, speaking to him in Ukrainian: “Stepan, what happened? Stepan, say what happened.” Herr Gamse had already called for an ambulance, which arrived a few minutes later. Mrs. Bandera suspected a stroke. She called her husband’s office to let his aides on Zeppelinstrasse know that there had been an accident: her husband had fallen on the stairs and needed medical attention. She was obviously under extreme stress. The man who took her phone call remembered a few days later that “she talked without making any sense. All I could understand was something about a fall, about lying on the steps.” He promised to come right away. Mrs. Bandera accompanied her husband to the hospital on Lazarettstrasse, which was only minutes away.1

Stepan Bandera’s associates from Zeppelinstrasse arrived when the ambulance had already left. They talked to Bandera’s teenage daughter, who told them that her father had apparently had a stroke. They wanted to know details and then talked to the Gamses. They could see blood on the floor near the entrance and by the elevator. They also saw the bag of tomatoes that Bandera had been carrying when he was assassinated, which he seemed to have placed carefully on the floor before he fell. Once Bandera’s visibly distressed associates had left the building, Frau Gamse and Magdalena Winklmann returned to the ground-floor platform with a broom, mop, and bucket of water. They thoroughly cleaned the floor. A few minutes later, there was no sign that anything had happened. The bag of tomatoes was taken away by Herr Gamse.2

Stepan Bandera was pronounced dead on arrival. The doctor on duty inspected the body and agreed that the cause of death was a stroke. Bandera’s fall on the stairs had bruised his skull, causing the bleeding from his nose, mouth, and ears. There was no sign of foul play and no reason to suspect anything but an unfortunate incident. Bandera’s associates, however, seemed to think differently. One of them asked whether Bandera could still be revived, perhaps by injections or by administering oxygen. After receiving a negative answer, the associate asked whether the doctor thought the accidental-looking death might be an assassination. The doctor did not think so: stairs were a tricky thing, and a trip and fall that took place as the result of a stroke could easily be fatal. Bandera’s associates had no choice but to accept the conclusions of the doctor who signed the death certificate: it had been a stroke.3

Bandera’s associates returned to their headquarters and began their own investigation of what had happened that day. The morning of October 15 at Zeppelinstrasse 67, the building occupied by numerous branches of Bandera’s covert organization, had begun like any other. Stepan Bandera had arrived sometime after 8:00 a.m. in the company of his bodyguard, Vasyl Ninovsky. He had proceeded to his office while Ninovsky had gone to the print shop of the organization’s newspaper Shliakh peremohy (The Way to Victory), located on the first floor of the building.

Bandera’s aides and office employees had begun to arrive at about 9:00 a.m. Bandera had been in meetings that morning with three of his associates, all of whom were later investigated by police and the Bandera organization’s internal security service. Around 11:30 a.m., Bandera had left his office and descended one floor to the newspaper offices, where his old acquaintance Eugenia, known to the German authorities as Eugenia Mak, had her work station. He asked whether she would like to accompany him to the market to buy some fruit, but she declined. “She refused three times, stating that she wasn’t in the mood,” recalled the witnesses. “And that she didn’t need anything.” According to the same report, “Bandera insisted, stating that she should at least go to keep him company. She agreed to go only after other employees kept urging her.”

They began to leave for the ground floor, but Bandera suddenly remembered that he had left his beret in his office. After a moment’s hesitation, he told Eugenia that he would get it after lunch. Bandera usually lunched at home, and he decided to pick up some fruit and vegetables at Munich’s famous market, the Grossmarkthalle. Known to his circle as a “hands-on” head of his household, Bandera loved to run errands; he personally bought food products for his family, and he enjoyed eating well. His other passion was his car, which he took care of personally, spending hours keeping it clean and running properly. He would fix minor engine problems himself instead of going to a mechanic. Bandera and Eugenia left the building, got into Bandera’s dark blue Opel Kapitan, and drove off to the Grossmarkthalle, located southwest of Zeppelinstrasse on the other side of the Isar River.

At the market, Bandera purchased some grapes and plums, as well as tomatoes, apparently for pickling. Their shopping done, the two put their bags in Bandera’s car and drove back to Zeppelinstrasse. He dropped Eugenia not far from the office building. She wanted to take the bag of walnuts she had bought at the market, but Bandera promised to bring them to her after lunch—they were buried under his own purchases in the trunk of the car. He was in a hurry. “Wait a moment. I’ll tell Vasyl Ninovsky to escort you home,” suggested Eugenia, referring to Bandera’s bodyguard. But Bandera, who was known for not following his security team’s instructions, would not listen. “By the time Ninovsky comes down, I’ll be home,” he told his secretary. “I’ll be seeing you.” Bandera’s associates could learn no more about their leader’s last hours.4

It was a matter of routine rather than any particular suspicion about the cause of death that made the medical personnel call the Munich Kripo (Kriminalpolizei), a police unit responsible for criminal investigations. While examining the body, the doctor had found a gunbelt under Bandera’s right arm containing a Walther 765 PKK, a relatively small pistol, easy to conceal, originally designed for the German police force. It was unusual—indeed, illegal—to carry a gun in Germany, and the medical personnel were under instructions to report every such case to the authorities. The police originally were not terribly interested: the medical examination had shown no sign of violent death. Eventually it was decided that Bandera’s body would be taken to the Institute of Forensic Medicine at the Ludwig Maximilian University for an autopsy. The postmortem was scheduled for the following day, so the police investigation would have to wait until then. The two detectives assigned to the case, Hermann Schmidt and Oberkommissar Adrian Fuchs, felt no reason to rush.

The postmortem investigation took place on Friday, October 16. It was conducted by a group of doctors, who were led by the director of the Institute of Forensic Medicine, Professor Wolfgang Laves, a balding, bespectacled sixty-year-old medical doctor and scientist who had headed the institute since 1945. Laves was assisted by a younger colleague, Dr. Wolfgang Spann, a physician who later conducted the postmortem examination of Hitler’s right-hand man Rudolf Hess. Bandera’s autopsy lasted two hours. Its findings took the police by surprise. The head of the homicide unit, Hermann Schmidt, returned to police headquarters visibly shocked and pale. When questioned by journalists, he responded brusquely, “You will not learn anything from me!” He then called in his staff and phoned the Bavarian branch of the Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution (Bundesamt für Verfassungsschutz). He spent considerable time on the phone with representatives of the office, which was also in charge of West German counterintellegence. The news that Schmidt did not want to share with the journalists made the protectors of the West German constitution very concerned.

With Hermann Schmidt silent, the journalists turned for comment to the head of the city police, Anton Heigel. They did not get very far. Heigel told them: “I have not yet received any report, and the whole matter does not interest me at all.” The police chief’s comment was disappointing but also intriguing. The only statement that the police had issued so far, before the results of the autopsy were released, had confirmed what journalists already knew from their own sources: Stefan Popel was not the man he claimed to be. “Death resulting from an unfortunate accident,” read the press release. “About lunchtime on 15 October 1959 the 50-year-old stateless journalist Stefan Popel, called Bandera, fell down the stairwell of his residence in the western part of the city. He died of his wounds while being taken to hospital. An investigation has begun into the course of the unfortunate accident.”

The name “Bandera” was first mentioned in connection with Popel at about 10:00 p.m. on October 15, when the Munich-based Bayerischer Rundfunk (Bavarian Broadcasting) transmitted the following bulletin: “One of the leaders of the Ukrainian émigrés, the 50-year-old Stepan Bandera, lost his life in Munich today. It is said that he suffered such an unfortunate fall on the stairs of his building that he died while being taken to hospital. The police still do not know anything about the precise circumstances of his death.” The announcer concluded with the following statement on Bandera’s background: “As a Ukrainian nationalist, before and during the Second World War he was incarcerated in Polish and German prisons or concentration camps.” Bandera, whom many knew by name but had never seen in person, was one of the most mysterious and reclusive leaders of the anti-Soviet Ukrainian movement in the West. The media knew that his organization had influence over tens of thousands of recent émigrés in Germany, Britain, the United States, Canada, and several other countries.

The journalists hounding the police for answers had good reason to be impatient—the latter were clearly hiding something from the press. The Munich tabloid Abendzeitung explained the flurry of media interest: “Munich has become a playground for agents, spies, and emigrants, mainly from the East. The unwitting resident generally knows nothing about the activity of these people from the shadows, which is shrouded in secrecy. Only once in a while is the curtain raised on such sinister doings—when a crime is committed against one of those to whom the Federal Republic has granted political asylum.” The weekend issues of other Munich newspapers would also publish stories about Bandera’s mysterious death, but no conclusive evidence on whether it was anything more than a stroke and an accident.5

On Monday, October 19, the Munich Kripo homicide unit issued a press release. It quickly became apparent why Hermann Schmidt, the head of the unit, had looked so harried and secretive the previous Friday. The release stated that the autopsy of Stepan Bandera, which had begun on Friday, had continued into Saturday. “The investigation carried out on October 17 at the Institute of Forensic Medicine to establish the cause of death revealed that Bandera died of cyanide poisoning,” detailed the report. “The homicide commission is now investigating whether this was a suicide or a criminal act.”

On Friday, Professor Laves’s young assistant Wolfgang Spann had detected a faint smell of almonds from the corpse’s dissected brain. Further investigation had found traces of cyanide in the stomach—the result of both barrels of the weapon being fired simultaneously. There were no remains of a capsule, and there was not enough residual cyanide to kill a person, but there was no doubt that cyanide was involved and had somehow entered the deceased man’s stomach. The police decided to release the news of cyanide poisoning without going into much detail. The results of a full investigation into the chemical particles found in Bandera’s stomach would not be forthcoming until much later. The news was picked up and broadcast the same day by Reuters and other international news agencies. German newspapers published the news on October 20, the day of Bandera’s funeral.6

The news that Stepan Bandera had died of poison came as a shock not only to those who assumed that he had died of natural causes but also to those among his entourage who believed that he had been assassinated. Cyanide poisoning with no indication of violence pointed to suicide rather than murder, but Bandera’s colleagues preferred to paint him as a martyr for the cause rather than a depressed and disillusioned individual who, for whatever reason, had taken his own life. Yet the latter explanation was the one gaining traction among the medical doctors who conducted the autopsy and the police investigators. Professor Laves had little doubt about it. He assured Frau Popel, who was now being called Frau Bandera, and her husband’s associates that he had significant experience with suicides of “freedom fighters,” as he had conducted autopsies of seven or eight such individuals. “Freedom fighters,” he argued, were under constant pressure, and they often were inclined to choose death over life.

Professor Laves had considerable experience indeed, although most of it concerned suicides in general, not necessarily those of “freedom fighters.” His most famous former patient, Adolf Hitler, had committed suicide back in April 1945. In his conversations with Mrs. Bandera, Professor Laves explained to the distressed widow that for someone like her husband, suicide was little more than an occupational hazard. A “freedom fighter” might voluntarily choose to kill himself when faced with overwhelming pressure from an enemy intent on breaking him psychologically, or blackmailing him and threatening his family and friends. Any or all of these scenarios might have led Stepan Bandera to commit suicide by swallowing cyanide.

Laves concluded that the poison in Bandera’s stomach had been orally ingested no more than three hours before his death. When Frau Bandera and her husband’s associates continued to argue that suicide was hardly possible, given the character of the deceased, Dr. Laves lost his temper. “Then who killed him? A ghost?” he asked his interlocutors, not without condescension. The case seemed closed.7
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FUNERAL

Stepan Bandera’s interment was expected to be attended by dozens, if not hundreds, of “freedom fighters” from all over the world, and the Munich police, along with the Office for the Protection of the Constitution, accordingly took extra precautions to guard the funeral procession and the funeral itself. They feared possible assassination attempts by the communist authorities behind the Iron Curtain from whose embrace the freedom fighters were trying to liberate their nations.

There were hundreds of plainclothes police officers hiding behind the trees of Waldfriedhof Cemetery—the “Paradise Garden” designed in the early twentieth century—on the gloomy, cold afternoon of October 20. Some of them, armed with cameras, were videotaping and documenting the event. They were not alone in doing so. There were also cameramen from the East, primarily from East Germany, as well as representatives of the Soviet Union. In attendance, apart from diplomats and journalists, were leaders of a Soviet Ukrainian folk ensemble that had just begun its schedule of performances in Munich. Many in Bandera’s organization regarded the “easterners” with utmost suspicion, thinking that Bandera’s killer could be a member of the ensemble.

Close to 2,000 mourners gathered for Bandera’s interment. It had all the trappings of a state funeral, although the deceased was a leader of a stateless nation. At the head of the procession was a middle-aged man carrying a large cross. He was followed by numerous priests and a church choir. Then came standard-bearers with the blue and yellow national flags of Ukraine and the red and black flags of Bandera’s organization. Walking solemnly behind them were two men, each accompanied by two assistants. They carried two small urns on red pillows. One contained soil from Ukraine, the other water from the Black Sea. The symbolism was obvious to most of the mourners—Bandera had lived and died fighting not only for the independence of his country, but also for its integrity and territorial unity, from his native Carpathians to the faraway Black Sea. The salt water in the urn had been brought to Munich by one of Bandera’s associates from Turkey, the only country on the Black Sea not cut off from the rest of the world by the Iron Curtain.1

Bandera’s oak coffin was carried by six of his closest associates—all men of his age and background who had been with him since the early days of resistance in Ukraine. Behind the coffin walked Bandera’s widow, Yaroslava, and the couple’s three children. When the procession reached the burial site, the first to speak was the Ukrainian Catholic priest, himself a recent immigrant from Ukraine. “The life of Stepan Bandera of blessed memory followed a thorny course,” said the priest to the mourners. “He spent almost a quarter of his adulthood in prisons, jails, and concentration camps of foreign states that sought to enslave our fatherland.”

It was not only Ukrainians who came to mourn Bandera. There were also “Caucasians, Georgians and Belarusians, Hungarians and Lithuanians,” wrote the correspondent of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, “a cross-section of the whole Eastern emigration.” Some of them, especially those on the left, had set themselves against Bandera when he was alive. Nevertheless, they came now to show solidarity with their political opponent: an attack on him was an attack on all of them. They were all vulnerable. Many of those gathered at the cemetery wondered who would be next. “Assassination literally hung in the air,” wrote a reporter for the German newspaper Das Grüne Blatt.2

The events of October 15 were not just a major emotional and political blow to Bandera’s followers but also a terrifying and unprecedented breach of security. Fingers were pointed at members of the Bandera security team who had failed to do their job. After Myron Matviyeyko had been parachuted into Ukraine in May 1951, his job as head of Bandera’s security service had gone to his second-in-command, Ivan Kashuba, and Kashuba’s intelligence chief, Stepan Mudryk, both experienced intelligence hands. The security people, in turn, blamed Bandera himself. “More than once, I warned my leader and his entourage about threats to their security,” Mudryk told the German police. “But my warnings were not always heeded, and I can only say that my leader behaved quite carelessly. If he had listened to me, I think it would not have come to that.”

They weren’t wrong. After successfully turning the nationalist underground into a largely terrorist outfit in the early 1930s, Bandera had believed that he could manage security issues on his own. After years of living undercover, he had become inured to the sense of danger—so much so that when he lived outside of Munich, he would often pick up unknown passengers on his way to the city. Aside from ignoring the rules that his security service tried to impose on him, Bandera had also tended to treat his bodyguards very badly, leading many of them to leave both him and the organization. Finally, Bandera had decided that he would manage his own security. In the fall of 1959, the security staff consisted of a single person—his bodyguard, driver, and courier Vasyl Ninovsky, a former guerrilla fighter in Soviet-occupied Western Ukraine.3

Two weeks before the assassination, disturbing news had reached Bandera’s security service that had forced him to consider paying more attention to his security and even changing his cover name. By that time, he had been using the name Stefan Popel for almost a decade. On October 2, 1959, Stepan Mudryk, Bandera’s chief of intelligence, called Bandera’s headquarters in Munich from Düsseldorf, where he was on a business trip, and demanded that an extraordinary meeting of the organization’s leadership be called for the next morning, when he was to return to Munich. Mudryk barely slept on the night train to the city because he was so troubled by the news that he was about to deliver.

The next morning, everyone was waiting for Mudryk in Bandera’s office. The leader was at his desk; his assistants were around the table. Disheveled and tired after a rough night on the train, Mudryk sat in front of his bosses and told them of an encounter he had had in Düsseldorf. On October 2, he had had a routine meeting with a double agent, someone who worked for the KGB while keeping Mudryk informed of his activities. The agent had just returned from East Berlin, where he had met with his KGB handlers, and told Mudryk that in Moscow the decision had been made at the highest level to liquidate Bandera and his close associates. “All the arrangements have been made with regard to Bandera,” declared the double agent. “The hit may take place any day. Remember that a decision has been made to do away with you; there are technical resources involved of which the world is as yet unaware. You will not be able to withstand them.” The double agent wanted money in exchange for further information. Mudryk did not have money to give him, but believed that the information was solid. He wanted Bandera to leave Munich, possibly for Spain, where General Francisco Franco’s dictatorship made it hard for the KGB to operate with impunity.

Bandera refused to follow his intelligence chief’s advice. He said that they were in a state of war, danger was a given, and they simply had to carry on. But a few days later he took a brief vacation in the Alps, while Mudryk was ordered to go to Bonn to produce new documents for Bandera and his family. Stepan Bandera was about to turn into someone else, throwing off possible KGB assassins. Mudryk once again boarded a night train and, early in the morning of October 15, began his secret mission in the West German capital. During the lunch break he called Munich to report on his progress, but he had missed Bandera by a few minutes. Shortly before noon on October 15, 1959, Bandera had left the office for lunch at home. In the register for security personnel he had noted that he did not need any lunch-hour protection that week, as he intended to have lunch at work. The next morning, Mudryk called home and learned from his wife that his mission in Bonn was obsolete: Bandera was dead.4

Mudryk and his colleagues now faced the outrage of members of their own organization who demanded an explanation for the security breach. For years Mudryk would be at pains to defend his role as chief of intelligence in his memoirs, private correspondence, and interviews. He argued that he had done all he could to prevent the assassination, and many years after the event he still wondered whether Bandera had remembered his warning in the last moments of his life. Vasyl Ninovsky, Bandera’s part-time bodyguard, whose services Bandera had rejected on the day he was murdered, was psychologically destroyed by what had happened on his watch. Decades after the assassination, his wife was still telling Ninovsky’s relatives stories that cleared her husband of responsibility. According to her, on October 15, Vasyl Ninovsky was in the hospital, having saved his leader from a previous attack in which an unidentified automobile had crashed into Bandera’s car. If Ninovsky had been on duty that day, Bandera would still be alive, went the family legend.5

Ivan Kashuba, the chief of Bandera’s counterintelligence service and the man directly responsible for his security, would tell anyone willing to listen that Bandera had killed himself over his unrequited love for the maid who looked after his neighbor’s children. “Stepan Bandera was in love with that German woman and spent more than one night sleepless over her,” Kashuba told one of his acquaintances. “He would take every opportunity to meet with her, either in front of the building or at her door, to speak with her. It is also possible that he met with her in the evenings in secret from his wife and from that maid’s employers.” Kashuba argued that Bandera had deliberately chosen to commit suicide in front of the apartment where his beloved was working that day—she was the last person to hold his hand before he stopped breathing. Kashuba maintained that Bandera’s love for the German maid was known to other leaders of the organization. It was anyone’s guess whether Kashuba truly believed the theory of lovelorn suicide; perhaps he advanced it only to ward off allegations of his own security failure.6

As early autumn darkness fell on Waldfriedhof Cemetery, and people started to become almost indistinguishable from the rows of crosses and surrounding trees, the last mourners left. Also gone were the cameramen from East Germany. The newsreel about Bandera’s funeral would be ready for distribution before the end of the month. The Munich police could congratulate themselves on a job well done. The funeral had gone on without a hitch, with no shootings or unexpected collapses. The police detachment hidden in the courtyard of the cemetery chapel dispersed soon after the mourners. As far as they were concerned, they were done with the death of Stepan Bandera.
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CIA TELEGRAM

The chief of the CIA base in Munich reported the news of Bandera’s death to Washington on the day it happened. The priority telegram was addressed to the director of the CIA, Allen Dulles. It was marked as “Redwood,” indicating an action alert for the agency’s Soviet Russia division, and “Lcimprove,” meaning that the information it contained dealt with the activities of Soviet intelligence worldwide. The telegram was sent close to midnight Munich time, and its contents were cryptic indeed: “15 Oct[ober] subj[ect] reported Stefan Bandera dead. Details when available. End of message.”1

Although addressing the telegram to the director of the CIA did not mean that he would actually read it, the odds were that that one would reach its addressee. William Hood, the thirty-nine-year-old chief of the Munich base, knew Allen Dulles personally. At the end of the war, he had served under Dulles’s supervision in the Office of Strategic Services—the predecessor of the CIA—in Bern, Switzerland. Back then, Dulles and his staff had been busy establishing links with the SS commander in Italy, General Karl Wolff, in hopes of securing the surrender of German troops on the Apennine Peninsula. News of Dulles’s dealings with the Nazis had reached Joseph Stalin and caused an international scandal, the precursor of Cold War espionage rivalry. William Hood had joined the CIA in 1949, the same year the agency was established. His foreign assignments had included a stint as deputy chief of the CIA station in Vienna, where he had been involved in recruiting and handling the CIA double agent Major Petr Popov of Soviet military intelligence. In Munich, Hood then took over the local CIA base. The CIA station responsible for covert operations throughout Germany was in Frankfurt, but Munich was a very important hub of CIA activity in Germany, second only to West Berlin where Hood was transferred in December 1959.2

At the end of the war, Munich had fallen into American hands. The city center was almost entirely destroyed by Allied bombing. The roof of Munich’s main tourist attraction, the Gothic Frauenkirche, a Catholic cathedral, had collapsed, and one of its onion-dome towers had been severely damaged. On April 30, 1945, the soldiers of the US 42nd Infantry Division, who had liberated the Dachau concentration camp in the vicinity on the previous day, made their way to the center of Munich through the rubble of bombed-out and ruined buildings. There was no resistance. The surviving citizens, whose beer halls had given birth to the Nazi movement back in the 1920s, were eager to surrender to the Americans. At Marienplatz, the city’s main square, German police officers turned in their weapons in exchange for a receipt provided by an American GI. The alternative—retreat to the east to be captured by the Soviets—was much worse.3

Under American military administration, Munich became a safe haven and a destination of choice for displaced persons—refugees from the East who wanted to stay in the West. The Soviets demanded their return, calling them traitors to the motherland. They generally denied the charges by claiming that the places they had left did not belong to the Soviet motherland, but had been unjustly conquered in the course of the war: the Baltics; Western Ukraine and Belarus, which had belonged to Poland before the war; Bukovyna and Bessarabia, which were parts of interwar Romania; and Transcarpathia, which was part of Czechoslovakia. After initially repatriating some of them by force, the Americans let the rest stay. As time passed, most of them would move to the United States, Britain, Canada, and Australia. Some claimed to be stateless and remained in Germany. In the late 1950s, there were close to 80,000 refugees from the East still living in Munich. By far the largest contingent was the one made up of Ukrainian refugees from interwar Poland.4

Stepan Bandera was hardly unknown to the CIA officers in Munich. Immediately after the end of the war, the US Army Counterintelligence Corps, or CIC, which was responsible for security in the American zone of occupation, and in many ways a forerunner of the CIA, cooperated with Bandera’s group to root out suspected Soviet spies in the displaced persons’ camps in the American zone. But the Americans soon developed serious reservations about Bandera and his people. Bandera, it was believed, used heavy-handed tactics, intimidation, and violence to secure both his own position in the organization and his organization’s dominant role among the Ukrainian refugees. Bandera and his followers were staunchly anti-Russian and anticommunist, but those characteristics carried much less weight immediately after the end of World War II than they would a few years later, with the start of the Cold War.

The operational benefits that the Bandera group could provide the CIC and then the CIA seemed limited as well. The Bandera faction of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, a highly centralized and disciplined group run by a narrow circle of professional conspirators seasoned in partisan warfare against the Germans and the Soviets, was difficult for US counterintelligence officers to use, let alone control, as they had little experience in dealing with East European guerrilla fighters. The Bandera people made contacts with the CIC, but they hardly ever conveyed any kind of reliable information, unless it had to do with possible Soviet penetration of Ukrainian refugee camps. They kept their secrets close, while engaging in all sorts of illegal activities. They eliminated those whom they suspected of treason, or who did not follow the party line. To fund their operations, they used counterfeit American dollars.

The Soviets had demanded the extradition of Stepan Bandera, who was the recognized symbol of anti-Soviet struggle in Ukraine. They had sent officers and agents into the American zone to kidnap Bandera, but he had gone into hiding, changing his name and the places where he stayed. The Americans were prepared to cooperate with their wartime ally. The officers of the Strategic Services Unit, in fact, saw the Soviet request as an opportunity to get rid of an inconvenient and, indeed, dangerous leader. But no matter how they tried, they could not deliver Bandera. The US intelligence network was infiltrated by Bandera supporters, who gave false or misleading information about their leader’s whereabouts. He was also just incredibly lucky. Once, while riding in his car, he had been stopped by an American officer, but the officer had allowed him to continue because Bandera had a press ID. Bandera, who was indeed directly involved in publishing his organization’s newspaper, would continue to use the journalist’s cover up to the end of his life. The search was eventually called off. Soon afterward, Soviet-American relations deteriorated to the point where any cooperation between them became impossible. Bandera would stay in Bavaria.5

In 1949, the newly created Central Intelligence Agency took over primary responsibility for the refugees and their networks in Germany from the Army Counterintelligence Corps, and although they never tried to capture or extradite Bandera, they also stayed clear of him and any intelligence opportunities that his organization could offer. Bandera, whose main base of operations remained the US occupation zone, instead began cooperating with MI6—section 6 of British Military Intelligence, responsible for foreign operations. The British had more expertise in dealing with European nationalities than the Americans and were less scrupulous when it came to the ideological inclinations and operational tactics of their clients. A contemporary British report described Bandera as “a professional underground worker with a terrorist background and ruthless notions about the rules of the game.” The British also believed that of all the organizations of Russian and East European provenance, Bandera’s people had the largest and best-established network, and that it could be used for intelligence gathering in the Soviet Union.6

The Americans had their doubts in that regard, believing that Bandera’s networks were thoroughly penetrated by the Soviet secret police. Instead of Bandera, the CIA made an alliance with his rivals in the Ukrainian nationalist camp. By 1947, the Bandera branch of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists had split. The rival group was led by Mykola Lebed, the former head of the OUN Security Service and the man who took over the leadership of the organization after Bandera’s arrest by the Germans in July 1941. He was responsible for its survival and its heroic struggle against the Nazis. But it was also on his watch that the OUN units began their massacres of Poles in Volhynia, which resulted in tens of thousands of victims. In 1944, with the Soviets advancing into Ukraine, Lebed was sent to the West to represent the Ukrainian nationalist cause among the Allied powers. He clashed with Bandera over control of organization and his links to Western intelligence services. Bandera allegedly ordered a hit on Lebed, but the former security chief escaped to the United States with the help of the CIA. From there he ran his own organization, called the Foreign Representation of the Supreme Ukrainian Liberation Council. Lev Rebet, assassinated by Stashinsky in October 1957, was one of the émigré Ukrainian intellectual leaders in Lebed’s milieu.

While Bandera’s Foreign Units of the OUN worked with the British, Lebed’s Foreign Representation supplied cadres for CIA covert operations in the USSR. In May 1951, the two intelligence services, the CIA and MI6, coordinated an airdrop of their agents on Soviet territory. The British group, led by Myron Matviyeyko, was seen off by Bandera, while the American one received blessings from Lebed. Group after group was dropped by parachute into the Ukrainian forests. The first news was more than encouraging: the groups were able to avoid capture and establish radio contact. But eventually both the Americans and the British began to suspect that the indications were too good to be true. The grim reality was that most of the people parachuted into Ukraine soon fell into the hands of the KGB and—like Matviyeyko—worked under their control. After years of losing agents, the Americans and the British decided to stop the airdrops. The CIA began to use Lebed’s people for psychological warfare against the USSR instead. By 1954, MI6 had severed relations with Bandera and his group. One point on which the Western services agreed was that, as a British cable put it, “despite our unanimous desire to ‘quiet’ Bandera, precautions must be taken to see that the Soviets are not allowed to kidnap or kill him. . . . [U]nder no circumstances must Bandera be allowed to become a martyr.”7

With William Hood’s cryptic telegram to Washington, there was little doubt that both security services had failed. If it was indeed the Soviets who had finally killed Bandera, then he might become a more significant figure in death than he had been during his lifetime. The Munich base sent a more substantial message the following day. “Bandera dead on arrival hospital,” read the cable of October 16. “Undetermined whether top of head damage caused by fall. Bandera people suspect foul play.” On Sunday, October 18, before the results of the autopsy became public, the Munich officers had to cable Washington again, delivering the latest news from one of his agents inside the German security services: “Prelim[inary] autopsy findings indicate Bandera did not die natural causes. Indications he [was] poisoned.” The Munich base chief wrote nothing about the possibility of suicide. He suspected murder.8
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UPSWING

In the days following Bandera’s assassination, the CIA officers in Munich scrambled to figure out who had killed the Ukrainian leader and why. There were no obvious answers.

Back in March 1958, CIA headquarters at Langley had cabled the CIA Munich base, requesting information on the latest activities of Stepan Bandera. The request originated in the US Congress and reached Langley through the State Department. Someone of significant influence in the American capital wanted Bandera to come to the United States. The CIA officers in Munich checked their files and found nothing new on Bandera’s activities that would preclude his entering the United States. They also checked with the US consulate in Munich and found out that Bandera had not applied for a visa, apparently awaiting the results of his supporters’ lobbying in the United States. For a while, however, William Hood and his subordinates showed little interest, either, in supporting Bandera’s application. The CIA’s own people among the Ukrainian émigré circles—the Lebed group—were vehemently against Bandera’s presence on their turf, the United States and Canada. Bandera stayed in Munich.1

But in the months leading up to his death Bandera showed up at the US consulate in Munich to officially ask for a visitor’s visa to the United States. He hoped to be able to travel there in the spring of 1959, but, as he informed one of his old friends in New York, he was not sure whether he would be allowed to do so. In the documents he submitted to acquire the three-month visa, he identified himself as Stefan Popel, but he used the Bandera surname for his wife and children. Popel/Bandera was interviewed by Kermit S. Midthun, a young consular official whose earlier career had been with the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Midthun was more than suspicious of Bandera’s request. He had serious doubts that Bandera’s organization, whose full name was Foreign Units of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, fully embraced the principles of democracy that underlined American policy in postwar Europe.2

Bandera did little to dispel Midthun’s misgivings. After the German invasion of the Soviet Union, some of the members of Bandera’s organization had joined the German-run police and, in its ranks, participated in the Holocaust. But Jews were not at the top of the Ukrainian nationalists’ hierarchy of foes. For them, Poles and “turncoat” Ukrainians figured as the main enemies of Ukrainian statehood. Terror remained a popular weapon in their arsenal not only before and during World War II but also in its aftermath. After the war, it was directed primarily against the Soviets and their “collaborators”—Ukrainians who, finding themselves between two fires, NKVD troops and nationalist guerrillas, refused to support the nationalist cause.3

When the FBI officer asked Bandera how his organization would establish and preserve democracy once it came to power in Ukraine, he gave an answer that left Midthun highly dissatisfied. Democracy, claimed Bandera, would naturally accompany national self-realization. He promised to send Midthun literature produced by his organization so that he could make up his own mind about its democratic credentials. Eight brochures soon arrived at the consulate. They offered a critique of the decisions of the latest Soviet Communist Party congress and of the Gulag system of prison camps, while promoting the Ukrainian struggle for independence and setting forth the programmatic documents of Bandera’s organization. Midthun did not have the time or inclination to read the brochures, which were eventually sent to the Intelligence Collection and Distribution Section. In the end, it was not up to Midthun alone to decide whether Bandera would get an entry visa. The CIA had its say, too.4

On October 5, 1959, a mere ten days before Bandera’s death, Hood wrote to his superiors at Langley, asking them to consider helping Bandera get an entry visa to the United States—the same visa that the consular officials in Munich had denied him for months. The Munich chief of the base’s memo accompanied a more detailed request from a CIA contact in the German security services code-named “Herdahl.” The CIA officers had assured Herdahl that “headquarters are very interested in the matter, especially as regards indications that Bandera has ‘reformed’ and ideas concerning his future operational usefulness.” It was believed that Bandera had abandoned the heavy-handed tactics he had once used to keep his organization and the entire Ukrainian émigré community under control, and which had made the US consulate so nervous.

Officially, Bandera had applied for a three-month visa to the United States to see his relatives. The real reason was different. He planned to see and reenergize his followers in the United States; according to German estimates, there were between 300,000 and 400,000 of them there. North America was also a major source of financial support for Bandera and his activities. The Germans estimated that from Canada alone the organization had received $900,000 over the course of the five years ending in 1958. Bandera also wanted to meet with officials in the US government to discuss possible cooperation. “In principle,” as Hood summarized the agent’s argument, “Bandera has more to offer operationally than most if not all other Russian émigré groups in the West today.” The operations Hood had in mind were espionage activities behind the Iron Curtain—the land of desire and terra incognita for Western intelligence services. Hood believed it was in the CIA’s best interest to accommodate the request of someone who could potentially share a great deal of useful information with the agency. “If the visa can be granted,” wrote Hood to his superiors, “we would be very well informed on the future collaboration between Upswing and Bandera. If the visa is not granted, it seems likely that Herdahl will slam the door on this aspect of Upswing operational activities in a bit of a huff.” William Hood was still awaiting a response from Langley when the disturbing news of Bandera’s death reached the Munich base.5

Herdahl’s real name was Heinz Danko Herre. He was a senior official in the Federal Intelligence Service, or BND (Bundesnachrichtendienst). The BND was formally created on April Fool’s Day of 1956 and placed under the direct supervision of the Office of the Chancellor, Konrad Adenauer. The BND was his joint brainchild with the CIA, which for ten years had funded and run its predecessor, known as the Gehlen Organization, or simply Org, after its chief, General Reinhard Gehlen, who had been in charge of spying on the Red Army during the war. In CIA traffic of the late 1950s, the BND came to be known under the code name “Upswing,” later to be changed to “Uphill.” Its creation was indeed a dramatic upswing for the CIA, which maintained close ties with the new organization but was no longer responsible for its funding or day-to-day business. It was also a major upswing for General Gehlen, who became president of the BND and ran it for the next twenty-two years.6

It was the “legalization” of the Gehlen Organization in the form of the BND that brought Stepan Bandera and his people, who were previously shunned by the British and Americans, back into the spotlight in the intelligence war between East and West. Negotiations between Bandera and the Gehlen associates began in March 1956, even before the BND was officially launched. The Americans warned their junior West German partners against using Bandera’s agents in Ukraine, believing that his networks had been penetrated by the KGB. The BND took that advice and stopped the negotiations. But they would return to the idea of cooperation with Bandera a few years later. There were a number of reasons for them to reconsider it. The BND was a young intelligence organization looking for ways to prove itself, and for Reinhard Gehlen there was no easier way to do so than to use their old World War II connections. Bandera, one of Gehlen’s associates wrote to William Hood, “has been known to us for about 20 years.” The CIA objections could only hold them off for so long.

Heinz Danko Herre was William Hood’s main source of information about Bandera, his death, and the investigation into his possible murder. In the BND hierarchy, Herre was directly responsible for contacts with Bandera and his followers. Herre also happened to be the main liaison between the BND and the CIA. An expert on Russia and Eastern Europe, he had attracted Gehlen’s attention during the war. In April 1942, Gehlen had taken him under his wing and arranged a transfer from the front lines to the Intelligence section of the General Staff. There Herre had launched a successful psychological warfare campaign, code-named “Silver Lining,” whose goal was to convince Red Army soldiers to desert. At the end of the war, Herre was one of the few officers Gehlen chose to accompany him in his defection to the Americans. In 1957, a year after the BND went “public,” Herre was appointed head of the division responsible for intelligence operations against communist countries. For an old Russia hand, this felt like a homecoming.7

Herre’s new responsibilities corresponded well with the main interests of the CIA in the region. James H. Critchfield, the head of the CIA base in Pullach, a suburb of Munich where the headquarters of the Gehlen Organization were located, referred to Herre as the CIA’s “key man in Gehlen’s inner circle.” Decades later, remembering his years at Pullach, Critchfield wrote that Herre was “the one who, when the going got tough, was able to deal with both sides, keep communications open, and lead the search for compromises.” Herre worked hard to secure the position of “go-to man” for the Americans. “He became an expert on American baseball and off the top of his head could quote batting averages and league standings,” recalled Critchfield.8

After Bandera’s unexpected death, Herre kept William Hood well informed about the Kripo investigation into its circumstances. He also briefed the CIA chief on the lunch meeting he had had with Bandera and his associates on the afternoon of October 14, less than twenty-four hours before the Ukrainian leader’s death. The lunch, which had taken place at the Ewige Lampe restaurant in Munich, had lasted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Bandera had been accompanied by two associates who had later described the meeting to the police, placing special emphasis on the food that had been served, as they suspected that one of the dishes could have been poisoned. One Ukrainian participant told the police that one of the Germans had picked up the bill, but none of those interrogated would say what had been discussed at the meeting.

Herre was less conspiratorial with his CIA contact. “Lunch [was] devoted primarily discussion Upswing support mounting further ops into USSR,” cabled Hood to Langley. “Also discussed status present ops group which has not reported over weeks and at last report had not crossed into USSR.” In July 1959, Herre had sent a group of Bandera cadres to the USSR across the Czechoslovakian border. Herre had held a meeting with Stepan Bandera and one of his associates on April 9, 1959, to discuss the operation. By the time they met again at the restaurant in the Bayerischer Hof Hotel on October 14, even though the group that had been sent through Czechoslovakia had not yet reported back, Herre was prepared to expand the BND’s cooperation with Bandera and his people. The CIA would eventually learn more about the business discussed at the Herre-Bandera lunch from its sources in the Ukrainian émigré community. “The Germans accepted all the suggestions made by Zch/OUN [Foreign Units of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists] and promised all sorts of aid. Stepan Bandera was very satisfied with the results of the talks,” read a report. Indeed, that day Bandera came home in a good mood. He told his wife that the meeting had gone well and that he had liked the food. The partridge was particularly good.9

Stepan Bandera’s aides suspected that their leader could have been poisoned during the lunch with Herre and alerted the CIA to that possibility. But there was no doubt in the minds of the CIA officers in Munich that neither Gehlen nor Herre was involved in Bandera’s death. Rather, they suspected the Soviets. On October 19, four days after Bandera fell dead on the steps of his apartment building, the chief of the CIA Munich station sent the CIA director a cable in which he asked headquarters to pass on to the BND “info re[ferring to] RIS [Russian Intelligence Services] use [of] specific poison in past.” He felt that this information “would be particularly helpful since [it] appears to date that sufficient quantity poison [was] not found [while] autopsy makes it certain Bandera poisoned.” Hood believed that information from one of the cases investigated by the CIA in the past could “point to specific type poison that may have been used, that difficult [to] detect, and that could have been administered considerably in advance Bandera’s death.”10
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PRIME SUSPECT

Agents at CIA headquarters at Langley were not just collecting information from Munich; they were also trying to help the investigation by providing leads, one of which was cabled to Munich on November 5, 1959. The telegram read as follows: “Aecasowarry 2 says wife Aecavatina 11 with him just prior death.”1

Only people with access to the agency’s code books could make sense of the message. Along with the “Redwood” action marker, which referred to the CIA’s Soviet Russia Division, the cable had another cryptonym in its upper right-hand corner, “Aerodynamic.” It stood for the agency’s operations in support of the activities of the Foreign Representation of the Supreme Ukrainian Liberation Council, the group of Ukrainian nationalists led by Mykola Lebed, who had broken with the Bandera faction in the late 1940s and since then had closely cooperated with the CIA. CIA officers used the prefix “ae” (Aerodynamic) and other code names to identify operations and individuals engaged in intelligence activities against the Soviet Union. Aecassowary 2 and Aecavatina 11 clearly belonged to that group. Cassowaries—large and colorful but flightless birds from New Guinea—were used as code names for members of the Lebed group involved in “Aerodynamic,” including the agents parachuted into the USSR. “Cavatina” was a term borrowed not from zoology but from the world of classical music, in which it means a short, simple song. It was used for the members of the Bandera organization.

Thanks to the fairly recent release of select cryptonyms used by the CIA during the Cold War, we now know who those members of the Lebed and Bandera groups were. The code name “Aecassowary-1” was reserved for the Lebed group as a whole; “Aecassowary-2” was the group’s leader, Mykola Lebed. They used a slightly different system for the Bandera group, whose leader was code-named “Aecavatina-1.” The code name “Aecavatina 11” stood for his former head of security, Myron Matviyeyko.2

Thus CIA headquarters wanted its agents in Munich to know that Mykola Lebed had informed the agency that one of the last people in contact with Bandera before his death had been the wife of his former security chief, Myron Matviyeyko: Eugenia. The secretary in Bandera’s headquarters who accompanied him to the Munich market before his death and was known to the German police as Eugenia Mak was in fact Eugenia Matviyeyko, the wife of an operative long behind Soviet lines. Eugenia had been born in Lviv in 1916. She was forty-three years old in 1959 and was known to her friends, colleagues, and associates under a variety of surnames, including Mak, Sczyhol, and Koshulynska. When her husband had been chosen for a dangerous mission in Ukraine, she had stayed behind in Munich, where they had made their home soon after the war. Eugenia had then gone to work for her husband’s boss, Stepan Bandera, at Zeppelinstrasse 67.

Shortly before noon on October 15, 1959, Eugenia Mak had left the office with Bandera and accompanied him on at least part of what turned out to be his last car ride. She was now a person of interest to the police, as well as to the many other investigators of Bandera’s death. The Munich police and Bavarian counterintelligence office thought she might be an accomplice in what everyone now agreed was a murder. The police informer within the Bandera organization and the medical report all pointed in the same direction: the poison had been administered by someone close to Bandera. Eugenia Mak found herself at the top of that list. Many pointed to the tug of war between Eugenia and Bandera’s wife, and some suggested that Bandera and Eugenia were secretly lovers. Besides, if Bandera had been poisoned while tasting fruit at the market, it was impossible to imagine that Eugenia was not involved. Although, according to the CIA report, no one “was able to determine how the poison was put in the fruit in front of Bandera. There is little chance that the fruit could have been prepared in advance, as the trip was apparently spontaneous, so no one knew in advance that the two were going shopping.”3

The CIA and its informers in the Ukrainian emigration did not exclude the possibility that Eugenia may have acted on behalf of her husband, Myron Matviyeyko. It was widely assumed that Matviyeyko, who had “miraculously” avoided capture by the Soviets for more than eight years, was in fact acting under Soviet control. A few days before Matviyeyko had parachuted into Ukraine, a similar group recruited from Lebed’s people had been dropped as part of a CIA-run operation. After the airdrop, Matviyeyko and his associates had easily established radio contact with the British and Bandera. The CIA group, for its part, had been ambushed, and its leader had been captured by the Soviets. Matviyeyko had been looked at with suspicion ever since. If Matviyeyko was in fact working for the KGB, then one had to consider a connection between Eugenia, her husband, Bandera’s death, and the KGB.4

While under Soviet control, Matviyeyko, we now know, tried to stay loyal to his cause, if not to his former boss, Stepan Bandera. On the night of June 16, 1952, slightly more than a year after his capture, Matviyeyko suddenly disappeared from the heavily guarded Lviv villa where he had conducted his radio game with the West. The loss of a major asset in the radio game, which had begun so successfully and promised so much, shook the Soviet security establishment. The USSR minister of state security ordered the arrest of Colonel Ivan Shorubalka, who was in charge of the radio game and had been given an award only two years earlier for his role in eliminating the commander in chief of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army. The investigation into Matviyeyko’s escape was conducted by Roman Rudenko, the chief Soviet prosecutor at the Nuremberg Trials.

In the morning after his escape, as the entire KGB machine mobilized to search for him, Matviyeyko frantically checked his old contacts and safe houses. He was in for a major disappointment. The people he had known during the war were all gone, either killed or arrested by the Soviets. Matviyeyko was forced to come to terms with a new reality. For once, Soviet propaganda was not lying: the resistance really was limited to small, isolated groups deep in the mountain forests. It was doomed, and so, thought Matviyeyko, was he—he would be captured sooner or later. He had nowhere to turn. In desperation, Matviyeyko prepared handwritten leaflets explaining who he was, what had happened to him, and under whose control he was working. He began dropping them on random city streets in the hopes that one of them would make its way to the underground, and then, eventually, abroad. As for his own fate, Matviyeyko came to the conclusion that his only chance of survival was to return to captivity.

On the evening of June 17, after less than twenty-four hours of freedom, Matviyeyko headed for the main Lviv railway station. There he approached a passing sergeant and asked whether he worked for the secret police. When the sergeant said that he did, Matviyeyko declared that he was armed and wanted to surrender to the security services. He then admitted who he was. Matviyeyko was flown to Moscow, where the conditions of his imprisonment were nothing like those in Lviv.

It was only after Stalin’s death in March 1953 that Matviyeyko was returned to the custody of his old handlers in Munich. His brief freedom and the subsequent time he had spent in Moscow remained unknown to British intelligence and the Bandera people in Ukraine. For eight long years, Matviyeyko and his radio messages remained the voice of the OUN “leadership” in Ukraine. Matviyeyko managed to make his way back into the trust of his captors. In June 1958, seven years after his capture and six years after his bizarre escape, Bandera’s security chief was pardoned for his nationalist activities by a secret decree of the Supreme Soviet in Moscow. By that time he was officially married to a female KGB agent who was spying on him for her bosses.5

Only a few months before his death, Bandera had begun to doubt the bona fides of his emissary in Ukraine. In the early summer of 1959, the Munich Ukrainians received what they knew to be completely false information from Matviyeyko. Bandera and his people became worried. Had the inevitable happened, and had Matviyeyko finally fallen into the hands of the enemy and begun working under the enemy’s control? Through the usual channels, Bandera sent Matviyeyko a new message, giving him the opportunity to secretly and safely indicate whether he was working under KGB control. If he was, then he was to use the word borshch (Ukrainian beet soup) in his reply. Matviyeyko responded in late September, making no reference to the dish.

Bandera was relieved. He was planning a major conference of nationalist organizations for November 1959, and he needed Matviyeyko’s help and support. Apart from assessing the state of the resistance movement in Ukraine and agreeing on its future tasks, the conference was supposed to resolve once and for all who truly represented “fighting Ukraine,” Bandera or Lebed. Matviyeyko was supposed to lead key participants from Ukraine to Germany, giving Bandera high hopes that he would emerge victorious from the long and exhausting émigré dispute. But Matviyeyko informed his boss that he would not be able to arrange the arrival of the delegation from Ukraine that fall. He was, however, fairly sure that he could come himself and bring the other delegates a year later. When Bandera and Eugenia Mak went shopping at the Munich Grossmarkthalle less than an hour before Bandera’s death, Bandera was happy to tell her that her husband would be back in the country the next year. Bandera died not knowing that his Ukrainian emissary had betrayed him long before that.6

Stepan Bandera and Eugenia Mak seemed to be the last believers in the miracle that Myron Matviyeyko could have avoided KGB arrest for eight long years. The CIA agents looking into the circumstances of Bandera’s death were much less optimistic. They assumed that Matviyeyko was working under Soviet control, and they were confused about why Moscow would decide to eliminate Bandera when they could have continued to manipulate him through Matviyeyko. The only explanation the CIA could come up with was that perhaps the Soviets wanted to get rid of Bandera before the planned conference took place, fearing that Bandera might still suspect Matviyeyko of working for the KGB and, on confronting him in Munich, might force a confession out of him. In that scenario, the Soviets would have preferred to send Matviyeyko to Germany for a conference only after a weaker leader replaced Bandera.7

Neither the Munich Kripo nor the counterintelligence office truly suspected that Eugenia had poisoned Stepan Bandera. “Eugenia Matviyeyko-Mak is capable of anything,” wrote the author of the CIA report on the investigation into Bandera’s death. “But I do not believe that she personally fed cyanide to Bandera. The German police are of the same opinion.” As of November 12, 1959, the leading theory, according the CIA cable sent that day to Langley, was that “the poison was administered by force after Bandera entered his apartment house.” According to that theory, Eugenia could have “tipped off the killers when Bandera would be coming home.” They would have been “hiding in the elevator that was stopped at one of the upper floors.”8

The investigators believed that Bandera had tried to resist. “When he was found,” read the CIA cable, “Bandera was lying on his face in the hallway of the building with his left arm doubled under him and his left hand clutching at his right shoulder. Questioning of Bandera’s associates revealed that Bandera was left-handed and carried a pistol in a shoulder holster on his right side.” The investigators believed that in the last moments of his life, Bandera was about to shoot someone. Their major regret was that the bloodstains on the ground floor, where Bandera had died, had been removed by an unidentified “janitress” before they could be examined by police.9
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ACTIVE MEASURES

Sergei Damon was the first KGB officer to congratulate Stashinsky on a job well done upon his return to Berlin on October 16, 1959, after killing Bandera. In a celebratory mood, Damon called his agent a hero. Stashinsky had filed two reports, just as he had after killing Rebet. The first listed the localities in West Germany that he had visited on his secret trip. The second stated that he had met a person known to his superiors and passed on their greetings.1

The news was reported to the very top of the Karlshorst KGB pyramid and from there to the KGB headquarters in Moscow. Major General Aleksandr Korotkov, a forty-nine-year-old spymaster in charge of the KGB apparatus in Karlshorst, had reason to celebrate. Korotkov held one of the most important positions in KGB intelligence operations abroad. He had first come to Berlin under diplomatic cover on the eve of the German invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941. At that time, registered officially as third secretary of the Soviet embassy, he was running the illegal Soviet spy network in Germany. He had left Berlin after the invasion but returned in April 1945. Korotkov had attended the German surrender ceremony, which happened to take place at Karlshorst, and then stayed in the compound to become the first Soviet intelligence chief in postwar Germany. He had been called back to Moscow in January 1946, but had returned to Karlshorst ten years later with the rank of major general and the cover of councilor of the Soviet embassy in East Berlin. His real job was to liaise with the East German security services and manage the KGB apparatus in Karlshorst.2

Korotkov’s subordinates were responsible for operations not only in Germany, but also in the rest of Western Europe, and they provided support for clandestine activities in North America as well. Korotkov’s apparatus consisted of officers working for various KGB departments. By far the largest KGB department at Karlshorst was the one dealing with support for illegal operatives in West Germany and the West in general. Somewhat less numerous in personnel was the department dealing with operations against the Soviet émigrés abroad, a category that also included Western Ukrainians and Balts who were never Soviet citizens but came from lands occupied by the USSR during the war.3

In January 1959, KGB headquarters in Moscow created a new department within the foreign intelligence directorate. Its responsibility was “active measures,” a euphemism for disinformation campaigns abroad. The chief of the department, conveniently labeled “D” for “disinformation,” was Ivan Agaiants, the same officer who had welcomed Pavel Sudoplatov to Paris in May 1938 after his assassination of Colonel Konovalets. Now Agaiants’s main target was West Germany. His task was to portray the country as a hotbed of anti-Semitism. Agaiants first tried his hand on Russian soil: KGB officers were sent to a Jewish cemetery in the Russian countryside at night to desecrate tombstones. They soon learned that while most of the villagers were reacting negatively to this act of vandalism and anti-Semitism, a small group of youths had become inspired by the “active measure” and were carrying out similar assaults on their own. East German agents were then sent to West Germany to vandalize Jewish cemeteries there. The operation was a success, causing a spike in anti-Semitic acts all over the country.4

Meanwhile, the Central Intelligence Agency wanted to know what was going on behind the high fences of the Soviet security compound. They tried to recruit East Germans working in the Karlshorst, used double agents to identify the KGB officers and their locations in the compound, and used listening devices to pick up on their conversations. In June 1958, the US secretary of state, Christian Herter, surprised the Soviet foreign minister, Andrei Gromyko, with a CIA-prepared exposé of subversive Soviet activities in Berlin that included a surprisingly detailed description of the Karlshorst compound.

Korotkov was well aware of Western efforts to penetrate his lines of defense. His technical counterintelligence officers had even discovered a microphone concealed in his own office. When they reported their find to Korotkov, he wanted to keep the microphone in place for a while so that he could tell the Americans in no uncertain terms, using the full power of the Russian language, what he thought of them. He was dissuaded: there was too great a risk that the microphones would pick up not only the words he intended to be heard but also those he did not. Much of what was discussed in Korotkov’s office went far beyond the “legitimate” activities of any intelligence service. The Karlshorst staff was busy not only supplying Moscow with intelligence information but also “removing” those whom the Kremlin considered undesirable.5

Bandera’s assassination presented the Karlshorst disinformation specialists with a new challenge and a new opportunity. Unlike the death of Lev Rebet, that of Bandera was almost immediately identified as a murder. The KGB officials could either maintain that it had been cardiac arrest or suicide, or blame it on someone else, as they had planned to do after the killing of Rebet. They chose the second option. This time, the plan was to blame not a rival faction of Ukrainian émigrés, however, but the political establishment of West Germany itself—a much more desirable target. The campaign began immediately after KGB operatives in Karlshorst learned that the mission had been a success.

On October 16, the day after Bandera’s death, the East German Information Agency (Allgemeiner Deutscher Nachrichtendienst) broadcast a news piece associating Theodor Oberländer, West German federal minister for refugees and displaced persons, with Bandera and suggesting that the minister was involved in the death of the Ukrainian leader. “Bandera, who was the leader of a Ukrainian group of fascist terrorists, bears part of the responsibility for vicious crimes against the Ukrainian and Polish population,” said the agency, referring to events of World War II and, as usual, branding any anticommunist group as fascist. “Some of those crimes were committed by units for which Oberländer was directly responsible. After being appointed minister, Oberländer did everything in his power to rid himself of his compromising ties with Bandera. It is said that one of the consequences of those efforts was that Bandera received only inadequate funding for his work from the Bonn government. Hence some people assumed that Bandera had publicly reminded the Bonn minister of their common past.”6

Neues Deutschland, the newspaper of the Central Committee of East Germany, added more detail to the information agency’s version of events in its issue of October 19: “During the Nazi period Bandera was a murderer in league with the current minister, Oberländer, at the time of the Nachtigall battalion’s bloody butchery in Lviv. He was now to appear as the chief witness in the course of the investigation of an accusation against Oberländer. The main witness has been eliminated.” The article was accompanied by a cartoon that depicted Oberländer commenting on Bandera’s death: “I’m sorry for him. He was such a good Nazi, but he just knew too much about me.” More details were soon provided by Berliner Zeitung, another East German newspaper. Its correspondents suggested that Bandera had been killed on Oberländer’s orders by the operatives of Reinhard Gehlen, the head of the West German Federal Intelligence Service (BND). The Soviet media took the same line as their East German counterparts, and one of the leading Soviet newspapers, Komsomol’skaia pravda (Truth of the Communist Youth League) even reprinted the Oberländer cartoon.7

Oberländer, who had served in June and July 1941 as a liaison officer between the German command and the Ukrainian Nachtigall battalion—recruited from among Bandera’s followers—was a thorn in Moscow’s side as a minister directly opposing the recognition of postwar borders. In August 1959, the Union of Persecutees of the Nazi Regime filed charges against Oberländer in a West German court because of his connection to Nachtigall. The Federal Prosecutor’s Office ordered an investigation into the matter and turned to the Bundesminister for explanations. Oberländer denied the charges. Nachtigall, he claimed, had taken no part in either executions of Polish intellectuals or in the pogrom of Jews in Lviv. On the contrary, said Oberländer, the battalion, which entered Lviv ahead of regular units of the German Army early in the morning of June 30, 1941, had discovered hundreds of bodies of inmates of Soviet prisons who had been massacred by the Soviet secret police before they left the city. They were uncovering the war crimes of the other side, not committing crimes of their own. And indeed, later research would demonstrate that as a military unit, the battalion had no role in the Jewish pogrom, which was conducted by nationalistic mobs with the support of the German authorities.8

The West German media seemed to be on Oberländer’s side, especially given the fact that the Union of Persecutees of the Nazi Regime was widely perceived as a communist front working on orders from the East. It was despised by the Christian Democrats and shunned by the Social Democrats and leaders of Jewish organizations alike. But then came Bandera’s mysterious death, and the whole story took a new turn. Had Oberländer committed a new crime in his efforts to cover up the crimes of his past? His East German critics claimed that he had. On October 22, three days after Bandera’s funeral, Professor Albert Norden, the head of the East German Committee for German Unity, called a press conference in East Berlin in which he directly linked the murder of Bandera to Oberländer. Professor Norden was more than a leader of the Committee for German Unity. He was also secretary of the Central Committee of the ruling Socialist Unity Party, a member of its Politburo, and the man responsible for its information gathering, propaganda, and relations with the West.

Albert Norden’s press conference and the statements that he and other participants made regarding Oberländer’s involvement in the Lviv massacres put the story on a different political level. It was no longer individual journalists who were making damaging accusations against a powerful West German minister, but the chief propagandist of the East German state. Later that month, the East German documentary film company DEFA issued a newsreel in which a thirty-two-minute report on Norden’s press conference was followed by a twenty-five-minute item on Bandera’s funeral. It presented Bandera as Oberländer’s underling in the Nachtigall battalion, responsible for the Lviv massacres.9

The film made an unexpected impression on Bogdan Stashinsky, who watched it in one of East Berlin’s cinemas. He was especially affected by the images of Bandera lying in his coffin surrounded by family members, including his three children. As the narrator announced that the Ukrainian nationalist leader had been murdered in cold blood by paid assassins working for the United States, the word “murder” reverberated in Stashinsky’s head. He rushed out of the cinema. “Bandera has a wife and children,” he later told Sergei Damon. “I have done it. I’m a murderer.” But Damon did not seem to share his concerns. With a smile on his face, he told his agent: “You don’t need to worry yourself about that. Bandera’s children will later be grateful to you for having done it, when they are able to see things in perspective.” Stashinsky was anything but persuaded. The KGB’s “active measure” had produced the opposite effect.10
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MOSCOW NIGHTS
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HIGH HOPES

In early November 1959, Sergei Damon picked up Bogdan Stashinsky in the city and brought him by car to the KGB compound in Karlshorst. He told his prized agent that he was about to meet his ultimate boss, the general in charge of the KGB apparatus at Karlshorst. Although Stashinsky was never given the general’s name, there was only one general and one boss of the KGB operations in Karlshorst. His name was Aleksandr Korotkov.1

The general played the welcoming host, launching into small talk. According to the memoirs of General Pavel Sudoplatov, Korotkov had no qualms about what was called “wet work” in criminal parlance. He had been twenty-nine when he had planned and helped execute his first murder. In the late 1930s, he had traveled to France at the head of a group of assassins who had hunted down and killed two political enemies of the regime. One of them was an associate of Stalin’s archenemy Leon Trotsky, the other a former member of the Soviet intelligence network in Istanbul. The latter’s defection had led to the arrest of hundreds of Soviet agents in the Middle East. Korotkov had not only planned but also taken part in both killings. The bodies of both victims, one of them decapitated, had been stuffed into suitcases and dumped into the water. One of those suitcases had later been found in the Seine by the Paris police, and Korotkov and his assassins had fled France.2

One of the first “wet” jobs that Korotkov must have overseen after his return to Berlin in the spring of 1957 was the failed assassination attempt of a former agent who had gone rogue. His name was Nikolai Khokhlov. An experienced Soviet intelligence officer whose heroic wartime exploits had served as an inspiration for the 1947 Soviet blockbuster A Scout’s Exploit, Khokhlov had decided to jump ship while on assignment in Germany. One day in March 1954, instead of killing Georgii Okolovich, a leader of the émigré National Alliance of Russian Solidarists, he had gone to Okolovich’s apartment in Frankfurt and confessed. Khokhlov later claimed that he had read literature produced by Okolovich that appealed to his sense of Russian patriotism. Once in CIA custody, he was persuaded to give a press conference exposing the Soviet plot to assassinate leading figures of the Russian emigration in the West. The next day, the KGB arrested his wife in Moscow, who was sentenced to five years of internal exile. Khokhlov became a hunted man.

By that time General Korotkov was already in complete command of his Karlshorst apparatus. The assassination attempt in 1957 took place during Khokhlov’s first public appearance on returning to Europe after extensive debriefing in the United States. He was a speaker at a Russian émigré conference in Frankfurt, the city where he had refused to be an assassin. After delivering his remarks, Khokhlov went to the porch to breathe some fresh air and enjoy the view—the conference hall was situated in the Palmengarten, the largest garden in Germany. Someone offered him a cup of coffee. Khokhlov drank, as he later remembered, half a cup. Instead of being refreshed and reenergized by the drink, he began to feel exhausted and tired.

He soon lost consciousness. Khokhlov’s associates, including Georgii Okolovich, whose life he had saved three and a half years earlier, drove him to the hospital. His face was covered with red and blue spots, and he could not see, as his eyes were producing some kind of sticky liquid. His hair was starting to fall out. The German doctors treated him for food poisoning, but things were only getting worse, and they did not know what to do. They transferred him to the US Army hospital, where the American doctors concluded that he had been poisoned with thallium. Khokhlov overheard one of the doctors saying that there was also some other foreign element in his system—but they wouldn’t know more until after the autopsy. It never came to that. Khokhlov survived to learn the results of the medical analysis of the poison used against him. It was radioactive thallium prepared in a special laboratory, which many believed could only have been sponsored by the KGB.3

If Khokhlov had finished drinking his coffee, General Korotkov and his subordinates at Karlshorst would probably have achieved their purpose. His luck, and the work of the US military doctors, saved his life. The whole operation turned out to be yet another embarrassment for the KGB.4

But in October 1957, a month after the unsuccessful attempt on Khokhlov’s life, Bogdan Stashinsky assassinated Lev Rebet. Now he had succeeded in killing the most important Ukrainian figure of all, Stepan Bandera. During his years at Karlshorst, Korotkov had developed a habit of meeting with his agents personally. He had learned from them not only about émigré leaders and their contacts with Western intelligence services, but also about political life and developments in West Germany. It was almost a nostalgic experience for the former operative, who could no longer “work” in the field. Korotkov had not met his star assassin after his first success, but he was delighted to see him now. There was good news from Moscow, from the very top of the Soviet pyramid, that he wanted to share with Karlshorst’s new top agent.5

Korotkov began by asking Stashinsky about his impressions of Munich. The conversation went on for about fifteen minutes until the general ushered his guests into an adjacent room, where dinner was served. They were going to celebrate their success and discuss plans for the future. Korotkov offered cognac to his guests before breaking the big news. It gave him great pleasure, he told Stashinsky, to inform him that the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR had awarded him the Order of the Red Banner of Valor. It was the oldest Soviet military decoration—indeed, the only one that existed in the first years of Soviet rule to recognize heroism in combat and acts of military valor. It was second only to the Gold Star of Hero of the Soviet Union, which was introduced much later. Korotkov explained to Stashinsky that it was extremely rare to be awarded the Order of the Red Banner of Valor in peacetime. It was a clear indication of how important the young agent’s assignment had been to the Soviet government.6

Bogdan Stashinsky had not expected such an award. Moral struggles aside, he was clearly pleased. For completing his previous assignment, the killing of Lev Rebet, he had been given a Contax camera. Now it was a prestigious state award. Its importance was underscored by the fact that he would go personally to Moscow to receive it, Korotkov told him. The general also spoke of the future. For now, Stashinsky would have to disappear from Berlin—the assassination of Bandera, unlike that of Lev Rebet, had raised an uproar in the West, and he could not return until the dust had settled. Instead of wasting time in East Berlin, he would be better off going to Moscow for a year of additional training. Judging by the general’s words, the award marked a turning point in Stashinsky’s career. He was moving up in life. His case officer, Sergei Damon, suggested that after training in Moscow he would be sent either to West Germany or to another Western European country. One day, Damon told Stashinsky only half-jokingly, he would replace his case officer in Karlshorst.7

On November 20, 1959, Stashinsky boarded a train to Moscow. As was always the case on his trips to the Soviet Union, he used a Soviet passport in the name of Aleksandr Antonovich Krylov. Compared to his previous trip to Moscow in April, he had significantly heavier luggage—his bosses expected him to stay at least until summer. The border guards and customs officers usually did thorough searches of passengers, looking for coffee and other smuggled goods that were in short supply or of poor quality in the Soviet Union, but they did not bother Comrade Krylov. His travel documents had a seal with the number of a Soviet Army military unit that border officials knew better than to investigate. The post office box number 42601 stood for the KGB.8

For Stashinsky, the trip to Moscow opened new horizons. Even before the meeting with Korotkov, he had heard from Damon about the possibility of working for the KGB in Western Europe, but now it became much more real. Moving up the KGB ladder meant learning to carry out tasks other than assassinations, which Stashinsky was determined not to repeat. Training in Moscow would allow him to leave that stage of his life behind without jeopardizing his career in the secret service. He also knew that he could not leave of his own free will: like the Mafia, the KGB did not allow agents to resign. There was also little else in life that he knew how to do. Given all this, he had high hopes for the meetings he was about to attend in Moscow. There was also an important question of a personal nature that only Moscow could decide.
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MAN AT THE TOP

In Moscow, news of the assassination of Stepan Bandera was met with great jubilation. Notices of his death were buried discreetly in the middle pages of major newspapers, but those holding the Kremlin’s top offices were clearly pleased.

On November 3, 1959, less than three weeks after the assassination, the Presidium of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the USSR, under the leadership of Nikita Khrushchev, approved the draft of a secret decree of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR awarding Bogdan Stashinsky the Order of the Red Banner of Valor. The decision was made on the basis of a KGB report that credited Stashinsky with carrying out “several responsible assignments involving risk to his life.” The Presidium, knowing who had been assassinated and why the award was being proposed, voted to recognize the man who had risked his life abroad. Three days later, Marshal Kliment Voroshilov, a member of the Presidium of the Central Committee and head of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR—the formal head of the Soviet state—signed the decree. The decision to award Stashinsky with a military order had been made at the highest levels and in record time.1

There could be only one explanation for that breathtaking speed—the deep satisfaction that the news had brought the man at the very top of the Soviet power pyramid, Nikita Khrushchev. The Ukrainian resistance movement had been a thorn in Khrushchev’s flesh during his years as Stalin’s prefect in Ukraine. Khrushchev’s major regret was that in September 1939, when the Red Army had crossed the Polish border under the terms of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact and taken over Western Ukraine and Belarus, Bandera had been able to escape his Polish prison. After years of fighting the “Banderites” in Ukraine, Khrushchev wanted Bandera dead.

General Pavel Sudoplatov, head of the secret police directorate responsible for sabotage and the assassination of Colonel Yevhen Konovalets—Bandera’s predecessor at the helm of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists—recalled that after Stalin’s death in 1953, Khrushchev had demanded that the security chief, Lavrentiy Beria, immediately intensify efforts to kill Bandera. At Khrushchev’s request, Beria summoned to Moscow two of Bandera’s sisters, who were serving sentences in the Gulag because they were members of his family. The goal was to convince them to establish contact with their brother and persuade him to meet with an NKVD agent in Germany. The plan failed. Khrushchev did not give up on the idea of having Bandera assassinated after he removed Beria from power in July 1953. Meeting with Sudoplatov in the presence of other party officials soon after Beria’s arrest, Khrushchev allegedly told the top NKVD assassin: “You will shortly be asked to prepare a plan for liquidating the Bandera leadership of the Ukrainian fascist movement in western Ukraine, which is arrogantly insulting the leadership of the Soviet Union.”2

Sudoplatov was soon arrested and spent years in Soviet prisons. He believed that this was the result of a fatal mistake he had made while meeting with Khrushchev and other party officials after Beria’s arrest. When they had asked him to list the assassinations undertaken by his department on Beria’s orders, he had provided a list that began with his assassination of Colonel Konovalets and included “wet work” approved not only by Stalin and Beria—one safely dead, the other in prison—but also by people present in the room, including Viacheslav Molotov, Nikolai Bulganin, and Nikita Khrushchev. Sudoplatov had merely been trying to shield himself from accusations of having conspired with Beria, but he incurred the wrath of party bosses who wanted no witnesses of their complicity in Stalin’s crimes.3

Khrushchev’s enthusiasm for solving his political problems at home and abroad by means of secret-police assassinations was not shared by many people in the secret services, including, apparently, Beria himself. Sometime in the spring of 1953, General Sudoplatov overheard his boss talking with Khrushchev by telephone. “Look,” Beria allegedly told Khrushchev, “you asked me to find a way to liquidate Bandera, and at the same time your petty crooks in Kyiv and Lviv are preventing real work against real opponents.” Beria’s comments reflected the growing feeling among secret-police officials that Bandera was becoming less and less relevant to what was going on in Ukraine, and that assassinating nationalist leaders would not resolve the military struggle that had been going on in Western Ukraine for more than eight years. The KGB wanted to focus on convincing the nationalist leaders to cooperate with the regime and put an end to the guerrilla struggle. But Khrushchev was not amenable to that strategy, even if people he trusted were suggesting it.

General Tymofii Strokach, the Ukrainian minister of the interior, once tried to convince Khrushchev to spare the life of the last leader of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, Vasyl Kuk (nom de guerre “Lemish”), whom the NKVD had caught in 1954, when Khrushchev was busily consolidating power in Moscow after Stalin’s death. It was a difficult task. One of Strokach’s subordinates recalled his words:

“I told Nikita Sergeevich that I had promised those people not only freedom but also the normal life of a Soviet citizen. I had promised them high official awards. And he said to me: We make a lot of promises for the sake of our enterprise and our goals. It should be clear to you that Lemish and everyone associated with him are sworn enemies of Soviet Ukraine; the noose is begging for his neck, but you ask that they be pardoned. I said to him: Nikita Sergeevich, there are thousands of Lemish’s political sympathizers standing behind him, and we need to work on them.”

Kuk’s life was saved, according to Strokach, only because of the intervention of Ukrainian party officials. When Khrushchev was approached by his close political ally Oleksii Kyrychenko, the first secretary of the Ukrainian Central Committee, he eventually backed down and changed his mind.4

Bandera was a different matter. There Khrushchev and Kyrychenko seemed to be in complete agreement. In the summer of 1953, immediately after taking over as party boss of Ukraine, Kyrychenko insisted at a conference of secret-police officers that Bandera be eliminated. According to one account, he told the gathering: “That enemy of Soviet rule, Bandera, is still alive and active in the West. Believe me, once Bandera is gone, that will be the end of the OUN movement.” Kyrychenko brought those same sympathies with him when he was transferred to Moscow by his boss and patron, Nikita Khrushchev, in December 1957. He became the second-most powerful man in the Soviet Union after Khrushchev himself. Kyrychenko oversaw the activities of the KGB on behalf of the Central Committee.

In May 1959, Kyrychenko addressed a major conference of KGB officers. The purpose of the conference was to discuss how to coordinate KGB activities with the new party line. “I would consider it one of the main tasks to activize work on the liquidation of foreign centers,” Kyrychenko told the KGB brass, referring to émigré groups. He then listed the leaders of the Ukrainian and Russian émigré organizations: “Bandera, Melnyk, Poremsky, Okolovich, and many others must be actively unmasked.” He went on: “Who is Bandera? He was an agent of Hitlerite espionage, then of English, Italian, and a number of other services; he leads a corrupt way of life and is greedy for money. You Chekists are aware of all that and know how that same Bandera can be compromised.”5

Although Kyrychenko spoke euphemistically, some of the KGB officers in the audience were well aware that the Central Committee wanted them not to “compromise” but to kill Bandera. KGB officers who were working on the problem of Ukrainian insurgents argued against assassinating Bandera. Like their Western counterparts, they believed that killing Bandera, who by then had little influence on developments in Ukraine, would turn him into a martyr. But their voices were not heard by those at the top of the KGB, which was run in 1959 by Khrushchev’s handpicked man, Aleksandr Shelepin. He was remembered by those who worked under him in the KGB as a leader who was very demanding of his underlings, but extremely accommodating when it came to his superiors, especially Khrushchev.6

Shelepin was only forty years old when, in December 1958, Khrushchev appointed him to the most sensitive position in the country, that of KGB chairman. His main task was to get rid of Stalin-era people and traditions. Shelepin originally refused to take the position. His political experience until that point had been limited to the Central Committee of the Young Communist League—the youth branch of the party—which he had led since 1952, when he was appointed to that position by Stalin. Before the fateful conversation with Khrushchev, he had spent only a few months as a department head in the Central Committee of the Communist Party. Khrushchev told Shelepin that he had his full confidence and promised to help. Shelepin agreed. The leader of state then asked the new head of the KGB to do everything in his power to prevent the wiretapping of Khrushchev himself—a clear indication that he did not fully trust his own security officials.

Shelepin took the place of Khrushchev’s longtime ally, the “pacifier” of Budapest, General Ivan Serov. The general was transferred to a politically much less sensitive position at the head of military intelligence. Khrushchev wanted to curb the power of the KGB and drastically reduce the number of its officers and agents. Serov, who had joined the secret police in the days of Joseph Stalin, clearly had been the wrong man for the job. Shelepin, by contrast, had no reservations about paring down the KGB. He was also eager to switch the main thrust of its operations from the home front to the international arena. There, he believed, the KGB had to focus much more on achieving the foreign-policy goals of the Soviet government. One of his innovations in the sphere of intelligence was the creation of the disinformation department. West Germany became one of the testing grounds of its techniques, and Theodor Oberländer, the West German minister accused not only of Nazi-era crimes but also of killing Bandera, became one of its first targets.7

Now Shelepin could add to his record of achievement the killing of an archenemy of Soviet rule who had also long been considered a personal enemy of Nikita Khrushchev. Things were looking very good for Aleksandr Shelepin. He was prepared to take full credit for what had happened in Munich, and personally present a high award to the man who had made it possible.
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PRIVATE MATTER

Bogdan Stashinsky arrived in Moscow on November 22, 1959. At the Belarus train station he was picked up by a KGB officer he first met in Karlshorst. Stashinsky knew him by his first name and patronymic, Arkadii Andreevich, but in Germany he used the alias “Avramenko.” Avramenko was in fact Arkadii Andreevich Fabrichnikov. He checked Stashinsky into the Hotel Leningrad, which, like the Hotel Ukraine, Stashinsky’s earlier hangout in Moscow, was one of “seven sisters,” a group of neo-Gothic skyscrapers built during the late Stalin period.1

The next day, in another hotel, the Moscow—built in the 1930s in the constructivist style—a senior KGB officer greeted Stashinsky and introduced himself as Aleksei Alekseevich. According to declassified biographies of KGB senior officers, it was none other than General Aleksei Krokhin. He had served in the Soviet counterintelligence directorate during the war and had begun working for foreign intelligence in 1946, at the outset of the Cold War. In 1950, Krokhin was sent to Paris under the name “Ognev” and the cover of a diplomatic position to assume responsibility for KGB operations in France. He returned to Moscow in 1954 to serve as a deputy head of the First Main Directorate. For a while he also headed the division responsible for running the KGB illegals, the agents who worked abroad under false names and without diplomatic cover. In the central apparatus he replaced General Aleksandr Korotkov, who was now running KGB operations at Karlshorst. General Krokhin’s meeting with Stashinsky indicated that he had been transferred from the émigré department to the one overseeing the activities of illegal agents.2

Krokhin spelled out the coming changes in Stashinsky’s life and career to which General Korotkov in Karlshorst had only alluded. Stashinsky would stay in Moscow to receive training for his future work abroad. He would improve his German and learn English. In the future, he would no longer be based on Soviet-controlled territory; instead, following the training, he would settle in a Western European country. That assignment was expected to last for three to five years, and Stashinsky, who was looking forward to a longer stay in the West, must have been pleased with what he heard. But then, to his disappointment, Krokhin told Stashinsky that despite the change of his base of operations, he would be continuing the work he had done before—assassinating enemies of the Soviet regime. The general added that his other assignments might include running a group of illegal agents. Krokhin stressed that Stashinsky was no longer a common agent but would be joining the KGB elite.3

Stashinsky kept silent on the matter of future assassinations. But he raised the question that his handler, Sergei Damon, had told him could only be decided in Moscow. Karlshorst’s star agent was in love. He had an East German girlfriend and wanted to marry her before coming to Moscow for a year. Her name was Inge Pohl, and Stashinsky had met her in April 1957, the month in which he had first traveled to Munich to track down Lev Rebet. They had spotted each other at the Casino dance hall, part of the famous Berlin landmark Friedrichstadt-Palast.

The Casino was the place to go if one wanted a good time in East Berlin. The venue was extremely popular, the main attraction being the music. Back in the 1920s, when the famous actor and director Max Reinhardt had bought and rebuilt the Friedrichstadt-Palast, it had welcomed such performers as Marlene Dietrich. Different performers and tunes were in fashion by the late 1950s. In April 1957, Elvis Presley’s single “All Shook Up” climbed to the top of the US pop charts and stayed there for eight weeks.

The Casino had a night bar and a dance hall that were open from 10:00 p.m. to 4:00 a.m. The entrance stairs led to an impressive space reminiscent of a temple, with ceilings fifteen meters high. The yellow walls were decorated with gypsum sculptures. The Casino had a ten-meter-long bar and a podium for the orchestra. The place badly needed renovation: its old tables and chairs, greasy from years of use, were covered with red and yellow plastic. But the visitors were prepared to overlook its numerous imperfections. The admission price was quite reasonable: 2 marks.

Single, with some Western currency to spare (he was paid 800 German marks per month, plus per diem when traveling), Stashinsky was well known to the staff and patrons of the establishment. The woman whom Stashinsky met at the Casino and eventually fell in love with was by no means a striking beauty. Inge Pohl had bluish eyes, a round face with a large pointed nose, and small dimples when she smiled. Her brown hair, with a reddish tinge, was cut in the latest Berlin fashion. She was of medium height, about five foot eight, and people tended to comment on her well-formed legs. She lived in Dallgow, an East German town, and worked in the Rechholz hair salon in Siemensstadt, located in West Berlin on the border with Spandau. She fell in love with Stashinsky the first time she saw him. “He had a very good appearance and actually looked very, very, nice,” she remembered later. She liked his black hair and his smile, which showed snow-white teeth, and the way he dressed: he seemed to prefer dark suits.

Inge did her best to learn as much as possible about her new dance partner. He clearly had an accent in German, and at first she thought he was a Czech. But the Casino porter, who knew Stashinsky as a regular visitor, told her that he was a Pole working for the Polish embassy in East Berlin. Inge did not particularly like the idea of dating a Pole, but in Stashinsky’s case she decided to make an exception. She needn’t have worried, as Stashinsky soon told her that he was neither a Czech nor a Pole but a Volksdeutscher, a German from the East who was working for the East German Ministry of International Trade. His name was Joseph Lehmann, Stashinsky told his new acquaintance and future girlfriend. Inge was relieved and happy.

Inge loved her “Joschi.” True, his German grammar was not always correct, but it was improving and was not bad for a German who had been born in Poland and had grown up hearing only corrupt German, if any at all. American GIs, who had much more pocket money than did local Germans, were especially popular among German girls in those days. Joschi was no worse than those Americans—he always had Western money. But as far as Inge was concerned, that was not all that important. Her own earnings in Western currency were the black-market equivalent of the salary of a highly placed East German official, and she saw in Joschi someone who was doing equally well in life. Well-dressed, polite, and intelligent, he was a great catch for a village girl who had become a hairdresser in the big city.

Stashinsky also felt attracted to his new acquaintance. Following KGB protocol, he informed Sergei Damon of his new passion. With the help of its East German underlings, the KGB checked the girl’s background and found no criminal record or possible connections to Western intelligence services. Stashinsky was allowed to date her. However, the KGB warned Stashinsky to bear in mind that even though Inge and her family lived in East Germany, her father, Fritz Pohl, was a “capitalist.” He owned an auto shop, where he “exploited” three workers.

Stashinsky and Inge shared the same birthday—November 4—but she was five years younger than he was. She had been born in 1936 in the Berlin suburb of Spandau. Relations between her parents were less than cordial, and by the time Inge met Stashinsky, she was already living on her own, renting a room from a lady a few houses away from her father’s home. Stashinsky was not the first man with whom Inge had fallen in love. She had been involved with a young man who worked as a driver for the East German minister of justice, Hilde Benjamin, who was widely known as “Bloody Hilde” or the “Red Guillotine” for the death sentences she handed down at show trials in the late 1940s and early 1950s as vice president of the East German Supreme Court. Stashinsky seemed a much more attractive choice. But not unlike her first love, Stashinsky presented some ideological issues of his own to be sorted out.

Inge found her boyfriend too devoted to Moscow. “He said that the government circles in the Soviet zone did not answer to his conception of what they should be—he found them too militarist—but he praised everything connected with Russia and the communist ideology,” remembered Inge later. The KGB agent had to put up not only with the anticommunist and anti-Russian attitudes of Inge’s father but also with Inge’s less firmly held but fundamentally similar attitudes. Inge did not agree with everything her father told her. But she did not accept everything her boyfriend said to her, either. Quite often they argued, failing to find common ground and remaining loyal to their original beliefs. “I did not share his convictions and enthusiasm for Russia,” recalled Inge. “I would bring up points of argument, but he always had a counterargument ready.”

They spent their free time walking together through the streets of East and West Berlin and going to the movies or to the Casino dance hall. Over time, Inge began to notice some strange things about her boyfriend’s behavior. He was surprisingly careful about protecting his papers. Once, at the Casino, when Stashinsky’s wallet fell out of his jacket pocket and Inge picked it up, Stashinsky immediately seized the documents. He did not seem to have regular work hours, and he would sometimes disappear for weeks at a time, saying that he was going abroad, mostly to Poland, on assignment for the Ministry of Trade. Once he was away for a whole month, telling Inge that he had attended the Leipzig Trade Fair. In fact, he was on one of his KGB assignments in Munich. Inge rightfully grew suspicious.

In the spring of 1959, two years after they had begun dating, Inge secretly followed Stashinsky to his rented room in East Berlin, thinking that he might be seeing someone else. She found nothing but a surprised boyfriend. Inge voiced her suspicions, threatening to end the relationship, but Stashinsky assured her that he was not involved with anyone else. He loved her; more than that, he wanted to marry her. Stashinsky proposed, and Inge happily accepted. They bought their rings in the Gesundbrunnen district of Berlin, part of the Western occupation zone. The rings were larger than the ones they could get in the East. They were happy. Despite their political differences, they clearly loved each other. “Personally, we understood each other very well,” remembered Inge later. She was not particularly cultured or educated, but she possessed a strong character and an independent mind. Most important, she remained loyal to Stashinsky, who found in her a kind of resolve that he believed he lacked himself, a steadying moral influence that he needed badly in his life. Their political disagreements were secondary. Their love for each other came first.4

Stashinsky did not immediately tell his KGB handlers about the engagement. But after his meeting with General Korotkov, who informed Stashinsky about his transfer to Moscow, he could no longer keep the attachment secret. What would happen to Inge, Stashinsky asked Damon. He told Damon that he wanted to marry his fiancée. The KGB officer was unimpressed. She was a poor match for him, said the handler—of lower social status and a German. Marriage to a German woman would impede Stashinsky’s career, which was showing so much promise. Damon believed that a transfer to Moscow would present a good opportunity to break up with Inge. To make the whole thing easier, he could offer her a cash settlement. The KGB was willing to help by chipping in a few thousand deutschmarks. That was not what Stashinsky wanted to hear. He insisted that he was in love and wanted to marry Inge, no matter what Damon said. Damon decided to play for time. He told his agent that he would have to raise the question of marriage with the higher-ups in Moscow. Stashinsky agreed.5

Now he raised the question of marriage to Inge before the highest KGB official he had ever encountered, General Krokhin. Like Stashinsky’s superiors in Karlshorst, Krokhin was against Stashinsky’s marriage. He told Stashinsky that KGB men did not marry foreigners. Besides, he could not do so for the simple reason that his days as Josef Lehmann were over. He would soon assume a different name and learn a different life story, or “legend.” The general suggested that Stashinsky marry a Soviet woman who would be a KGB employee. Then both of them could receive appropriate training and be dispatched to the West. That would boost Stashinsky’s chances of success and his career prospects with the KGB. Stashinsky would not budge. He tried to come up with a counterargument. Marriage to an ethnic German woman would benefit his KGB career, as it would make it easier for him to establish himself in the West, he told the general. But Krokhin would not listen. He wanted Stashinsky to forget about Inge. Sergei Damon had merely delayed giving Stashinsky the official line: in Moscow, they were as strongly opposed to his plans for marriage as his handlers were at Karlshorst.6

Before leaving, General Krokhin told Stashinsky to consider well what he had told him about Inge. “In a few days, once you’ve given the matter some thought, let me know: I’ll be glad to come and see you, and we’ll discuss it once again,” he told Stashinsky. Stashinsky knew what that meant. The general expected him to accept his proposal to drop Inge and find himself a wife among the female KGB employees. Stashinsky had only a few days to make up his mind.7




19

AWARD

As always, the first week of December was a busy time in Moscow. December 5, 1959 was a holiday, Constitution Day. The newspapers reported on Soviet economic achievements, and the cinemas of Moscow, Leningrad, Kyiv, and other republican capitals treated their viewers to a documentary on Nikita Khrushchev’s visit to the United States. “It is a joy to witness the fine fruits of the peace-loving foreign policy of the Soviet state,” wrote the Communist Party’s mouthpiece, Pravda, on the premiere of the film, which showed Khrushchev rubbing elbows with US President Dwight Eisenhower. One day earlier, the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs had presented the United Nations Organization in New York with two impressive gifts: a statue called Swords into Plowshares, produced by the leading Soviet sculptor, Yevgenii Vuchetich; and a model of Sputnik—the world’s first artificial satellite, which the Soviets had launched in October 1957. The sculpture of a muscular naked man striking a broken sword with a hammer was meant to symbolize the Soviet desire for peace. Sputnik, on the other hand, served as a symbol of Soviet technological achievement and a reminder that Soviet missiles could now reach American shores.1

It was around Constitution Day that Bogdan Stashinsky was finally admitted to the inner sanctum of the world of the secret police—the KGB headquarters at Lubianka Square in downtown Moscow. Approaching the building he had heard so much about, Stashinsky could not help noticing the most recent addition to its courtyard—a brand-new monument to Felix Dzerzhinsky, the Polish-born founder of the Soviet secret police. The Dzerzhinsky monument symbolized an attempt by the new leadership of the KGB to clean up its image, which had been badly stained by the Stalin era, and to link it to the mythologized past of Lenin and the Bolshevik founders of the Soviet secret service.

After clearing security at the entrance, Stashinsky was met by his old acquaintance Colonel Georgii Ishchenko, the head of the émigré department of the KGB intelligence directorate. During Stashinsky’s previous visit to Moscow in April 1959, it was Ishchenko who had given him the order to kill Bandera. Now, Ishchenko would accompany his star agent to the office of the chairman of the secret police, Aleksandr Shelepin. When they were shown in by the duty officer, Stashinsky saw a short man in his early forties with a receding hairline, a high forehead, a sharp nose, and inquisitive eyes. In Shelepin’s office, Stashinsky also saw his new boss, General Aleksei Krokhin.

The KGB chief rose from his chair, took a few steps toward Stashinsky, and greeted him with a smile. After welcoming Stashinsky, Shelepin reached for a file on his desk to which an enlarged photo of Stashinsky was clipped. He took out a citation from the file and read its text aloud. The decree, signed by the chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, Marshal Kliment Voroshilov, on November 6, 1959, invested Bogdan Nikolaevich Stashinsky with the combat Order of the Red Banner “for carrying out an important official assignment in extraordinarily difficult circumstances.” Having read out the citation, Shelepin took a case containing the medal from his desk and handed it over to Stashinsky, then shook his hand and congratulated him on the award. The KGB officers present at the investiture stood at attention. “It was solemn,” remembered Stashinsky later. Stashinsky received the award but not the citation, which went back into his KGB file—its content remained secret. Shelepin told Stashinsky that there would be no announcement of his award in the press. “You know that such things are not written about,” he said.2

Shelepin was eager to talk to his prized agent and hear a firsthand account of Stashinsky’s secret mission. The KGB head was interested in every detail, starting with Stashinsky’s first travels abroad to track down Bandera. He showed particular interest in the details of the assassination itself. He wanted to know where Stashinsky had stood and where Bandera was at the time of the shooting. He even asked about the color of the tomatoes that Bandera was carrying: red or green? The media had reported that Bandera was carrying a bag of green tomatoes, but Stashinsky claimed that they were red. If asked about what had happened to Bandera by his own boss, Nikita Khrushchev, Shelepin had to be able to fill him in on the details, the smallest particulars of the act.3

Then, having listened to his lengthy description of the Bandera assassination, Shelepin told the young agent what he already knew from Korotkov and Krokhin: for the time being he would stay in Moscow to get additional training. But once the stir created by the assassination had subsided, he would be sent back to continue his same work in the West. “Using a good deal of political and propaganda padding,” remembered Stashinsky later, “he said that what was expected of me was difficult but honorable.” Stashinsky agreed, and then seized the opportunity to raise the matter that was at the top of his personal agenda. He told the KGB chairman that he wanted to marry Inge Pohl.

Shelepin, who was Stashinsky’s last hope for permission to marry his fiancée, had already been briefed on his agent’s love affair. Like his subordinates, he was against the marriage. “Isn’t it a bit early?” he asked. He then used the same argument that Stashinsky had already heard. “You know that it’s not done for a KGB operative to marry a foreigner,” said Shelepin. Stashinsky responded that in the three years he had known Inge, he had become convinced that she was the right woman for him. “I described her as a decent, hard-working girl with whom I got on well and who was by no means wholly unreceptive to Soviet ideas,” said Stashinsky later. He was lying through his teeth. He knew that Inge was anything but sympathetic toward Russia and communism, but had decided to risk everything. “I lied to Shelepin to attain my goal,” he recalled later.

General Krokhin gave him a few days to consider the matter further, and Stashinsky did just that. His bosses’ reservations aside, he had doubts of his own. Going through with the marriage meant dragging the woman he loved into the nightmare of his past and present relations with the KGB. But the alternative—leaving her and marrying a KGB employee—was one that he refused to entertain. “Renouncing her would mean, to say no more, leaving her alone and abandoning her,” he remembered later. “That was something I did not want to do and could not do.” The man who had made treason his profession and betrayed his family was not prepared to betray Inge Pohl.

It was more, however, than love and fear of betrayal that informed his decision. “I had no high opinion of myself,” said Stashinsky, recalling his state of mind after the assassinations. He needed someone who could understand and forgive him. “My soul was at stake,” he remarked on another occasion. “I already abominated what I had done. Had I not married Inge Pohl, I should probably have become again a faithful party-line communist and KGB man.” That was the fate that awaited him if he married a KGB woman, as his bosses suggested. And that was what Stashinsky wanted to avoid at all costs. He was trying to save his soul. Inge was his means of salvation, the rock on which he could lean to lift himself out of the quagmire.

But Shelepin pressed on. “You now have great accomplishments behind you,” he told Stashinsky, trying to use the career card. Nor was he above playing the matchmaker. “We also have pretty women. Look at this one, for instance,” continued the KGB chief, pointing to a photo of an attractive young woman in his file. “Beauty is not the point,” replied Stashinsky. “When you’ve known someone for a long time and know that it will be good to go on living with her, that’s exactly what you need.” It was then that Shelepin gave up his attempts to persuade Stashinsky to marry a Soviet citizen. If Stashinsky insisted and was confident of his fiancée’s positive attitude toward the Soviet Union, they would try to make an exception in his case. There was a catch, however. They could not make such an exception while Inge was a citizen of an East European country: she would have to acquire Soviet citizenship. Inge would also have to agree to help him in his KGB work.

The KGB’s logic was simple. If Stashinsky would not marry a Soviet woman in service to the KGB, then his German wife would have to become a Soviet citizen and join the KGB. Her willingness to do so was a prerequisite to their marriage. William Hood, the head of the CIA station in Munich on whose “watch” Stashinsky had killed Bandera, later wrote that the Soviets’ extremely cautious attitudes toward their agents’ romantic liaisons probably stemmed from the 1931 defection of Georgii Agabekov. Agabekov, the USSR’s chief of intelligence in Turkey, had fallen in love with the young Englishwoman whom he had hired to be his language teacher. It was believed that their romance had contributed to his decision to abandon his post and turn over key intelligence about the Soviet spy networks in the Middle East. The memory of Agabekov’s defection was very fresh for the KGB brass. It was, after all, Stashinsky’s boss at Karlshorst, General Aleksandr Korotkov, who had “liquidated” the traitor and helped stuff his body into a suitcase to be thrown into the Seine.4

Stashinsky was taken aback by Shelepin’s proposal—these conditions would make the marriage a trap for him and his fiancée, not a psychological escape from the embrace of the KGB. Nevertheless, it was the best he could get under the circumstances, and he was not going to let it slip through his fingers. Stashinsky suggested that he go back to East Berlin at the end of the month and propose. But General Krokhin had other ideas. He wanted Stashinsky to start training as soon as possible and wait until spring or early summer to go to Berlin for the wedding. Until then, Stashinsky and Inge could correspond only. “I did not agree to that,” remembered Stashinsky later. “It was clear to me that he wanted to use the time to interfere with my plans.”

Stashinsky quickly came up with a new line of argument. He told Shelepin and Krokhin that it would be difficult for him to live in a state of uncertainty for so long. He would prefer to settle his family matters before starting his training and taking on new assignments. That seemed reasonable to Shelepin. He told Stashinsky that they would do a check on Inge in Berlin. “We have good relations with our friends in the German Democratic Republic. If that is what she’s like [i.e., as you describe her], then we have nothing against it.” Shelepin suggested that before Stashinsky disclosed his KGB employment to Inge and proposed to her, he bring her to Moscow for a few weeks to familiarize her with life in the USSR. There, of course, the KGB could size up Stashinsky’s fiancée for itself. They agreed that Stashinsky would travel to East Berlin for Christmas and then bring Inge back to Moscow.5
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PROPOSAL

On the evening after his audience with Shelepin, Bogdan Stashinsky celebrated his award with Major Arkadii Fabrichnikov and a certain Nikolai Nikolaevich, another KGB officer assigned to take care of him in Moscow. Judging by the declassified biographies of the KGB officers, his full name was Nikolai Nikolaevich Kravchenko. He was a lieutenant colonel in the KGB and served as the assistant to the head of the KGB émigré department, Colonel Ishchenko.

Fabrichnikov, an ethnic Russian, had fought the Germans as a Red Army soldier and joined the NKVD after the war. One of his first assignments had been to help root out the Polish underground in Ukraine. He then switched to working against Ukrainian émigré groups, first in Czechoslovakia and then in Germany. There his targets had included the Munich-based and US-funded stations Radio Liberty and Radio Free Europe, which broadcast across the Iron Curtain. Fabrichnikov had first gone to Berlin in February 1954, and by 1957 had been identified by the CIA Berlin station as a KGB officer.

Fabrichnikov left for Moscow in October 1959, the same month in which Stashinsky assassinated Bandera. A rumor making its way through the Karlshorst KGB offices said that Major Fabrichnikov, who was considered one of the leading experts on the emigration, had opposed the assassination of Bandera on the grounds that it would only turn him into a martyr. Whatever Fabrichnikov’s thoughts on the subject, he said nothing about it to Stashinsky. The successful assassination meant awards and promotions not only for Stashinsky but also for the KGB officers involved in the operation. Nikolai Kravchenko, the man with whom Fabrichnikov and Stashinsky celebrated the occasion, was awarded the highest KGB decoration, “Distinguished Member of the KGB,” on the same day that Stashinsky got his own order. The chances are good that he was a key figure coordinating the assassination of Bandera from Moscow.1

Stashinsky had good reason to celebrate. The road to marriage with Inge Pohl was all but open. In the following days, Stashinsky had a detailed discussion with Kravchenko about how to deal with Inge and her family in Berlin. Before inviting Inge to Moscow, he was supposed to tell her that he was in fact working not for the East German Ministry of Trade, as he had led her to believe, but for the Stasi—the East German Ministry of State Security. His bosses were happy with his work and wanted to give him additional training for work in West Germany. He wanted her to join him in training for that important assignment; then they would go to the West together to work for world peace. The plan was to recruit Inge not only on personal grounds, exploiting her feelings for Stashinsky and her desire to marry him, but also on ideological ones—that is where the idea of struggling for peace came in handy. If Inge agreed to join him in working for the Stasi, he would invite her to Moscow, where he would tell her the truth—or, rather, part of the truth—about their joint future service to the KGB. Stashinsky signed on to the plan.2

Inge was happy to see her Joschi back. He had not planned to return before summer, but he had unexpectedly managed to get a few days off for Christmas break, he told her. It was a pleasant surprise. So far she had received just one letter from him, which had been mailed, as far as she could tell, from Warsaw—the city where he had told her he was going when he actually went to Moscow. (He had sent two, but the first letter, which he had turned over to his handlers in Moscow to be mailed from Warsaw, mysteriously disappeared and never reached Berlin.) Stashinsky picked up Inge after work at the hairdresser’s salon, and they spent Christmas Eve in the company of her family in her native village of Dallgow on the border with West Berlin. Everyone at the table was interested in hearing about Joschi’s experiences in Warsaw, but he preferred to discuss other topics.

After the holiday dinner, Stashinsky and Inge walked to the house where she was renting a room. On the way he asked her whether anyone had approached her in the past few days and asked her to hold onto a package for safekeeping. Stashinsky was relieved when she said no. He suspected that the KGB would try to trick her into taking a recording machine so that Stashinsky’s handlers could spy on the conversation. Sergei Damon had even asked him to tape the conversation he was about to have with Inge. “He explained the reason why he wanted to do that,” remembered Stashinsky later, and had said it was “not because they did not trust me.” Damon told Stashinsky that if there was a recording, they could help him understand what Inge really thought: “Given my close relations with my fiancée, I might not always understand her responses correctly, while he would understand them well.” But clearly, the KGB did not entirely trust its star agent.3

William Hood, the Munich CIA station chief at the time of the Bandera assassination, later wrote that the task of handlers everywhere was to maneuver their agent “into a position where there is nothing that he can hold back—not the slightest scrap of information, nor the most intimate detail of his personal life.” “Whatever his motives may be,” he wrote, “the role of a spy is to betray trust. A man who has volunteered, or been tapped, to commit treason cannot logically ever be trusted again. . . . Whatever reservations an agent may have when he signs on, the fact is that when an intelligence service buys a spy, it buys him in toto. No espionage service can tolerate the merest whiff of independence or reserve on the part of an agent. For the spy, espionage is a one-way street.”4

Stashinsky’s KGB bosses were clearly following the international espionage handbook, but their star agent would not go along. In the course of his years with the KGB, Stashinsky had learned how to deal with his handlers. The best way to say no, in his experience, was to agree enthusiastically with the proposal in principle but then raise objective factors that made it difficult or impossible to carry out a particular assignment. With Damon, Stashinsky enthusiastically embraced the idea of taping his conversation with Inge, but then pointed out that unfortunately the signal from the listening device could be picked up at a distance no greater than two hundred meters. To make the plan work, a van with listening equipment would have to be parked near the Pohl family home, which was at a significant distance from other buildings. That would be sure to arouse suspicion. Damon had to agree with Stashinsky’s reasoning. His conversation with Inge would not be taped.

Stashinsky started with a personal confession. He told Inge that he had been deceiving her about his identity. He was not Josef Lehmann, he said. In fact, he was not even German. He was a Russian. She was shocked and perplexed. He would later say that she reacted as if she had “fallen out of the sky.” He recalled: “I tried to soften the blow by saying that I was not actually Russian but Ukrainian.” It was a calculated move. Many Germans saw the Russians as traditional enemies and now occupiers, but they saw the Ukrainians as one of the East European peoples held captive by the Soviets. By now he was in clear violation of all the instructions he had received from the KGB both in Moscow and at Karlshorst. He had blown the Lehmann cover and revealed his true identity. Instead of giving her the Stasi story, Stashinsky told Inge that he was working for the KGB and had come to Berlin not from Warsaw but from Moscow. There he had seen the head of the KGB himself, who had given his approval for their marriage. She was the first non-Soviet woman to be allowed to marry a KGB agent. The catch was that she would have to join the KGB.5

Inge burst into tears. Her wartime experiences had made her anything but friendly to the Russians, or to Soviets in general, for that matter. Her father, Fritz Pohl, had been drafted into the German Army, and in early 1945, fearing the coming Soviet attack on Berlin, Inge and her mother had moved to the town of Feldberg in Mecklenburg, northeast of the capital. Feldberg ended up in the Soviet sphere of occupation. The new Soviet-appointed mayor of the city was the renowned antifascist German writer Hans Fallada, who praised the Soviet occupation and the new regime in his novels. The Soviets loved to quote one of his complimentary remarks: “I was astounded by the Russian people. . . . Where and when has a conquering army ever been known to be so kind and generous to a conquered people?”

The actual situation was very different from its portrayal in Fallada’s novels. Inge remembered the mass rape of women in Feldberg by soldiers of the victorious Red Army. “The worst were the Mongols,” she recalled later, “who wore Cossack hats and had little whips in their hands.” She was probably referring to Soviet soldiers recruited from the Central Asian steppes and southern Siberia—the “Asiatics,” who were portrayed as subhuman in Nazi propaganda. Now it seemed that they were doing their best to prove Joseph Goebbels right. Inge’s mother had been raped three times. “No woman was spared,” remembered Inge. Many women took their own lives. But Inge and her mother had survived the ordeal. On Christmas Eve 1945, Fritz Pohl came home. He had been released from a British POW camp. But he was in for a surprise: earlier that year, Inge’s mother had given birth to a son, also named Fritz. The elder Fritz’s war experiences had done little to turn him into a supporter of the new regime. “The Pohl family were by no means Russophiles but rather viewed the Russian occupation as hostile,” recalled Stashinsky later. Inge’s father made no secret of his feelings, especially when he got drunk. His views became public when he was mentioned by name in one of the local newspapers. He did not seem to care very much. “He always carried the newspaper cutting about with him and showed it with great pride when conversation was on that subject,” remembered Stashinsky.6

After listening to Stashinsky, Inge was not only shocked—she was horrified. She did not care that these were the “words and conditions” of his superiors, and not what he himself wanted. She told Stashinsky immediately that he must be out of his mind to propose such things, being perfectly well aware of her attitude toward the communist system. “That’s fine,” answered Stashinsky. “But if we are going to live together, come what may, you have to do this. You have to act as if you accept their proposals and agree to cooperate.” Inge was not prepared to give up on him or the prospect of their marriage, but neither was she about to join the KGB.

She had a better plan for both of them: they should flee immediately to the West. With Dallgow a few miles away from West Berlin, that seemed a reasonable thing to suggest. But Stashinsky refused to go along. “I told her,” he remembered later, “that I could not do it now, but that possibility remained open to us in the future. We should play for time.” Stashinsky believed that the training he was about to get in Moscow would greatly help him when it came time to establish their life in the West. “I knew that after the new training I would again be sent to West Germany or to another West European country,” he said, recalling his thoughts at the time. He told Inge that his future assignment in the West had already been decided.

It was a long talk. Inge eventually calmed down. Stashinsky told her that she would not become a true KGB employee and that he would do everything in his power to shield her from taking on any KGB assignments. All that was required was that she play a role. He told her a good deal about himself, but nothing about the nature of his work for the KGB or the assassinations he had carried out. He was not concerned that she would inadvertently betray him, but he thought it best for her own safety that she know nothing about the assassinations. Eventually Inge agreed to play the role he had assigned her for their forthcoming trip to Moscow—that of a Soviet sympathizer willing to help her future husband in his difficult but honorable work on behalf of world peace.

“So we came to an agreement,” remembered Stashinsky, “and I warned her that everything we had discussed must be between ourselves. I told her she must not only say nothing in Moscow about what we had discussed but that for the present she mustn’t say anything to her parents—we must keep to the old ‘legend.’ She agreed to this.”7
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INTRODUCING THE BRIDE

On January 9, 1960, Stashinsky and Inge boarded a train to Moscow. In their pockets were Soviet passports provided by Sergei Damon. A few days earlier, Damon had asked Inge for a photo, and now she had in her purse a brand-new Soviet passport issued in the name of Inga Fedorovna Krylova. Stashinsky, as always, traveled on the passport of Aleksandr Antonovich Krylov. While Stashinsky and Inge were not yet married, the Krylovs were. In Moscow a KGB officer picked them up and took them to the Hotel Ukraine, where Stashinsky had stayed during his first visit to Moscow in April 1959. But he was not supposed to show familiarity with the hotel or the city. His KGB bosses wanted him to tell Inge that he was in Moscow for the first time and that the trip was a reward for his good work for East German intelligence.

Stashinsky’s KGB bosses were working hard to assess his fiancée. Arkadii Fabrichnikov, the KGB officer who escorted the couple on their sightseeing and shopping tours in the city, wanted to know what she thought about Moscow and Soviet life in general. He asked her opinion about everything she saw. Inge was not supposed to know that he was a KGB man, although it was hard not to guess his identity, given his constant presence. She played the role of an excited tourist rather well, but privately she asked Stashinsky from time to time whether she was supposed to show familiarity with a particular detail or not. The KGB tried to keep tabs on the couple whenever their officially assigned escort was not around. Their belongings in the Hotel Ukraine were searched. Stashinsky also suspected that the room in the Hotel Moscow—to which they had moved from the Hotel Ukraine at the KGB’s insistence—had been bugged. In Stashinsky’s presence, Fabrichnikov had quarreled for a while with a hotel clerk who wanted to give the couple the “wrong” room.1

Inge, who was reluctant to travel in the first place, was anything but impressed by the reception they received. In fact, she was terrified by what she saw around her. At the railway station in Warsaw, where the train stopped on the way to Moscow, she already felt trapped, betrayed, and all but sold into slavery. That feeling only grew stronger in Moscow. Stashinsky and his KGB handlers showed her masterpieces of tsarist architecture and marble decorations in the Soviet subway stations, but she was shocked by the contrast between the magnificent decor of the buildings and the poorly dressed people inside of them. Images of impoverished women wearing thick headscarves, calico coats, and felt boots, carrying bags full of bread on their backs, became forever engraved in her memory. Then there were the drunks, who seemed to be everywhere, often congregating in subway stations and taking refuge from the cold in the marble halls of the buildings. Those who did not make it there lay unattended in the snow in freezing temperatures.

Inge found the sanitary conditions in the Soviet capital utterly appalling. The trash cans were full and always dirty, so one had to be careful not to brush against them. People would spit everywhere. She called the toilets a “public tragedy.” Some of them were nothing more than holes in the ground, surrounded by filth, emitting a terrible smell. “I cannot think about toilets. Terrible!” she would confide to a journalist a few years later. The KGB handlers’ efforts to charm her and make her appreciate Moscow and the Soviet way of life were futile. She found both Arkadii Fabrichnikov, whom she knew as “Alexander,” and his wife (or the woman who pretended to be his wife), whom she called a “German-hater,” pretentious. At an expensive restaurant dinner to which Stashinsky and Inge were invited, Mrs. Fabrichnikov seemed barely to touch a plate full of caviar and other delicacies, saying that people generally believed Russian women to be overweight because they ate too much. It seemed that nothing could please Inge. Even the local children looked unattractive to her. She was depressed and often cried.2

Stashinsky and Inge spent two months in the USSR, mostly in Moscow, with a two-week trip to Leningrad, and had plenty of opportunities to compare the realities of Soviet life with the image presented by official propaganda. A few days after their arrival in Moscow, Nikita Khrushchev delivered a long address to the Soviet parliament in which he boasted about Soviet economic achievements compared to those of the United States. Between 1953 and 1959, he pointed out, Soviet production of pig iron and steel had grown by 57 percent, while American production had dropped by 16 percent. This “achievement” actually indicated that the Soviet Union was stuck in pre–World War II economic thinking. To Khrushchev, however, it was evidence of Soviet superiority.

Sputnik and the other Soviet successes in outer space were regarded as further proof that the Soviets were winning the technological race with the United States. This was the point that Khrushchev tried to make in July 1959 in his “kitchen debate” with the American vice president, Richard Nixon, who visited Moscow to open an American exhibition there. The debate took place on the exhibition grounds in a kitchen fully equipped with new American appliances. Khrushchev told Nixon that the Soviet Union was more technologically advanced than the United States and that the US advantage in the production of consumer goods would be obliterated in seven years. The debate was shown on television more than once in the United States, but only once, very late at night, in the Soviet Union. The Soviet authorities did not want the viewers to see the head of their country admitting that it was behind the capitalist West in anything.3

It is unlikely that Inge ever heard of the kitchen debate, which took place six months before her arrival in Moscow. There can be little doubt, however, that she took anything Khrushchev said on the subject with a hefty grain of salt. When she was alone with Stashinsky, she was not shy about noting the yawning gap between official pronouncements and the realities of Soviet life. Earlier in their relationship, Stashinsky had taken to defending the official Soviet line, but by now he was running out of arguments. “You will come to your senses,” she used to tell him. “It’s all quite different from what you have beaten into your head.” He knew that she was right.

Before Stashinsky received final approval to speak with Inge about his involvement with the KGB, his bosses had made a last attempt to persuade him to drop her. The task was taken on by Colonel Georgii Ishchenko, the head of the émigré department of the KGB foreign intelligence directorate. Ishchenko asked Stashinsky whether he still wanted to marry Inge. Upon Stashinsky’s positive response, he told him, “Take care that in future you do not regret having made such a decision.” He then told Stashinsky that he could now talk to Inge about his involvement—and subsequently, hers—with the KGB. In Moscow, as previously in East Berlin, the KGB wanted to listen in on the conversation. Ishchenko asked Stashinsky to talk to Inge in the room in which they were conversing, where no one would eavesdrop. Stashinsky knew that the room was bugged. He later told his KGB handlers that he had been forced to have the conversation elsewhere. But Inge, he reported happily, had been informed about his involvement with the KGB and was ready to help him in his work.4

Inge’s agreement to cooperate, which Stashinsky relayed to his bosses in late February, was supposed to clear the way for their return to East Berlin and eventual marriage. But there were nerve-wracking delays. The KGB ordered Stashinsky to return the tickets he had already bought for Berlin and extended the term of their exit visas. Stashinsky and Inge began to worry. Had the KGB figured out what they were up to? At Inge’s urging, Stashinsky finally decided that they would have to leave Moscow without KGB approval. But as soon as he began to inquire about air tickets to Berlin, permission to leave Moscow was granted. On the eve of March 8, International Women’s Day, which was widely and lavishly celebrated in the Soviet Union, Arkadii Fabrichnikov showed up in Stashinsky’s suite in the company of another senior officer, who handed Inge a box of sweets and greeted her on the occasion of the holiday. The officer also told her they had been granted permission to marry. The ceremony would take place in East Germany. There was, however, one further condition: the couple would have to come back to Moscow for Stashinsky to undergo a year of further training. Inge wept.5

The couple returned to Berlin on March 9, 1960, two months to the day after their arrival in the Soviet capital. They had played their parts admirably and achieved their goal. The wedding took place on April 23, 1960. They first registered their marriage at the East Berlin central records office, and then, against KGB advice and without the knowledge of Stashinsky’s Karlshorst handlers, had a religious wedding at the Golgotha Evangelical Church on Borsigstrasse—a late nineteenth-century red brick Gothic-style building that had miraculously survived the Allied bombing of Berlin. In Moscow, the KGB officials had told him to proceed with the religious ceremony only if a refusal would lead to a breach with his in-laws. But he never tried to dissuade Inge from a church wedding. “I wanted everything to be as it should be,” he remembered later. “I knew, too, that it would make my very religious parents happy.” Stashinsky was keeping a growing number of secrets from his KGB controllers.

At the reception that followed, Inge wore a white dress and a wedding headpiece with a veil. Stashinsky was dressed in a black suit with a white shirt and white tie. In the photo taken at the wedding table, they both looked content, if less than exuberant. Inge had accidentally closed her eyes, as if recalling the stressful events of the last few months. Stashinsky looked straight at the camera, appearing more resolute and determined than happy. Inge’s grandmother had died on that day, but her relatives postponed sending a telegram. They wanted her to be happy on her wedding day.6
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MONTH OF THE SPY

Stashinsky and Inge left Berlin for Moscow on May 9, 1960, the fifteenth anniversary of the Nazi surrender at Karlshorst. Inge later recalled that instead of going on a honeymoon, they traveled to the Soviet Union—the greatest nightmare she could imagine. They made a stopover in Warsaw, where they had told Inge’s relatives they were going to live. An officer from the local KGB station supplied Stashinsky with Polish postcards and stamps, as well as with a price list of products and consumer goods. Inge’s thirteen-year-old brother, Fritz, had asked for the postcards and stamps. The prices were needed to convincingly lie to Inge’s relatives about everyday life in Warsaw. The couple would use a Warsaw address provided by the KGB—the letters were to be picked up there and delivered to Moscow. Inge and Stashinsky’s letters to Berlin would be sent in envelopes with Warsaw postmarks. They told her unsuspecting relatives that they would be back in a year.

At the Warsaw railway station in Moscow, Stashinsky and Inge were met by the ever-present and polite Arkadii Fabrichnikov, who introduced them to their new case officer, Sergei Bogdanovich Sarkisov. The KGB was kind enough to provide them with an apartment, but Inge saw it as anything but a gift. The apartment was in a new construction complex with no paved road leading to it, or even a pathway. Whenever it rained, their shoes, socks, and clothes were covered with mud. The apartment was, at best, a work in progress. The parquet floor was installed in a way that made tar come up between the pieces of wood; traces of tar also covered the tiles in the washroom. The floors were uneven, making the table, chairs, and cabinets wiggle; the toilet pipe was not properly adjusted; the door to the kitchen would not move; and a window did not close properly, allowing water to seep over to the ceiling when it rained. Last but not least, Inge hated the wallpaper. “The wallpaper you see in Russia makes you dizzy,” she remembered later.

What Inge saw when she left her apartment depressed her as much as the interior. In the hallways, she would try to avoid stepping on the fish and chicken heads scattered all over the place. Sunflower seeds were everywhere, and no one ever tried to sweep or mop the common areas. It seemed that everyone in the apartment building had a cat, and the cats would all be let out at night to start their wailing, which made it hard for Inge to sleep. If it wasn’t the cats, then it was the neighbors, who threw raucous parties late into the night, shaking the light fixtures in her apartment. Life became an endless nightmare, and Inge seemed to be reaching the end of her rope. She was not shy about making her displeasure known to Stashinsky and his KGB handlers alike. They tried to save the situation by moving the couple into a different apartment, this time in a well-established area close to the city center. It was a positive change but came too late to alter Inge’s overall attitude toward the Soviet way of life.1

The Stashinskys’ new home was located in the northern subdivision of Ostankino, which was inhabited predominantly by blue-collar workers and their families. In the mid-1960s, a monument to the Conquerors of the Cosmos was erected in the area, and many of its streets were given cosmos-related names. One was renamed Star Avenue (Zvezdnyi bulvar), while another was named for Sergei Korolev, the chief designer of Sputnik and the first Soviet rockets, and yet another for Friedrich Zander, a pioneer of rocket science. By the end of the 1960s, the area was also home to the Ostankino Television Center and tower, which for some time was the tallest free-standing structure in the world.2

Stashinsky and Inge could get home from downtown Moscow by taking the subway to the Exhibition of the Achievements of the Soviet Economy station. The nearby exhibition, with its fountain surrounded by statues of young women dressed in national costumes and representing the union of Soviet republics, was a showcase not only of the Soviet “friendship of peoples,” but also of Soviet technological progress. Soviet and foreign visitors alike could judge for themselves how accurately the innovations displayed at the exhibition represented the realities of everyday Soviet life. Inge had learned from her first visit to Moscow that the difference was enormous. The Russian dissident writer Aleksandr Zinoviev would later dwell on the gap between propaganda and reality in his novel The Yawning Heights, a satire on the “shining heights” of Soviet propaganda campaigns.

Stashinsky’s days as an employee of the émigré department were over. He was now officially under the auspices of the illegals department. Inge found his new handler, Sergei Sarkisov, a KGB operative in his early thirties, much more affable than Fabrichnikov. Sarkisov also spoke better German, which he had allegedly picked up from talking to a West German capitalist friend. Sarkisov explained to Stashinsky that his training would include individual lessons with a tutor of German and English, going over the German school curriculum, and reading the latest Western literature so as to blend into his new environment successfully. He would also take radio and photography classes. The training of candidates for illegal work abroad was a task that the KGB took very seriously. “The Soviet investment in each illegal agent is immense,” wrote the onetime Munich CIA base chief William Hood. According to Hood, the KGB used illegals to “handle agents too sensitive to risk placing in contact with case officers under legal cover in an embassy. Other illegals serve[d] primarily as communications experts, conduits for information being funneled to Moscow from agents in place.”

That was indeed one of the tasks that Stashinsky’s boss, General Aleksei Krokhin, had suggested that he would perform in the future. But he also told his star agent that he would continue to carry out assassinations. Stashinsky was learning to become an illegal of a sort unknown to Hood—an assassin in deep cover living in a Western country who could strike on relatively short notice whenever and wherever his KGB bosses and their Kremlin overlords deemed appropriate. It was decided that he would be trained as a barber so that the two of them, Stashinsky and Inge, could open a barbershop as a cover for their espionage activities. Stashinsky was offered a choice of two countries for his future work: Switzerland or England. He decided on Switzerland. Inge did not care where they went, as long as she could escape her virtual imprisonment in Moscow.3

In May 1960, the month Stashinsky and Inge arrived in Moscow for their training, Soviet rocket scientists finally caught up with American technology. On May 1, International Workers’ Day, the Soviet high-altitude S-75 Dvina rocket, fired by a missile battery near the city of Sverdlovsk (Ekaterinburg) in the Ural Mountains, downed an American Lockheed U-2 high-altitude reconnaissance aircraft piloted by thirty-two-year-old Captain Francis Gary Powers of the CIA special air force unit. Powers survived the ordeal, but so did the parts of the plane that contained high-resolution cameras and the photos they had taken. The Soviets captured the downed pilot and collected what was left of the plane.

The Americans had been caught red-handed spying on the Soviet Union, although they were not immediately aware of it. President Dwight Eisenhower initially believed that Powers had died in the incident; he authorized a statement denying Soviet accusations of espionage and claiming that the lost aircraft was a weather research plane. Khrushchev, under growing pressure at home for being soft on the Americans, felt that he had no choice but to cancel his participation in the forthcoming Paris summit on the status of Berlin. He also withdrew the invitation that he had earlier issued to Eisenhower to visit the USSR in June, causing an international scandal of unprecedented proportions.4

In the aftermath of the canceled summit and the humiliating U-2 incident, the White House and the CIA launched a damage-control campaign, trying to prove to the world that spying was a normal aspect of international relations: the Soviet nuclear arsenal could not be left unassessed and unchecked. They also claimed that the Soviet Union was more guilty of spying than the United States was. Secretary of State Christian A. Herter told Congress that there were approximately 300,000 Soviet agents working in twenty-seven countries around the world. Between 10,000 and 12,000 of them were so-called “master agents.” The authorities in the Federal Republic of Germany provided their own statistics on the matter. In eight years they had made 18,300 arrests in connection with Soviet espionage activities, declared the West Germans in the wake of the U-2 scandal.5

In May, Soviet newspapers were preoccupied not only with the international crisis caused by the downing of the U-2 airplane but also with the East German trial of the West German federal minister Theodor Oberländer, whom Soviet and East European sources were linking to the Bandera assassination. On April 28, 1960, Oberländer was sentenced in absentia to life imprisonment for his alleged participation in the murders of Jewish citizens of Lviv in June 1941. The next month he resigned his post in the West German government. Despite earlier Soviet and East German assertions, the killing of Stepan Bandera was not mentioned among his alleged crimes.

The KGB left it to their counterparts in the West to speculate on the forces behind the murder. In the media frenzy following the U-2 incident, the West German government claimed publicly that a KGB officer visiting West Germany had bragged that his organization was the one responsible for killing Bandera. The KGB misinformation department was silent. Moscow seemed to have lost all interest in the topic.6
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GOING IN CIRCLES

As Bogdan Stashinsky undertook his training in Moscow, the murder he had committed in Munich on October 15, 1959, was rapidly turning into a cold case. By the end of the year, Oberkommissar Adrian Fuchs of the Munich Kripo had interviewed close to a hundred individuals who might know something about the circumstances of Bandera’s death, but he was as far from cracking the case as he had been in mid-October.

There was no shortage of theories, but evidence was lacking to prove any of them. In December 1959, Professor Wolfgang Laves of Munich University and his associates came up with the final autopsy results concerning the individual they were still calling Stefan Popel. The new results were as inconclusive as those produced in October. There were traces of cyanide in Bandera’s stomach, but no certainty about whether he had ingested an amount sufficient to kill him. One hypothesis was that Bandera could have been killed by one poison, while another (cyanide) might have been applied later to throw the investigation off track. In February 1960, CIA and BND experts were still arguing about the kind of poison involved.1

On May 2, 1960, the chief of the CIA base in Munich dispatched a long-delayed report on the CIA investigation into Bandera’s death to headquarters in Langley. It was compiled by Father Michael (Mykhailo) Korzhan, the principal CIA agent dealing with Ukrainian émigré circles in Europe from 1947 to 1961. He had come to Munich at the invitation not only of the CIA but also of his former disciple in the art of espionage, Ivan Kashuba, now the Bandera organization’s security chief.

In the hierarchy of Ukrainian nationalist security cadres, Father Korzhan, an ordained Orthodox priest from Galicia, was second to none. Myron Matviyeyko, Bandera’s security chief, had taken his first steps in counterintelligence training under Korzhan’s supervision back in 1940. He later characterized his former chief to KGB interrogators as “a highly experienced agent.” Korzhan was respected and trusted on both sides of the nationalist divide. A longtime member of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, he was officially part of the Bandera faction but refused to take sides in the struggle between Bandera and Lebed. Many believed that, if anything, he was closer to the opposition than to Bandera’s people. At the same time, rumor had it that he was so close to Ivan Kashuba that he drafted Kashuba’s reports to the OUN leadership.2

In Munich, Kashuba offered Father Korzhan all the intelligence support he and his people could provide. He knew that Korzhan had extensive connections in the intelligence world and was probably working for the BND. Kashuba was equally sure that whatever conclusions Korzhan drew from his investigation would be shared with his American handlers, who were suspicious of Kashuba’s motives and actions. Indeed, when Korzhan came to Munich, he arrived with a mandate from the CIA to draft a report on the investigation he was about to conduct.

As the CIA’s man in charge of contacts with the Ukrainian community, Korzhan collected information about the community at large, gathered intelligence about the USSR, and worked to prevent Soviet penetration of émigré organizations and churches. He had his own budget and a number of “spotters” who identified possible contacts among Ukrainian émigrés traveling to the Soviet Union or living with relatives there. The number of code names that the CIA created and used to identify Father Korzhan was impressive, attesting to the role he played in a whole series of agency projects: Capelin 1, Aecapelin 1, Aebath 1, Aecassowary 29, and Petroclus were among those names. His Gehlen Organization numbers were V 9460.9 and V-13611.3

Korzhan arrived in the Bavarian capital sometime in early November 1959—he wrote in his CIA report that he was on the spot less than a month after Bandera’s death—and he stayed there until January 1960 before returning to Paris. While in Munich, Korzhan interviewed many leaders and rank-and-file members of the Bandera group and had two meetings with Oberkommissar Fuchs, the primary investigator of Bandera’s death. The report was prepared in Ukrainian and then translated into English. The main report is dated December 23, 1959, but Korzhan supplied a number of additions and amendments to it in January 1960 before leaving for France.4

In the report, entitled “Delving Behind the Scenes of the Death of Stepan Bandera,” Korzhan not only presented the facts he managed to uncover and the rumors he heard in Munich but also provided a thorough analysis. Of all the accounts of Bandera’s death that he heard in Munich, he found five “more or less logical.” He discussed all five in detail, listing pros and cons in his report. The first version blamed the death of Bandera on Bundesminister Theodor Oberländer and Reinhard Gehlen’s people; the second suggested that he had been killed by the KGB for his continuing involvement in the nationalist insurgency in Ukraine; the third pointed a finger at Bandera’s former chief of security, Myron Matviyeyko; the fourth blamed Mykola Lebed, the head of the anti-Bandera forces in the OUN; and the fifth suggested that Bandera had committed suicide by taking cyanide. “Each of these versions had some plausibility,” wrote Korzhan, “and at first there was so much basis for each one that it was possible to accept any of the versions as true.”5

Korzhan believed that the version being touted in East Germany’s newspapers, implicating Oberländer, was nonsense. The Soviet-backed campaign in East Germany accusing Oberländer of complicity in the Lviv massacres and then in Bandera’s murder was likely retaliation for the minister’s resistance to Soviet requests that West Germany grant diplomatic recognition to the communist governments of Poland and Czechoslovakia. Also, Oberländer simply had no real motive. “The Soviet version is primitive,” wrote Korzhan, “and does not stand up against criticism because: If Bandera was a participant in the Lviv murders, or more specifically the Nachtigall, which was organized at his request, then it is clear that he could only have defended Prof. Oberländer in order to protect himself.”6

Among those investigating the case, there were two versions of the theory that Bandera had been assassinated by KGB agents. According to the first, poison had been administered to Bandera by force in the hall of his apartment building; the second posited that it had been slipped to Bandera by someone close to him. The first scenario was favored by Bandera loyalists, who claimed that two strangers had been seen in his apartment building prior to his death. The strangers had allegedly followed Bandera in the days leading up to his death, shadowing him even on his trip to the mountains to pick mushrooms, and on October 15 they had hidden in the elevator, awaiting their victim there. The Kripo investigation, wrote Korzhan, found that the original reports of two people in the building before Bandera’s death were unsubstantiated and could not be confirmed by neighbors, who heard no sound in the hallway from anyone other than Bandera himself. The rumors about the two strangers had been disseminated by the Banderites themselves, as they helped to glorify the story of their leader’s heroic death.

The Kripo investigators paid much more attention to the theory that the poison had been administered by someone close to Bandera who was secretly a Soviet agent—a version staunchly rejected by the Banderites, who tried to prevent Fuchs from talking to members of their organization, and encouraged him to focus his investigation on finding an outside murderer. Korzhan, who had much better access to members of the organization than Fuchs, was able to reconstruct the last day of Bandera’s life minute by minute. Eugenia Mak (Matviyeyko) was at the top of both Fuchs’s and Korzhan’s list of “insider” suspects, but neither of them believed that she had administered the poison. With the original reports about the sighting of two men in Bandera’s apartment building dismissed, it was hard to imagine who could have been using her to finger the victim.

Korzhan did not exclude the possibility that the Soviets might have been putting pressure on Eugenia through her husband, Myron Matviyeyko, but he found no evidence that Matviyeyko had visited Munich before Bandera’s death. The theory of Soviet involvement in Bandera’s death in any of its versions made no sense to him. Neither did that of Lebed’s involvement. Korzhan, who knew the Lebed people in Munich very well, argued that there was simply no one in place to successfully undertake such a mission.

With four hypotheses about Bandera’s death dismissed, Korzhan focused on the fifth—that Bandera had committed suicide. That theory was advocated by Korzhan’s Munich host, Ivan Kashuba, and Korzhan agreed that it was the most logical of the lot. But Korzhan had his own theories about Bandera’s motive for suicide. While Kashuba believed, or at least argued, that Bandera had been driven to suicide by unrequited love, Korzhan suggested that the cause was the unbearable psychological situation at home.

“As a result of some very difficult experience in her life, and for fear of constant surveillance, Bandera’s wife had practically lost all her senses,” wrote Korzhan:

If it weren’t for the fact that she was the wife of the leader . . . she would have been in an insane asylum a year ago. All of Bandera’s friends knew about her situation. . . . Bandera’s wife purposefully compromised his every move. She made him appear without any character, a despot, a sadist, a liar amoral and dishonorable. . . . Bandera, who considered himself a hero, and perhaps was one, and an individual who enjoyed the respect of the members of his organization and to whom he was a “god,” had to bear the slander and accusations made by his wife, who saw him only as a human being, her husband and the father of her children. This was more than he could stand. The people who were acquainted with this situation felt that these tortures (for which he often was personally to blame) were so horrible that any normal individual would have committed suicide long ago.

Korzhan suggested that Bandera had committed suicide by taking potassium cyanide, purposefully choosing a time that might enhance his image as a folk hero. By committing suicide when a Soviet choir was performing in Munich, and his own security service was concerned about Moscow’s plans to eliminate him, Bandera made it almost inevitable that his death would be blamed on the Soviets. The information in support of this “most logical” version of Bandera’s death, as Korzhan termed it, came from Ivan Kashuba, who knew Bandera’s family situation firsthand.

Korzhan was so certain of his hypothesis that he put his reputation, and, indeed, his intelligence career, on the line when he wrote in his report: “If anyone proves to me that the situation was other than that which I have summarized above, I shall never again take any interest in either political or intelligence work. However, I am certain that no one will prove me wrong. I think that the German Commission which is composed of professional individuals will come to the same conclusion, even though all the information that was available to me will not be available to them.”7

Despite Korzhan’s best efforts to convince his CIA bosses that Bandera had committed suicide, the CIA believed that Bandera had been killed by the Soviets. Both the Gehlen Organization people and their CIA counterparts now considered not only Korzhan’s theories, but also Korzhan himself, highly suspicious. The former felt that his “reporting on Bandera’s death amounted to deliberate whitewash.” The latter had “various reservations about his bona fides” and dropped Korzhan as their agent in 1961. The firing of Korzhan had little effect on the case. The investigation into Bandera’s death remained stalled. It looked as if Bogdan Stashinsky had added one more name to the Soviet Union’s list of clandestine achievements that would successfully remain secret. And in his line of work, keeping a secret was no less important than getting the job done.8




PART IV

ESCAPE FROM PARADISE
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MOSCOW BUGS

Bogdan Stashinsky’s stay in Moscow led to a personal awakening, but not the kind that the KGB had been hoping for. Among the books given to him for translation as part of his language lessons, one left a strong impression on him. “It was a book intended for Germans resettling elsewhere—I don’t recall its title now—that summarized information about living conditions in North and South America, Africa, and Europe as well,” he recalled later. “I translated it, and that became my first rather detailed acquaintance with living conditions in other countries: on the other hand, I knew living conditions in Moscow, made comparisons, and always calculated how much workers made there and here. First and foremost, I paid attention not to money but to political and economic structure. I saw the socialist and capitalist systems before me but could hear nothing of people’s poverty and suffering, which I knew from experience in Moscow.” Now he was able to compare them firsthand, and communism was coming up short.1

Moscow enjoyed special status and was much better supplied with consumer goods than other parts of the country. But even there, waiting in long lines for essential food supplies and goods was part of everyday life. The year 1960 was relatively good for Soviet industry, but also the second straight year of poor harvests. In 1958 the government had received close to 42 million tons of wheat from the collective farms, but in 1959 the figure was close to 34 million tons and, in 1960, less than 31 million tons. Food shortages became endemic in the USSR around 1960. Robert W. Gibson of the Los Angeles Times, who lived in Moscow in the late 1950s, remembered that when he left the Soviet capital in January 1960, “cabbage, frostbitten potatoes, garlic and bread represented winter’s staples. An orange or a chunk of meat created an occasion. Life offered few treats.”

Many of Gibson’s Soviet acquaintances had privileged status, given the fact that they were allowed to deal with foreigners, but they still spent hours in food lines. “And they yearned deeply for material comfort,” wrote Gibson later. “Like most Russians, they had suffered much from war, Josef Stalin’s terror, and everlasting priorities during peacetime for steel, machine tools and still more weapons. Cynicism saturated their outlook. At times, vodka did, too.” The cynicism grew partly out of the enormous gap between the promises given to ordinary Soviet citizens by party propaganda and the hardships of everyday life. “While I was a correspondent [in Moscow],” recalled Gibson, “Khrushchev frequently boasted that the Soviet Union would overtake the United States in industrial production by 1970, surpass it overall by 1980 and leave it in the dust ever after. The Soviet lead in space established by Sputnik and the Lunik moon probes offered credibility.”2

In 1961 the Soviet Union began buying grain abroad, especially from Canada, to alleviate the food shortage at home. In the following year, food shortages and rising prices for meat and milk caused mass strikes all over the country. In the city of Novocherkassk in southern Russia, workers’ strikes turned into riots. Khrushchev dispatched a high-powered delegation that included Aleksandr Shelepin, who had left the KGB the previous year to become a secretary of the party’s Central Committee, but the party and state officials failed to alleviate tensions. After the Novocherkassk workers chased the Moscow delegation out of local party headquarters, the army opened fire, killing more than twenty protesters. Khrushchev was anything but lenient toward those who survived. Hundreds were arrested and imprisoned, and seven sentenced to death and executed. The disturbance was keep quiet; the rest of the country and the world would not learn what had happened in Novocherkassk until the last days of the Soviet Union.3

As time passed, Inge began to behave more independently and erratically. She refused to attend lessons in spycraft and became increasingly bold in expressing her dissatisfaction with Soviet conditions. She complained to her husband about the lack of basic foods, including potatoes. Her anti-Soviet sentiments aside, she had to prepare the couple’s meals, and there were constant shortages. The empty shelves in Moscow stores and long lines for bare necessities spoke for themselves. She would remember for years how she was unable to reliably obtain the kind of meat she wanted—and was prepared to pay for—in a Soviet grocery store. Moscow lagged embarrassingly behind not only West Berlin, where Inge had worked, but also East Germany, where she had lived.

Inge told Stashinsky that she was puzzled about how a clever person such as he could fall so easily for Soviet propaganda tricks. “One day you will wake up,” she said, “and find yourself cured.” The cure was a process rather than a onetime event and would come in stages. Reading a German-language book on the life of Admiral Wilhelm Canaris, the chief of Hitler’s military intelligence, given to him by his KGB handlers, Stashinsky was forced to conclude that the communist secret police were no better than the Nazi secret police they despised. As he later recalled, “In conversations with my wife, we reached the conclusion that, generally speaking, there was no difference between the Gestapo and what was going on here.”4

The KGB certainly would not have appreciated such a comparison. Luckily, Stashinsky did everything in his power to keep his conversations with Inge private. Immediately after they moved into the KGB-provided apartment, he checked it for listening devices. He looked in every corner and checked the light fixture but found nothing. Still, he never felt truly secure in his own home. That very month the whole world was reminded of Soviet proficiency at placing bugs in the most unexpected places. In late May 1960, seeking to counter Soviet propaganda in the wake of the downing of the U-2, the US representative to the United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge, proudly showed members of the Security Council a bug discovered in a wooden replica of the Great Seal of the United States that had been presented to the American ambassador to the USSR back in 1946. The seal had hung in the ambassador’s private office at Spaso House—the ambassadorial residence in Moscow—for fourteen years before the bug was discovered by the embassy’s security officials. Lodge claimed that more than a hundred similar microphones had been found in official US residences in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.5

Stashinsky needed no reminder about the KGB’s ability to eavesdrop on persons of interest, but he was not a specialist. As he later suggested, he and Inge only found hidden bugs by accident. In late July 1960, for example, soon after he and Inge moved into their second apartment provided by the KGB, Inge took a systematic approach to eradicating the rooms of fleas. After cleaning everything they had, she asked Stashinsky to lift a picture hanging on the wall of one of the rooms. It was a great idea: beneath it they found the fleas’ main nest. They also found two wires under the paper coming from different directions and leading through a hole in the wall to the neighboring apartment. Stashinsky immediately recognized that they were being bugged. Inge cried. Fleas were the least of their problems.

“Of course, I was completely stunned by that discovery, but I couldn’t do anything about it,” remembered Stashinsky later. “My wife just looked at me with sympathy. I kept silent and said nothing at all.” Stashinsky and Inge were cautious enough not to betray their discovery by commenting on it immediately. Throughout their stay in Moscow, they tried to discuss politically sensitive matters outside their apartment. But not every conversation could be held outdoors (to do so anyways would arouse suspicion), so they freely exchanged their views on the shortages of food and goods, as well as on the generally dismal situation in the Soviet Union. “It would have been best to return to Berlin, but that was a thought not expressed in words,” said Stashinsky, recalling his thoughts of the moment.

Even so, he hoped that what he had found was not what he thought it was. “I discovered a wire, I told myself,” remembered Stashinsky later. “But perhaps there was no microphone there; perhaps those were just apprehensions. I didn’t want it to be so!” When they were next visited by Stashinsky’s case officer, Sergei Sarkisov, Inge asked him the purpose of the wire in their apartment. Since Stashinsky was bound by the quasi-military discipline of the KGB, they had decided that Inge would be the one to ask the inconvenient questions. Sarkisov had no answer. Wide-eyed, he said that he did not know, but that it could be a telephone wire. He promised to make inquiries and report back to Stashinsky on his findings. He never did. When Inge confronted him with the same question the next time around, Sarkisov said that the person who might know the details was on vacation—they would have to wait.

Stashinsky and Inge could not wait. They were extremely anxious to find out what the KGB knew about their private conversations and wanted the answer as soon as possible. Stashinsky showed the wire to electricians who were making repairs to the building, but they were of no help. So he decided to do his own detection. To find the location of the microphone, he connected one end of the wire to his tape recorder and spoke into it as he walked around the room. Playing back the recording, he could hear his own voice with varying degrees of clarity but was unable to locate the microphone. The KGB technicians were clearly more adept at this aspect of spycraft than he was. And their bosses clearly wanted to continue listening to what was going on in the apartment.

Sarkisov eventually came up with an improbable excuse for the wire in their apartment: the flat had allegedly previously belonged to a shady character, and the bug had been installed in order to keep him under surveillance. Inge later recalled that, according to Sarkisov, that individual had since been arrested. This story, fake or not, was not comforting. Was that the fate in store for her and Stashinsky as well? Stashinsky soon obtained clear evidence that he and Inge were being listened to. One day his handlers told him that instead of Stashinsky reeducating Inge, she was reeducating him. “Now I realized perfectly well with whom I was collaborating,” he recalled later. The day Inge had been dreaming of, when Stashinsky would wake up and be cured of his illusions, had finally arrived. But it had come too late and in the wrong city, as far as both of them were concerned.6
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FAMILY

The KGB messenger was in a good mood and asked Inge to dance. It was an old Russian custom that the postman could ask the recipient of a letter for a dance as payment for delivery. The messenger had brought Inge letters from her family, who thought that she and her husband were living in Poland. Her relatives addressed the letters they wrote to her to a Warsaw address controlled by the KGB. Inge was supposed to be pleased and do a couple of pirouettes, but she refused. She was not familiar with the custom and was in no mood to dance. Stashinsky asked the surprised messenger to hand over the letters without the usual dance. The messenger produced the letters—the envelopes had already been opened—and told the Stashinskys that he had had no time to read and translate them. He instead asked the couple to tell him what the letters were about. Now it was Stashinsky’s turn to experience culture shock. The KGB was reading their correspondence and not even trying to hide the fact from them.

“My wife and I were angry,” recalled Stashinsky later. “I could not contain myself and asked him sharply what this was supposed to mean. Those were our letters, after all. He said that he had not opened the letters; they had come from Poland in that condition. I said that if this kept up, I would have to take measures of some kind. The war had been over for fifteen years, and I could not allow anyone to open my letters.” Stashinsky threatened to complain to his superiors. The KGB messenger was quite taken aback. What he had done by asking them to tell him the content of the letters, instead of reading them himself, was a breach of KGB protocol and a clear sign that he trusted them. They obviously did not take it that way. First there were the wires in their apartment, and now their letters were being opened. They were outraged and complained to Stashinsky’s contacts in the KGB.

Stashinsky’s case officer, Sergei Sarkisov, tried to calm the couple down once he was briefed on the incident. But his explanations and assurances were contradictory, at best. On the one hand, he said that the KGB completely trusted Stashinsky; on the other, he admitted that the letters had been opened in Poland on KGB orders. He told Stashinsky and Inge that anyone corresponding with foreigners was subject to censorship, and he himself would not be treated any differently if he were to correspond with someone in Europe. He was certainly right on that point. The KGB trusted no one and, like any other intelligence service, tried to keep its agents under complete control. After that, the Stashinskys received their letters in sealed envelopes. But the people reading them were definitely sloppy, or simply did not know German well enough. Stashinsky and Inge could not help noticing that sometimes the letters arrived in the wrong envelopes. Sarkisov blamed those incidents on the German and Polish authorities, over whom the KGB allegedly had no control.1

With their apartment bugged and their letters opened by their KGB handlers, Stashinsky and Inge were happy to take a break and leave Moscow for a vacation in the countryside, away from the KGB and its eavesdropping equipment. In late August, they decided to travel to Stashinsky’s home village of Borshchovychi, not far from Lviv in Western Ukraine. Stashinsky wanted to introduce his young wife to his family: his father, mother, and two sisters, who still lived in the village. It was easier said than done. Stashinsky’s Moscow handlers did not want Inge to meet Stashinsky’s family or learn his real name. Stashinsky ignored the KGB’s advice and insisted on the trip.

They spent almost a month in Borshchovychi, returning to Moscow in late September. Stashinsky told his parents and neighbors that he had met Inge in Moscow, where she was allegedly a university student studying abroad. They had fallen in love and married. Inge made a strong impression on the local women, who envied the well-dressed foreigner from the capital for having won the heart of their handsome neighbor. “The German woman was tall and slender, with her hair cut short,” remembered one of the local girls years later. “I see her as if it were yesterday, wearing her polka-dot dress with a broad belt and metal buckle. She was interested in everything but understood nothing; Bogdan translated everything.”2

Stashinsky’s family had never fully forgiven him for his betrayal back in 1950. It had been a shock to the family and their neighbors when Stashinsky had started openly working for the secret police. As the authorities began arresting people in the village linked to the nationalist underground, suspicion naturally fell on Stashinsky. He was accused of killing his sister’s fiancé, Ivan Laba, the local underground commander. He had denied the accusations, but it did not help. The relatives of those who were arrested had blamed not only Stashinsky but his entire family for their tragedy. Once popular in the village, the Stashinskys became outcasts. The relatives of those arrested grew increasingly hostile, until the family did not dare to go out after dark and boarded up their windows to prevent break-ins. Stashinsky, whose secret police career had taken him first to Lviv and then to Kyiv, Berlin, and Moscow, could do little to help his family.

In any case, they did not want his help. They did not want to see him. From 1951 to 1954 Stashinsky had no contact with his family. Eventually he managed to restore relations to some extent through his older sister, Iryna. She told him that he could come home. But he would not dare to do so without getting his father’s approval first. Stashinsky’s father agreed to meet him and gave him permission to return—and only then did he risk showing up in his native village. “Relations changed after all,” remembered Stashinsky later. “It was not entirely pleasant.” News of the assassination of Stepan Bandera had reached the village of Borshchovychi through Western broadcasts and rumors, but no one in the family could imagine that the person responsible for the death of the symbol of their resistance to the Soviets was their own Bogdan.3

Stashinsky’s neighbors in Borshchovychi remembered that during their visit to the village, Stashinsky and Inge spent a lot of time walking in the garden. They also traveled to neighboring Lviv for sightseeing. Inge must have felt more at home in Lviv than she did in Moscow, as the city’s architecture resembled that of her native Germany. Founded by a Rus’ prince in the early thirteenth century, the city fell under Polish control in the fifteenth century and became part of the Habsburg Empire in the eighteenth. Lviv was governed for centuries according to the German town rules, and it was centered on a city hall and a market square around it, like any German town. Its buildings were a mixture of major European architectural styles, from Renaissance to Baroque and Classical. Dominated again by the Poles after the fall of Austria-Hungary in 1918, Lviv, known then as Lwów, was claimed by Stalin at the Yalta Conference for the Soviet Union. By the late 1950s, with the Jews of Lviv exterminated in the Holocaust and the Poles resettled to formerly German areas, Ukrainians became the city’s main ethnic group.

Tour guides on the streets of downtown Lviv and in its numerous museums emphasized the Rus’ roots of the city, its Ukrainian past, and its allegedly strong links with Russia. They noted brief visits to the city by Tsar Peter I of Russia in the early eighteenth century, when he negotiated with Polish notables in an attempt to build an alliance against Charles XII of Sweden. While Ukrainians indeed had deep roots in the city, most of those whom Inge saw on its streets in August and September 1960 were relatively recent arrivals who had come from nearby villages after the war. Stashinsky was one of the tens of thousands of those who had migrated to Lviv in search of education and better job prospects. It was the city of his youth—he had begun his studies there in a teachers’ college back in the late 1940s. Two of his victims had also spent much of their youth there: Stepan Bandera studied agriculture, while Lev Rebet and his wife, Daria, studied law. Stashinsky had no way of knowing that, and, if he had known, he would not have told Inge, who still had no idea what services he had performed for the KGB.4

Among the many subjects that Stashinsky and Inge must have discussed while walking the streets of the ancient city and the gardens of Borshchovychi, away from KGB listening devices, was their future as a family. Inge was pregnant—a fact that the couple was hiding from the KGB. But once Stashinsky and Inge returned to Moscow in late September, they learned that the KGB wires were clearly doing their job and had betrayed at least that secret to their superiors.

On the day after the Stashinskys returned from Ukraine, Sarkisov raised the subject. He began indirectly, saying that people in their situation should have no secrets from their superiors, even if they concerned personal matters. Stashinsky got the message: the KGB knew about the pregnancy. He quickly “volunteered” that information to Sarkisov. The KGB officer did not look surprised. When Inge asked Sarkisov how he knew that she was pregnant, he told her: “There are no secrets from the KGB.” He told the couple that giving birth to a child would delay or derail altogether the plans that the KGB had made for them. He asked whether the Stashinskys wanted to keep the baby or have an abortion. It was an easy and routine thing to do in the Soviet Union, he explained to Inge.

Both Stashinsky and Inge told their handler that they were keeping the baby. He did not argue with them, but that was not the end of the matter. Sarkisov soon came back and insisted on the abortion. “Although it was not formulated as an order, he said quite clearly that it would be better if my wife consented to an abortion.” Stashinsky and Inge would not budge, but this time Stashinsky took the lead in saying no to the KGB. As he had before, he came up with an explanation for why a KGB suggestion was good in principle but impossible in practice. Inge had had difficulties with childbearing before, he said, and a doctor had told her that she would require an operation to be able to give birth in the future. Her current pregnancy was nothing short of miraculous, and they were very glad that it had happened without an operation. They could not risk an abortion under those circumstances.

Sarkisov gave up on the idea of abortion but soon came back with a new proposal—that Inge put the newborn child into a foster home. She protested vehemently, but he told her that it was an honor to give a child to the country and the community. Inge collapsed, and Stashinsky exploded. Sarkisov realized that he had crossed the line. The KGB eventually relented, and the Stashinskys were allowed to have their baby. Furthermore, to make amends, the KGB unexpectedly gave Stashinsky a 20,000-ruble bonus—a major sum by the standards of the time—to buy furniture. Sarkisov escorted Stashinsky to a bank to withdraw the money and then to a furniture store, where he used his KGB connections to secure the purchases.5
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CHANGE OF PLANS

Everything changed for Stashinsky after he and Inge decided to keep the baby. His language lessons came to a halt—Elvira Mikhailovna, the KGB star teacher of German who had also been lecturing Stashinsky on German history, geography, and etiquette, suddenly disappeared. Sarkisov explained that she had been sent on assignment to the West. Stashinsky was left with little to do but work on the few translations commissioned to him by the KGB. It was suggested that he would soon start training as a barber. But the conversations that he had constantly been having with Sarkisov about their future life in the West, the name they were going to use there, and their cover story came to an end as well.

Stashinsky learned that his status within the KGB had changed on December 3, 1960, slightly less than a year after his all-important meeting with the KGB chief, Aleksandr Shelepin. On that date, Stashinsky’s case officer brought him to meet with another important official, who was introduced to him as Vladimir Yakovlevich, a department head at KGB headquarters on Lubianka Square. According to declassified biographies of senior KGB officers, the stocky and somewhat below-average-height man who greeted Stashinsky on that day was Vladimir Yakovlevich Baryshnikov, the deputy head of Directorate C of the KGB foreign intelligence branch. Created in 1957, the directorate was in charge of illegals and their support abroad. Its first head was Stashinsky’s acquaintance at Karlshorst, General Aleksandr Korotkov.

Baryshnikov had turned sixty in July. A graduate of a German commercial school in St. Petersburg before the revolution, he joined the secret police in the late 1920s and made a name for himself during the war as the architect of radio games with the German military intelligence—a deception tactic made possible by advances in radio technology. Before assuming his current position at Directorate C, he had served under Korotkov at Karlshorst, where he was second-in-command. Stashinsky’s assassination of Lev Rebet had taken place on his watch. In KGB circles, Baryshnikov was a well-respected senior officer known as a scholarly type. His subordinates remembered him constantly bending over his paper-strewn desk—he was nearsighted and refused to wear glasses.1

After greeting Stashinsky, Baryshnikov began the conversation in his usual soft-spoken manner. He inquired about Inge, asking how she was coping with her new living conditions and occasional shortages of products. Stashinsky, who knew where those questions were coming from, put on a brave face and denied that any such problem had ever existed in his family. He assured Baryshnikov that both he and Inge loved living in Moscow and had learned to replace goods to which they were accustomed in Germany with those locally available. Baryshnikov dropped the subject. He took a different approach, telling Stashinsky that, given the impending changes in his family, certain things would have to be rearranged when it came to his work with the KGB.

“You have long led the life of a gadabout, never having a permanent base,” he told Stashinsky. “Now you are married, you will have a child, and, naturally, once there is a child, you should have a permanent residence where you can hang your hat.” It did not take Stashinsky long to grasp what Baryshnikov was driving at. The KGB had either postponed or canceled plans to send him and Inge abroad. Moscow was about to become their permanent home. The Americans and West Germans, said Baryshnikov, had opened an investigation into both of the murders Stashinsky had committed. It would be dangerous for him to travel to East Berlin. In fact, he would have to stay in the Soviet Union for at least another seven years. Stashinsky would never need to worry about money—the KGB would pay him a salary of 2,500 rubles per month—and he would be given an opportunity to continue his education, Baryshnikov assured him.

Stashinsky reacted calmly at first, but then the conversation took another bad turn. Baryshnikov raised the matter of the Stashinskys’ plans to spend Christmas in East Germany with Inge’s family. Everything was ready for their departure; Stashinsky and his KGB handler had already bought gifts for the family and ordered tickets. Arrangements had also been made for the couple to spend some time in Warsaw to allow Inge to familiarize herself with the Polish capital and be ready to answer questions about their alleged life there at the family gathering. Stashinsky had expected to receive the final go-ahead for the trip at the meeting with Baryshnikov. Now Baryshnikov was telling him that “we promised your wife that she could travel without difficulty and could also spend some time in Warsaw. But we cannot let you go to Berlin.”

Stashinsky was shocked. His worst fears had come true. Before the meeting, he had fretted that the KGB had learned too much about his and Inge’s attitudes toward the Soviet regime and probably would not let them both go to Berlin. He did not mention his fears to Inge and hoped that they would prove groundless, or that he could talk his way out of the situation if it turned difficult. But Baryshnikov made it impossible to get around the decision. According to the general, Stashinsky was in serious danger of being exposed if he went to Berlin. Of course, in the future he could go to West Germany by bypassing Berlin, said Baryshnikov. But he could do so only if he was not accompanied by his wife; if he traveled with Inge, she would naturally want to see her parents in Berlin and thus expose Stashinsky to danger. “He wanted to separate us,” remembered Stashinsky. “The whole situation changed.”2

The meeting was over. The stunned Stashinsky had much to think about. Baryshnikov’s words made it clear that the KGB wanted one of them, either Stashinsky or Inge, to stay in Moscow as a hostage. They were letting Inge go to Berlin and counting on her love for Stashinsky to bring her back to him. They were also prepared to let Stashinsky go to the West after the child was born, counting on his love for his family to keep him from deserting the USSR. Baryshnikov was trying to turn the KGB’s problems with Stashinsky—his love for Inge and desire to have a child—from an impediment into an advantage. This realization led to an equally disturbing thought: they no longer trusted him. He was not only a perpetrator but also a witness to the crimes they had committed on foreign soil, and he knew what the KGB could do with unwanted witnesses. Were he and Inge now under suspicion? Were their lives in danger?

“I had to reckon with the possibility,” remembered Stashinsky later, “that something might happen to us both. After the talk with General [Vladimir] Yakovlevich I felt I must warn my wife that she might one day meet with a fatal accident. The same might also happen to me.” He had to do something. “I understood,” recalled Stashinsky later, “that I could no longer vacillate as to my intentions. I must clearly decide what to do. There was no other way out for me.” But what exactly could he do under the circumstances? Should he try to repair his relations with the KGB, or flee to the West? Stashinsky’s growing fears about his and his wife’s safety made the first choice rather unrealistic. And with the KGB’s new rules against traveling as a couple, the second possibility was not much of an option. It was a dead end.3
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NEW YEAR

On the last day of 1960, Stashinsky and Inge prepared to ring in the new year, and wondered what it would bring them, two KGB pawns trying to escape from a tightly closed trap.

Inge could not understand at first why the KGB refused to let Stashinsky visit her parents in Berlin, and he finally decided to tell her the whole truth, including the kind of work he had done for the KGB in West Germany. It was not an easy decision. Not only did he truly believe that she would be safer if she knew nothing about them, but he simply could not bring himself to make the confession to her. As he said later, “It is not so easy to tell such things to the person you want to live with.” But now the situation had changed dramatically. After his meeting with General Baryshnikov, Stashinsky believed that Inge’s life was already in danger, even though she knew nothing about what he had done in West Germany. Psychological pressure was also mounting. Stashinsky had borne the burden of guilt alone for too long, and now he believed that if he told Inge the truth, she would not only understand but also help him.1

Inge was shocked—in fact, she fainted—but Stashinsky had read her correctly. Despite her deep religious beliefs and strong sense of morality, she did not turn her back on him. He felt great relief at not having to bear the secret (and the accompanying guilt) alone any longer. Usually when Stashinsky and Inge needed to discuss matters that they wanted to keep secret from the KGB, they would take their conversation outdoors, but it was a cold winter in Moscow, and Inge was approaching her sixth month of pregnancy. They devised a different method of communication. “In our room we picked up notebooks and expressed our thoughts in written form,” recalled Stashinsky. “We considered our plans for the future.” The only future they could imagine at that point was in the West, but to get there they would have to circumvent the KGB and find their way out of a country that had closed itself off behind two Iron Curtains, not one. The second was between the Soviet Union and the countries of Eastern Europe, to which the access of Soviet citizens was almost as limited as to the West.2

For the moment, Inge refused to go to Berlin on her own. The immediate plan was to pressure the KGB into allowing them to go together, so they decided to play for time. Unable to spend Christmas with Inge’s family in East Germany, Stashinsky and Inge spent it with Stashinsky’s family in Ukraine—the second trip there in less than four months. Like all Eastern-rite Christians, the Stashinskys celebrated Christmas on January 7, following the ancient Julian calendar. For them, Christmas 1960 came in 1961. For Stashinsky, this trip home was very different from the one he had taken a year ago, soon after receiving the official award from Aleksandr Shelepin. Back then, while haunted by the sins he had committed, he had also been full of optimism—not only was his career with the KGB taking a turn for the better, but he had also received approval to marry the woman he loved. Now they were married and Inge was expecting their first child, but dark clouds were obscuring Stashinsky’s career and their life together.

For Stashinsky, that Christmas at home carried a special weight. If his and Inge’s plans came to fruition and they successfully escaped to the West, this would be his last holiday with his family. Stashinsky and Inge would leave Ukraine and the Soviet Union forever, taking refuge in the West and cutting all communication with his family to avoid being tracked down by KGB assassins. Stashinsky took photographs of his wife surrounded by members of his family. There was also a picture of his two sisters, Maria and Iryna, with the elongated faces and prominent noses of the Stashinsky clan. Both were unsure of themselves. Iryna was smiling somewhat artificially, while Maria was more reserved. They were wearing what appeared to be identical dresses—a result of fabric shortages.3

As they had done a few months earlier, Stashinsky and Inge used their stay in the village, blissfully away from KGB ears, to discuss their plans for the future. They considered applying to the East German embassy in Moscow for an exit visa, but had to abandon the idea; it was the KGB, not the East Germans, who controlled the Soviet border. Ultimately they devised a different, much riskier plan. Stashinsky hoped that he could appeal directly to his acquaintance Aleksandr Shelepin, the head of the KGB, and ask for permission to follow Inge to East Berlin. From there they would cross to West Berlin and then to West Germany. Stashinsky would use his alias of the East German Josef Lehmann to apply for political asylum. That was one reason why both he and Inge insisted on keeping the old alias when the KGB wanted to create a new identity for the Stashinskys. At first, Inge raised objections to the “Shelepin plan.” “My wife considered it unethical,” recalled Stashinsky later. “She said: we will go to him, he will give us permission, and we will disappear. He will have difficulties.” Stashinsky brushed aside her objections, telling Inge that they had to treat the KGB as it was treating them. Inge eventually agreed.4

Back in Moscow, they went to the KGB’s Lubianka headquarters to see Shelepin, but they got no farther than the duty officer. Stashinsky explained his situation to the officer and asked for a personal audience with the KGB chairman. He was taken instead to a room with a mailbox for letters addressed personally to Shelepin. The trip was a total failure. Not only did the Stashinskys fail to meet with Shelepin, but they also complicated relations with Stashinsky’s KGB handlers, who had been kept in the dark regarding the visit.

Given the situation, the Stashinskys decided to change tactics. Inge would agree to go to Berlin on her own. The KGB had originally approved a short visit to her parents, but the couple secretly agreed that she would stay long enough to give birth to their child, for whom they wanted East German citizenship. Ideally, she and the child would never come back to Moscow. Once Stashinsky found a way to join them in Berlin, all three of them would go to the West. Their plan required several steps. First, Inge would prolong her stay in East Germany by claiming difficulties with the pregnancy. An accident in Moscow helped them devise a credible cover. Shortly before leaving for East Berlin, Inge had to see a doctor: she had lifted a heavy object and felt sick afterward. The KGB knew of the visit and its purpose. Now the Stashinskys decided that soon after arriving in East Germany, Inge would go to a doctor and, citing complications from the Moscow accident, ask for a note advising her against traveling long distances.

Inge would then embark on the second stage of the plan, which involved bringing Stashinsky to help her with the newborn child in Berlin. Once again, they pinned their hopes on Shelepin. Inge was supposed to write a personal letter to the KGB chief and send it to him through the Soviet embassy in East Berlin—correspondence from abroad, the couple guessed correctly, would receive more attention than domestic mail. If Shelepin turned them down—and Stashinsky realistically thought that would be the most likely outcome—Inge would go in a different direction and try to contact the Americans with the help of Frau Schade, a friend of her father’s. As Stashinsky recalled later, “She was to tell them that I was an undercover KGB worker who had morally dissociated himself from his employers and wanted to go to the West. She was to ask the Americans to help me in this. She would say that when I had succeeded in reaching the West I would give them details of my work for the KGB.”5

For better or worse, Bogdan Stashinsky had made up his mind. If Shelepin did not help him, and if it proved impossible to ask for political asylum using his Josef Lehmann identity, he would turn to the KGB’s archenemies, the CIA, and reveal Soviet secrets in exchange for safety and cover. This would be an act of treason, but Stashinsky felt no loyalty to his KGB masters. The couple decided on the place and time of day when the Americans were to contact Stashinsky in Moscow if they accepted the overture. The exact day of the meeting would be agreed upon by Inge and the American agents with whom she would get in touch. If she failed to contact the Americans, for whatever reason, she was to return to Moscow. “In that case,” remembered Stashinsky, “I had decided that on the next occasion when I was given a KGB assignment to carry out in the West I should make contact with the Americans or with German intelligence.”

They also devised a secret code to help them correspond through the mail, which they knew would be read by the KGB. Shelepin would be called “dear God” in their correspondence. Once Inge sent Shelepin a letter pleading that he allow her husband to join her in Berlin, she was to write in a letter to Stashinsky that she had cut her finger. If that “blood sacrifice” to “dear God” brought no results, Stashinsky would give Inge his go-ahead to make contact with the Americans by advising her to see a seamstress. Altogether there were about twenty code words that they agreed upon to let each other know what was going on in Berlin and Moscow, including such eventualities as Stashinsky being pressured by the KGB or being forced to move to another apartment. Once they were ready, they told Stashinsky’s case officer that Inge had agreed to travel to Berlin on her own. The Stashinskys’ KGB handlers were relieved, believing that the couple had finally realized that there was no alternative to complying with the KGB’s advice and rules.

The pregnant Inge boarded a plane to East Berlin on January 31, 1961. In her two suitcases she carried almost all their belongings. Stashinsky was left in Moscow with only essential items and the hope that he would soon follow Inge to the city with no visible borders.6
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BACK TO SCHOOL

It was around the date of Inge’s departure for Berlin that Bogdan Stashinsky obtained his first genuine Soviet document in years. A passport issued by the Moscow police on January 26, 1961, gave his real name, as well as the place and date of his birth: Bogdan Nikolaevich Stashinsky, born on November 4, 1931, in the village of Borshchovychi in the Lviv region of Ukraine. The passport would allow him to enroll as a student in the Moscow State Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages, where he was supposed to study German and then English.

The KGB provided Stashinsky with the required letter of reference as well. Issued in the fake name of the director of an equally fake secret research institute, it stated that Stashinsky had been in their employ from March 1951—the year he officially entered the KGB service—to December 1960. He was characterized as an “honest and conscientious worker.” It was also mentioned that he had been awarded the Order of the Red Banner by decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR “for successful work on an important problem.” The information about Stashinsky’s award, which had been considered a state secret when he was preparing for a new mission abroad, was now regarded as confidential at most: the institute officials who admitted him as a student in the middle of the academic year knew perfectly well that he was a KGB agent.

Stashinsky entered the language training institute in March 1961 without taking the obligatory entrance exams, which were waived at the KGB’s request. He did so in midsemester, joining a student cohort that was already concluding its second year of study. Stashinsky had earlier studied German at individual meetings with a highly qualified teacher and listened to tape recordings of radio announcers from western and northern Germany, but he was now expected to master the language as one of a relatively large group of students. Some of their professors had never visited the country in whose language they were supposed to be experts. Stashinsky’s studies progressed slowly. Luckily, the KGB’s primary purpose was not language training, but simply pacifying one of their agents with a university degree. Stashinsky was no longer training for illegal assignment in the West. The KGB’s new plans for Stashinsky were less exciting. In recognition of his past service to the secret police and, indeed, to the state, they wanted to help him settle in the USSR, which he was never supposed to leave.1

Stashinsky, of course, had altogether different plans. Shortly after Inge’s arrival in East Germany, she sent a letter informing Stashinsky about alleged problems with her pregnancy. As they had agreed before her departure, she saw a doctor and received a note prohibiting her from long-distance travel. Stashinsky duly reported the news to Sarkisov, telling him that Inge had not felt well before leaving for East Germany and probably would be unable to travel before the birth of their child. By the end of February, Inge wrote to Stashinsky that she had cut her finger, meaning that she had written to the KGB chief, Aleksandr Shelepin, requesting permission for Stashinsky to join her in East Berlin. The letter to “dear God,” as Shelepin was code-named in their correspondence, had been sent through the Soviet embassy. It probably arrived before Inge’s letter to Stashinsky, but there was no response from the KGB boss for some time.

Meanwhile, the KGB read the letter and discussed the matter. A rumor at KGB headquarters had it that General Aleksandr Korotkov himself was the deciding voice against Stashinsky and Inge’s plans. “Stashinsky cannot be released to the West. Optimal living conditions should be created for him, and a country house should be built for him in whichever part of the Soviet Union he desires,” suggested the general. By the end of March, the response was ready. Sergei Sarkisov informed Stashinsky that Inge had written to Shelepin asking him to let Stashinsky go to East Berlin. The request was denied. Moreover, Sarkisov asked Stashinsky to write to his wife, telling her to stop bothering the KGB chief with her letters. Stashinsky had to agree.2

The only positive development was that the KGB decided it was time to change Stashinsky’s case officer. His relations with Sarkisov were clearly strained, and the trust that was supposed to exist between agent and handler had failed to develop. Moreover, Stashinsky was no longer being trained for illegal work abroad. Stashinsky was given a new handler and most likely transferred to a different KGB unit entirely.

Lieutenant Colonel Yurii Aleksandrov was assigned to handle the disillusioned Stashinsky. Aleksandrov was senior to Sarkisov and had much more power than his predecessor, and he tried to be as honest with Stashinsky as could be expected under the circumstances. He told Stashinsky that he “had learned of strained relations and misunderstandings that had arisen, and that he had been authorized to clear up those misunderstandings in order to ensure good cooperation in future.” He was also direct in letting Stashinsky know that establishing good relations was in his interest as well. “You know as well as I do,” he told Stashinsky, “that we are now permanently associated ‘like needle and thread,’ as the Russian proverb has it.”

Stashinsky welcomed the change of case officer. He told Aleksandrov that he was unhappy about the eavesdropping, the opening of personal correspondence, and the obvious distrust toward him—this after all that he had done for the KGB. Aleksandrov agreed with him and promised to help. He also wanted Stashinsky to write to Inge, encouraging her to come back to Moscow as soon as possible. Aleksandrov even offered to supply her with genuine new documents for her return to the Soviet Union. As with Stashinsky, the KGB saw no reason to go on concealing Inge’s identity. Stashinsky liked his new handler but suspected that the KGB was being so good to him for a reason: they wanted Inge back as soon as possible. He wrote to his wife and, instead of encouraging her to return, advised her to go the seamstress.3

Inge began to put their plan into action. She soon wrote to her husband:

My dear Bogdan, as we agreed, I am getting ready for your arrival. I must do a great deal myself. Yesterday I was at the seamstress’s. Everything is in order. She is making everything as planned. You should see how bright these little baby shirts are. I just don’t know which color I should choose. Light blue, I think. But I sense that you have no need of these foolish ideas of women. Wait for our meeting. All in all, I love you. Oh yes, Aunt Klara wanted me to tell you that the thing you asked about is definitely working out. Actually, when I visit my relatives, I am always in such a good mood that I have no fear at all about our future.

The latter reference was to Frau Schade, the friend of Inge’s father who was supposed to become a go-between for Inge in her dealings with the CIA. It seemed that she had agreed to perform that role.4

But then Inge received a sudden call from Moscow. Stashinsky had been stressed for days after sending his wife to contact the CIA. What if the KGB had her followed and found out about the contact? How would the CIA respond to her overture? If CIA officers decided to meet with him in Moscow, would they not also be followed by the KGB? There were more questions than answers. After agonizing over the right course of action and going back and forth on his original decision, Stashinsky eventually decided to call off the whole enterprise. He panicked. In violation of the security protocol he had devised for communicating with his wife, he called her on an open line from Moscow and told her not to go to the seamstress. They aborted the plan.

The next news Stashinsky received from Berlin was of a much happier nature. On March 31, 1961, Inge gave birth to their son, Peter. That was the happiest day of Inge’s life. Stashinsky learned of the birth the same day via telegram. Perhaps because of the cumulative stress that Inge had experienced in Moscow, the birth was a month premature, and Stashinsky decided to take advantage of that circumstance to request permission to see his wife and newborn son in Berlin. He turned to his new case officer, Lieutenant Colonel Aleksandrov, for help, but the request was denied. Inge’s telegram said that both she and the child were well, and besides, the KGB wanted them back in Moscow, not Stashinsky traveling to Berlin.

As spring gave way to summer, Stashinsky’s letters to Inge became more and more disconsolate. Inge realized that she had no choice but to go back to Moscow. There was no chance that her husband’s handlers would allow him to join her in Berlin. “My minders from Karlshorst, with whom I had to maintain constant contact,” recalled Inge later, “were very glad to hear of my decision and notified Moscow of it the very same day.” In early August she began preparing to fly back to Moscow. Whatever plans she and Stashinsky had made for life in the West would have to be postponed, if not completely abandoned. They should stay together as a family. So Moscow was the only option.5
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TELEPHONE CALL

On the evening of Tuesday, August 8, 1961, Stashinsky received an unexpected visit from Lieutenant Colonel Nikolai Kravchenko, an assistant to the head of the KGB émigré department and one of the two men with whom he had celebrated his award back in November 1959. Kravchenko dropped by Stashinsky’s apartment to tell him that he should call his wife in Berlin. He did not give a reason, but Stashinsky assumed it was to discuss the details of Inge’s forthcoming return to Moscow.

Private telephones were a luxury in Moscow in 1961. When calling someone in another city, the usual procedure was to send a telegram asking the person to go to a post office or telephone station at a certain time and await the call. Kravchenko asked Stashinsky to invite Inge for a telephone conversation at 7:00 p.m. Central European time, which was 10:00 p.m. Moscow time. Stashinsky agreed. At the time indicated by Kravchenko, the two were on the phone and Stashinsky’s world had turned upside down.1

Stashinsky could not believe his ears. Their son, Peter—the healthy boy born four months earlier—was dead. He had fallen ill and developed a high fever by the time they took him to a hospital. Inge was disconsolate and wanted him to come to Berlin. She was demanding that from her contacts at Karlshorst as well. All Stashinsky could tell her was that he would talk to his bosses. It was a terrible night for him. He had never seen his son, and now the baby might be buried without him. He couldn’t contact his case officer, Lieutenant Colonel Yurii Aleksandrov, until the next morning. But Aleksandrov was already aware of Peter’s death. The KGB had wanted Stashinsky to hear the news firsthand from his wife, Aleksandrov explained to Stashinsky.

Aleksandrov sounded genuinely compassionate on the phone. He asked Stashinsky whether there was anything he could do to help him. “I can do nothing other than go to Berlin and help my wife,” responded Stashinsky. During the sleepless night following Inge’s call, Stashinsky had devised a strategy that might bring him to Berlin after all, capitalizing on Inge’s precarious condition after the loss of her child. He told Aleksandrov that “in her present state of mind she might do something in despair that would be harmful to the KGB,” such as turning to the German authorities and demanding his arrival in Berlin. That could blow his cover. Aleksandrov responded hotly that Inge herself was responsible for Peter’s death—things would have turned out differently if she had not delayed her return to Moscow. But he promised to talk to the higher-ups.2

When Stashinsky called Aleksandrov a few hours later, the case officer had good news for him—permission to travel to Berlin had finally been granted. The KGB did not want Inge causing scandals in a city that was only partly under their control. The decision was apparently made at the highest level, possibly by Aleksandr Shelepin himself. (Years later, his successor at the helm of the KGB, Vladimir Semichastny, would blame Shelepin for going soft on Stashinsky and letting him leave the country.) Stashinsky could not wait to pass on the good news to Inge, with whom he spoke by phone later that day—they would see each other either tomorrow or the day after, he told his anxious wife.

That evening, Aleksandrov told Stashinsky that everything was ready for his departure. He would go to Germany on a military plane that was flying there the next morning, and would need to be ready by 5:00 a.m. Aleksandrov would collect him near his apartment building. He asked Stashinsky to turn in all his KGB-issued documents and passes before leaving for Germany, keeping his travel document only. It was issued, as always, in the name of Aleksandr Krylov. Stashinsky had only one night to collect his thoughts and pack his belongings for the trip he had dreamt of for so long, and which was now taking place under such tragic circumstances. Stashinsky was shocked and overwhelmed by the death of the son he had never met, and concerned about Inge trying to cope with the tragedy on her own. But he was not going to lose the opportunity presented by this unexpected trip. Stashinsky would not bring Inge back to Moscow—they would escape to the West.

Stashinsky had always wanted to use his old documents, issued in the name of Josef Lehmann, for that purpose. Now, in direct violation of Aleksandrov’s instructions, he took the Lehmann identity card with him, which was good until April 1970, and a driver’s license in the same name. He also pocketed his Soviet passport and a Foreign Languages Institute student identity card, both issued in his real name. To these, he added the letter of reference that the KGB had provided for his enrollment at the institute. The letter mentioned the Order of the Red Banner—proof of the importance of the tasks he had carried out for the KGB. Stashinsky was ready not just to go to the West and request asylum, but to turn himself in and disclose his real name and the work he had done for the KGB.

Shortly before 5:00 a.m. on August 10, Stashinsky was waiting near his apartment building to be picked up by Aleksandrov. Before leaving, he put his household effects in order and destroyed the list of code phrases that he and Inge had used in their correspondence. The only incriminating evidence remaining was what he carried on him—the identification papers and documents he was taking to Berlin against the orders of his case officer. If they were discovered, the KGB would have no doubt about his real intentions. He was risking his life.

Aleksandrov showed up on time, all dressed up—he was clearly happy to get out of Moscow for a trip to Berlin. He had a lot of friends there. Until recently he had served at Karlshorst, where he was widely known and respected not only among fellow KGB officers but also among Soviet diplomats. The head of the KGB apparatus, General Aleksandr Korotkov, had attended informal gatherings at his apartment. Besides, the trip to Berlin came with a per diem in foreign currency, and the opportunity to bring back highly valued gifts and merchandise that could not be found in the Soviet capital. When Stashinsky learned that Aleksandrov would accompany him on the trip to Berlin, his heart sank. His chances of escape had just diminished, while the risk of being caught had increased dramatically. He turned over to Aleksandrov the envelope with his identification papers and passes. Aleksandrov did not ask about the missing Lehmann and Stashinsky documents.

They drove to the military airport on the outskirts of Moscow and spent a few hours waiting for their flight. It was there that Aleksandrov dropped another bombshell on Stashinsky. He told him that the KGB had considered two possible scenarios to explain Peter’s death. The first was the involvement of American or West German intelligence services, which might have killed the baby to lure Stashinsky to Berlin and seize him there. The second possibility, said Aleksandrov, was that Inge was somehow involved in the death of their son, possibly in an attempt to bring Stashinsky to Berlin after all her other attempts had failed.

Stashinsky was appalled. “After all that I had experienced with the KGB, this conversation was the last straw,” he remembered later. “Those people really thought that a mother was capable of murdering her child in order to gratify her wishes.” Stashinsky exploded and told Aleksandrov with indignation: “You can’t be saying that my wife murdered her child!” The KGB officer tried to calm him down. They were professional intelligence officers, which meant being vigilant and taking every possibility into account. They would soon learn what had really happened. For now, they had little information to go on, and they had to be cautious in order to prevent anything untoward. “He told me,” recalled Stashinsky, “that, given both possibilities, it was necessary that I be protected at all times, and that he had ordered a car with KGB personnel for that purpose.” Either scenario conveniently gave the KGB sufficient excuse to keep Stashinsky under constant watch during his stay in Berlin. His chances of escape were diminishing by the hour.

Stashinsky had a lot to think about on the flight from Moscow to Spremberg, ninety miles southeast of Berlin. There, as expected, he and Aleksandrov were met by KGB officers. One of them, a gray-haired man whose name Stashinsky never learned, was responsible for liaison with Inge. He was unhappy to learn that Stashinsky had already called Inge from Moscow and let her know of his impending arrival—that, he told Stashinsky, was premature. Stashinsky was required to stay at Karlshorst for the duration of his visit, and, if he wanted to spend his nights with Inge, she would have to come there as well. The gray-haired man spoke about the rapidly deteriorating situation in Berlin. The city had become a “seething den of vice,” he told Stashinsky. Besides, some suspicious people had been making inquiries about him, corroborating General Baryshnikov’s story about the Western intelligence services allegedly being on Stashinsky’s trail. And the murky circumstances of Peter’s death only complicated the situation. For his own safety, Stashinsky could not stay in the village of Dallgow with his wife.

Stashinsky reconciled himself to the circumstances but would not wait until the KGB declared the situation safe enough for him to see Inge. He wanted to call and see her right away. Was that not the reason they had let him come to Berlin? The man with the gray hair had to agree. On the night of August 10, they got into a car and drove to Dallgow.3
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BERLIN

On Thursday, August 10, 1961, the day Bogdan Stashinsky flew from Moscow to Spremberg, Muscovites were eager to get their hands on the morning newspapers. The print media reported on the festive reception that had been given to Major Gherman Titov, the Soviet cosmonaut, the previous day. Political leaders and ordinary citizens had gathered on Red Square to welcome him home. Titov had become the second Soviet cosmonaut to orbit the earth in a space capsule. The first to do so, four months earlier, had been Major Yurii Gagarin, who had spent less than two hours in outer space on April 12. Titov was in orbit for twenty-five hours on August 6 and 7, circling the earth seventeen times—a new record that made the Soviets proud.

Nikita Khrushchev was on Red Square to greet Titov and congratulate him. The Soviets were ahead of the Americans, who would not put a man into orbit until February 1962. Khrushchev proudly emphasized the peaceful nature of the Soviet space program, telling the jubilant crowd that “the spaceship Vostok 2 had no atomic bombs or any other death-dealing weapons on board. Like other Soviet artificial earth satellites and spaceships, it was equipped with scientific instruments for peaceful use.” At the same time, however, Titov’s report, published in the Communist Party mouthpiece Pravda, ended with words that, if read carefully, might send a chill through the capitals of the West: “I am prepared to carry out any assignment of the party and the state.” It was up to the Soviet leaders to decide whether the next assignment would involve “instruments for peaceful use” or nuclear bombs.1

It was Khrushchev’s second major speech in less than three days. On August 7 he had given a much longer and more bellicose speech as a response to an address given two weeks earlier by John F. Kennedy, who was then completing his sixth month as president. Kennedy’s speech focused on the growing security crisis in and around Berlin. He told his American audience that he recognized the legitimacy of Soviet security concerns in Central Europe and was open to talks on Berlin, but he rejected the language of ultimatums, which Khrushchev was continuing to use in his efforts to force Western powers to abandon West Berlin.

Kennedy was taking a firm stance, clearly indicating that he would not be pushed around. In his July 25 speech, Kennedy had declared that he would ask the US Congress for more than $3 billion in additional defense spending and was adding eight more divisions to the US armed forces. “We seek peace, but we shall not surrender,” declared the president. He was eager to counter the widespread impression in his own country that he was weak and indecisive; earlier that year, when he refused to provide air support for the Cuban exiles’ invasion of Fidel Castro’s “island of freedom,” the venture had ended in a fiasco.

Khrushchev was enraged by Kennedy’s speech. In his own televised response, he compared Berlin to Sarajevo in 1914, suggesting that the growing Berlin crisis could lead to a new world war. He also used imagery and examples from World War II, suggesting that Soviet divisions could be moved to the western frontiers of the Eastern bloc countries to counter the American threat. He referenced a recent meeting of the political leaders of the Warsaw Pact, the Eastern bloc’s military organization, who had unanimously voiced support for the Soviet’s demands that the Western military leave West Berlin and allow it to be incorporated into a “free city” in East Germany. What he did not mention was that the meeting, which had ended in Moscow a few days earlier, had also given the go-ahead for the construction of a wall that would cut Berlin in two and turn it into a permanently divided city.

While Khrushchev was delivering his August 7 speech, Walter Ulbricht, the communist leader of East Germany, was busy finalizing his plans to divide Berlin with barbed wire and, eventually, concrete blocks. He had admitted to Khrushchev long before that he saw no other way to stop the flight of his citizens to the West. Khrushchev agreed. He told the Eastern bloc leaders gathered in Moscow in early August that the continued existence of the German Democratic Republic was at stake, and, by extension, the existence of their own regimes as well. The leaders had reluctantly given their support to Ulbricht’s initiative. Their main concern was possible Western retaliation in the form of economic sanctions or even military action. Khrushchev was more optimistic in that regard. If he had correctly read the messages sent to him by President Kennedy, the Americans would not intervene. Either way, he was prepared to take the risk. They agreed on a date for the closing of the border—the night of Saturday, August 12.2

The preparations to close the border were made with the uttermost secrecy. Nothing that Bogdan Stashinsky saw on the streets of Berlin on the night of August 10 indicated that a major operation to seal off East Berlin from the western part of the city was only two days away. The KGB car carrying Stashinsky left East Berlin and headed for the village of Dallgow, where Inge was staying with her family. So much had happened since Stashinsky had bid her farewell seven months ago, and there was so much for them to talk about. But with the KGB men around, they had very little privacy. By 11:00 p.m., the minders had driven the couple to Karlshorst, where they were placed in a KGB-run safe house. They could not talk there, either. Like their KGB flat in Moscow, it was certainly bugged. Stashinsky and Inge would not take any more risks. The next morning, Stashinsky discovered that they had been under observation throughout the night. From his window he saw a car with a diplomatic license plate parked near the house in which they were staying, which soon swapped places with a Soviet-made Volga sedan. After that, a third car showed up. Its occupants were Lieutenant Colonel Yurii Aleksandrov and the gray-haired man from the day before.

Aleksandrov told Stashinsky that they were still suspicious about the cause of Peter’s death, and a KGB crew would stay close to Stashinsky and Inge throughout the day to protect them against any threats. He wanted Stashinsky to go to the hospital where Peter had died and inquire about the cause of his death. They were given a car and driver for the day, and instructions to rendezvous with Aleksandrov at 4:00 p.m. at the Café Budapest in downtown East Berlin.

Stashinsky and Inge asked the driver to first take them back to Dallgow. As the Volga drove up to the Pohl family home, Stashinsky noticed a car conspicuously parked with a clear view of the house and the whole street. Although the Stashinskys were observed from outside, they were fairly sure that there were no bugs in the house, so they decided to talk freely for the first time since they had left Berlin more than a year earlier. First and foremost, they needed to agree on a plan. It was Friday, August 11. Peter’s funeral was scheduled for Sunday, the 13th. They decided to flee to West Berlin immediately after the funeral. “My wife left the decision up to me,” said Stashinsky, recalling their conversation later. “She said that she would follow wherever I went.”

The KGB car took Stashinsky and Inge from her parents’ house to the hospital, where Stashinsky was told that his son had died of pneumonia, which made sense, given the high fever Inge had told him about. That diagnosis, he hoped, would put the suspicions to rest about Inge or Western intelligence services playing a role in Peter’s death. The two then drove to the cemetery, where Stashinsky first saw his son’s now lifeless body in a chapel. By 4:00 p.m. they were at the Café Budapest. Aleksandrov already knew the cause of Peter’s death and had probably known it even before he sent Stashinsky to the hospital. They agreed that Stashinsky and Inge would spend the rest of the day in the city, and the car would pick them up in front of the same café at 11:00 that night to take them back to their Karlshorst safe house. They were virtual prisoners, but they had a few hours to talk freely. The couple walked the streets of Berlin, discussing all that had happened since their parting in January. They noticed that even though the KGB had now verified the completely innocuous cause of Peter’s death, they were still being followed by secret-police minders.3
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DOWN TO THE WIRE

It was only on the morning of August 12 that Lieutenant Colonel Yurii Aleksandrov implied that their KGB “protection” would be removed while they planned the funeral for their son. He drove them to Dallgow and left them there to make arrangements for the next day. They would be picked up at the Pohl family home at 10:00 p.m. and taken back to Karlshorst, said Aleksandrov. Stashinsky and Inge spent the morning of August 12 at her family’s home. In the afternoon they decided to go to her rented room just down the street to pick up some items. It was a difficult walk—Inge had spent the previous four months there with her newborn, and now the room brought back painful memories. Stashinsky experienced a different kind of pain. On the way to the apartment, he noticed that despite what Aleksandrov had said, the KGB “protection squad” was still there.

On the street, Stashinsky noticed the same parked Volkswagen that he had earlier seen at the railway station. It was part of the KGB fleet that had followed Stashinsky and Inge the previous day. The KGB was doing a poor job of hiding their tracks: cars with foreign-looking men stood out in a neighborhood with little if any traffic. When Inge’s fifteen-year-old brother, Fritz, asked Stashinsky who the people in the cars were, he had sarcastically responded that they were there to protect him. But they were clearly still under surveillance, meaning that they would probably have no freedom of movement after the funeral on Sunday. Until 10:00 p.m. that night, however, they would be watched, but not fully controlled. If they wanted to go to the West, they had to act immediately, he realized. Tomorrow, after the funeral, it would be too late.

Stashinsky shared his thoughts with Inge. “I was very much afraid she would not be able to bring herself to do this,” he remembered later. “But she realized that it was vital to do so and that we could be of no further use to our son even if we did attend the funeral.” Inge steeled herself to follow his advice. It was hard to keep their plans secret from Inge’s family: Fritz realized that something was wrong when Inge told him that he would have to take her and “Joschi’s” wreaths to the funeral. He did not object when she told him that the three of them were now going for a walk. If anything, he was excited.

Before they left the house, Stashinsky asked Fritz, who had just come in with the funeral wreaths, what he had seen on the street. Fritz replied that an East German Wartburg sedan, which he had seen previously in the neighborhood, had just passed in the direction of the railway bridge. Stashinsky concluded that the car had not yet returned. He, Inge, and Fritz left the house, turned right, and walked along the fence toward the building where Inge had rented her room. They did not look back. After a few minutes, Stashinsky sent Fritz ahead to check for cars. There were none: the fugitives crossed the street and entered the house where Inge’s rented room was located.

Stashinsky and Inge knew that they would not be returning to Inge’s family home and had to prepare for a trip whose outcome was unknown. Stashinsky changed his shirt and packed his raincoat. Inge changed her dress. Stashinsky later remembered: “We could not take much, as we had to be inconspicuous and allow for being challenged in the course of our flight.” But when Inge asked whether she could take the quilt she had used to swaddle Peter, he let her do so. They left the house from a side entrance. “Our flight to West Berlin really was a flight,” recalled Inge later. “There was no other way out for us, though with all the strain and stress and emotional burden of the last few days we were not really fully aware of the consequences of our step.”1

On a map of Berlin and its environs, the trip from Dallgow to the western part of the city seems easy. Dallgow, located west of Berlin, bordered a section of the city that had been occupied by the Western Allies in 1945. Until 1951, the Soviets and then the East Germans had maintained a checkpoint there to control automobile traffic heading for West Berlin. The easiest way to get from Dallgow to West Berlin was to take a train heading east. In two stops, they would reach the relative safety of the western sector. But they did not dare show up at Dallgow railway station, where the KGB would certainly have agents posted. Fritz also told Stashinsky and Inge the alarming news he had heard from a friend: the police were checking passengers’ documents at the station in Staaken, the last city before the border with West Berlin. By a quirk of fate, the eastern part of Staaken had become part of West Berlin, while its western part was assigned to East Germany. Now the East German police were turning back many East German passengers bound for West Berlin.

The East German authorities were desperate to slow down, if not completely stop, the flood of refugees to the West. That day alone, close to 2,000 East Germans had applied for political asylum in West Berlin. More than twenty charter flights had left West Berlin, taking the asylum seekers to various destinations throughout West Germany. Refugee facilities in West Berlin were full to capacity, and the West Berlin authorities had been forced to ask the US Army to help with food rations. In one sense, the East German policemen turning people back at East German railway stations were helping their West Berlin counterparts keep the situation under control.2

One way or another, the direct route to West Berlin through Staaken was closed to the Stashinskys. If they were detained, no cover story could possibly convince the KGB that Stashinsky was not defecting to the West. Another route had to be found. Ultimately, Stashinsky decided that they would head for the nearby village of Falkensee, about three miles north of Dallgow, and try their luck there. Stashinsky, Inge, and Fritz took the back entrance through the garden. Hidden by high shrubs, they walked to Falkensee. If they were stopped, they would say that they had decided to go to Falkensee to have some ice cream. Fritz would serve as proof that they were engaged in nothing more than a family outing. Luckily, they were never stopped. The walk took them about forty-five minutes.

In Falkensee, Stashinsky decided to avoid the train and instead take a taxi. They found a taxi driver on a side street who agreed to take the three of them to East Berlin. He drove along the Berliner Ring Road, circling the city from the north. As they crossed the border between East Germany and East Berlin, which were both under Soviet occupation, they were asked for documents. Stashinsky told the guards that he was returning home to East Berlin and produced an identity card in the name of Josef Lehmann. Had the card been found on Stashinsky by his KGB “protectors,” it could have cost him his life. But now, the guards waved them through.3

On their way downtown, they passed through the East Berlin suburb of Pankow, home to many of the East German political elite. It was past 6:00 p.m., and some of the most prominent inhabitants of Pankow were not at home. That evening, the East German supreme leader, Walter Ulbricht, was throwing a garden party about twenty-five miles north of Berlin. In the middle of the party, Ulbricht invited his already tipsy guests to congregate for an announcement that sobered up many of them in a split second. In three hours, Ulbricht told his ministers, the “still open border between socialist and capitalist Europe” would be closed. Everything was ready for the final move to seal East Berlin from the western part of the city and stop the flow of refugees that was bleeding the East German economy dry. Ulbricht then told his guests that for security reasons no one would be allowed to leave the premises until the operation was over. Only now did some of them realize why they had seen more than the usual number of troops in the woods surrounding the villa. No one was foolish enough to raise any objections, even if they had them. They went back to eating and drinking. The party went on late into the night.4

Like Ulbricht’s guests, Stashinsky and Inge were surprised to see more than the usual number of soldiers as their taxi made its way downtown. Inge even thought she saw military maneuvers going on. They got out of the taxi on the corner of Friedrichstrasse and Reinhardstrasse. In case the police interrogated the taxi driver, he had no way of knowing where the group was heading from there—east or west. Stashinsky and Inge decided that the time had come to say goodbye to Fritz as well. Fritz wanted to go with them, but they refused. Inge gave Fritz 300 East German marks to cover the funeral expenses and told him that they probably would not see each other for a while. If he was asked at home where the two had gone, he was to say that they were visiting relatives in Berlin. Fritz made his way to the S-Bahn station and bought a ticket to Staaken through West Berlin.

With Fritz gone, Stashinsky and Inge went to Schönhauser Allee, where they boarded the S-Bahn. Their route was designed in such a way that if the police or KGB stopped them, Stashinsky could say that he was heading for his old rented room, where he had left his shoes. But their cover story was valid only up to a point: the old rented room was, after all, in East, not West Berlin. Then they noticed that the East German police were checking documents in the neighboring train car. If they reached Stashinsky and Inge’s car, there was no telling what would happen. With their East German documents, they had no business going to West Berlin and could easily be turned back or even detained. But their luck held—the police did not get to their car. They got off the S-Bahn at Gesundbrunnen, the first station in West Berlin.

There was no time to savor the moment. Stashinsky and Inge grabbed a taxi and asked the driver to take them to the apartment of Inge’s aunt, who lived in West Berlin. But Inge’s relatives were not at home. Stashinsky returned and asked the taxi driver to take them farther north, to Berlin-Lübars, where Inge’s other aunt lived. It was getting dark. At the East German army headquarters thirty kilometers east of Berlin, General Heinz Hoffmann, the East German minister of defense, was gathering his senior officers and handing them sealed envelopes with their marching orders. Precisely at midnight they were instructed to start moving troops and equipment into place to seal off East Berlin completely. At this point, Stashinsky and Inge would have been happy to see the border securely closed. They could no longer be stopped by East German police, but the border remained open to KGB agents who might already be on their trail.

Luckily, Inge’s second aunt was at home—in fact, both aunts and their families were spending the evening together. Stashinsky and Inge were now off the street and in relative safety—and completely out of cash. “Uncle Heinz,” said Stashinsky to the husband of one of Inge’s aunts, “pay for the taxi. We have to go to the police, the American secret police, as soon as possible.” Heinz Villwok, a fifty-one-year-old municipal employee, could see that Stashinsky, whom he knew as Joschi (as did all members of Inge’s family), was under great stress. “He was highly agitated,” remembered Villwok, “just like my niece; they looked very poorly and were exhausted.” Stashinsky and Inge spent no more than half an hour at her aunt’s apartment and then went to the police station near Tempelhof, the airport from which Stashinsky had flown to Munich so many times. Back then, he had wanted to avoid the police at all costs; now he believed that they were his only hope of salvation.

But the policemen were in no hurry. A Soviet intelligence officer wanting to turn himself in to the Americans? Was that for real? Heinz Villwok, who negotiated the surrender, had to wait twenty minutes to talk to an officer. Then he waited again. After that, he spoke with police officials together with Inge. Finally they persuaded the police to call the Americans. It was already past 9:00 p.m., less than an hour before Aleksandrov would be certain to discover the Stashinskys’ disappearance, and three hours before the East German Army and police started unrolling their barbed wire.5
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PUBLICITY BOMB
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SHOCK WAVE

It was a strange funeral. More KGB agents and officers of the East German Ministry of Security came to say farewell to the four-month-old Peter than the Rohrbeck Evangelical Cemetery in Dallgow had ever seen. Despite the absence of Peter’s parents, the funeral went as planned. A record in the parish registry indicates that Peter Lehmann—the last name was a product of the KGB officers’ imagination—was buried there on August 13, 1961.1

Also absent from the funeral was Fritz Pohl, Inge’s brother. He had not brought the promised funeral wreath, and the 300 East German marks that Fritz had been asked to bring home to cover the cost of the funeral had disappeared as well. Fritz had resolved to follow Inge and her husband to the West. He had indeed boarded a train to Dallgow, but then he had changed his mind, turned back, and made his way to the house of his aunt, Grete Villwok, in West Berlin. On the day of his nephew’s funeral, he applied for asylum in West Berlin.2

Georgii Sannikov, a thirty-two-year-old KGB officer then working in Berlin under diplomatic cover, later described the shock felt by his KGB colleagues and superiors once they realized that Bogdan Stashinsky had defected. “The KGB operatives present at the child’s funeral were puzzled by the parents’ absence,” wrote Sannikov. “By the end of the day on 13 August 1961 it was clear that the Stashinskys had gone to the West. Everyone who knew what tasks the agent had carried out in Munich in 1957 and 1959 and what could happen if Stashinsky were to talk was in shock.” The KGB officers immediately started recalling agents whom Stashinsky knew or might have known from the West. Every measure was taken to find the defector and silence him before he could talk to the Americans.

A few days after the funeral, Sannikov was summoned to Karlshorst and ordered to accompany another KGB officer, Colonel Aleksandr Sviatogorov, on a special mission. The two took up positions a hundred meters away from the entrance to the Central Intelligence Agency building on Clayallee in West Berlin. “We kept watch for two days,” remembered Sannikov. “Sviatogorov hoped for a miracle. On the first day, taking his chosen position, he told me, ‘Georgii, I have a pistol with me. If we see Bogdan, go away; I’ll shoot. I have nothing to lose. I’ll kill Bogdan and myself.’”3

Sviatogorov, the KGB officer who was prepared to sacrifice his life in order to kill Stashinsky, was a seasoned forty-four-year-old intelligence veteran. He had carried out a number of daring commando-style operations behind the German lines during World War II, then received additional training in Kyiv in order to work diplomatic cover, first in Czechoslovakia and then as an illegal in West Germany. An ethnic Ukrainian, he was an expert on Ukrainian émigré circles and the art of “special operations.” Since 1956 he had been stationed at Karlshorst, where he worked under the cover of a Soviet army colonel. His area of responsibility was clandestine operations, and he ran dozens of agents through a number of “residents.” Sviatogorov had doubted Stashinsky’s loyalty when he had become engaged to Inge and then married her, but Stashinsky was soon out of Berlin. He had become someone else’s responsibility.4

With Stashinsky back in Berlin for his son’s funeral, Sviatogorov’s suspicions had returned. He had warned his commanding general that Stashinsky could not be trusted and asked for increased surveillance of the couple. Sviatogorov’s warnings were ignored. Stashinsky’s handler, Yurii Aleksandrov, had complete trust in his agent. “How could you?” he asked Sviatogorov. “Distrust such a heroic man who has done so much for our county?” Now, with Stashinsky gone, Sviatogorov felt that his career was on the line. Sannikov, who had been chosen for the operation because he had diplomatic immunity and could recognize Stashinsky, whom he had once seen during his KGB training in Kyiv, did not believe that they had any chance of locating the defector. He assumed that the Americans had already whisked Stashinsky out of Berlin. But Sviatogorov insisted on continuing the surveillance, still hoping to get Stashinsky, and ready to give his life in the process. “I would not have allowed the German police to take me alive,” Sviatogorov remembered later. “As far as I was concerned, I decided that if something were to happen, I would shoot myself in the head.”5

The KGB general who had ignored Sviatogorov’s warnings was by all accounts Aleksei Krokhin, the former deputy chief of the KGB Foreign Intelligence Directorate. Krokhin had been present in Aleksandr Shelepin’s office when the KGB chief had awarded Stashinsky the Order of the Red Banner of Valor. He had been sent to Berlin after Korotkov’s unexpected death in June 1961. Shelepin, who was slowly purging the agency of supporters of his predecessor, Ivan Serov, did not mourn Korotkov’s death. His passing had come as a shock to everyone who knew the young, healthy-looking general, but the KGB brass was unmoved. On learning the news, the head of East German intelligence, Markus Wolf, and his colleagues flew to Moscow to attend the funeral, only to be surprised that Shelepin was ignoring the event.6

With Korotkov out of the picture and Krokhin now in place at Karlshorst, it would be his responsibility to deal with the consequences of Stashinsky’s escape. To save his own career, he had to pass blame along to his subordinates. The first to go was Lieutenant Colonel Yurii Aleksandrov, Stashinsky’s case officer, who had trusted his agent too much. On the evening Stashinsky and Inge escaped to West Berlin, Aleksandrov was partying with old friends at Karlshorst. Once the special commission to investigate the incident arrived in Berlin, Aleksandrov was sent back to Moscow, where he was soon arrested.

What had happened in Berlin was a major blow not only to Soviet intelligence operations but also to the international prestige of the Soviet Union and Khrushchev himself. The Western media were about to have a field day turning Khrushchev, a self-styled man of peace, into the assassin in chief. It was not just that a Soviet spy had been caught: this was an assassin who had taken orders and received awards from the top echelon of the KGB. “Khrushchev was very angry: they say he tore papers and threw things,” Sviatogorov recalled later. “Anyone at all who had had anything to do with the matter was removed from his post, fired, and put on trial.”7

According to later reports, a total of seventeen KGB officers were sent packing or reprimanded, some of them dismissed from the service altogether. Aleksandr Sviatogorov, who never got a chance to kill either Stashinsky or himself, was arrested, put behind bars in the infamous Lefortovo Prison in Moscow, and tried by the Military Branch of the Supreme Court. He was cleared of criminal responsibility but demoted in rank and dismissed from the KGB without a pension. He expected Krokhin, whom he had apparently asked to increase surveillance of Stashinsky, to vouch for him, but the general did nothing: Krokhin had to look after himself. Among those recalled to Moscow was Vadim Goncharov, who was responsible for eavesdropping on Stashinsky and Inge. He later claimed that he had caught them discussing their escape and reported the news to the top, but his warning had been ignored. It seemed that every KGB officer recalled from Berlin had warned his superiors about the threat presented by Stashinsky.8

One person who received no punishment at all was Stashinsky’s old case officer, Sergei Damon. When Stashinsky and Inge had returned from Moscow to Berlin to get married in April 1961, they had learned that Damon had been transferred to Kyiv. It was about that time that a man called Aleksei Daimon appeared at KGB headquarters in Kyiv and was put in charge of the émigré department of the local intelligence directorate. Born in 1912, he was the same age as Sergei Damon. According to his personal file, preserved in the Kyiv archives, Daimon came from the Donbas region in eastern Ukraine and was recruited to the secret police in 1939, while working as an engineer at one of the mines in that region. His responsibility was economic sabotage. During the German-Soviet war, he was in Stalingrad, where he was in charge of training individual spies and commando groups and sending them behind the German lines. From a counterintelligence officer he became an intelligence specialist and remained a member of the intelligence department of the Ukrainian branch of the Soviet secret services after the war. From Kyiv, his new base of operations, they would dispatch him to Poland and Czechoslovakia. An ethnic Ukrainian, he was fluent in Ukrainian and Russian but struggled with German. He was married but had no children. His mother was killed by the Germans in the spring of 1942.

Daimon was promoted and awarded for his work against the Bandera faction and its rivals among the Ukrainian nationalists. His superiors considered him an energetic, effective, and imaginative operative, well-acquainted with the inner workings of the Ukrainian nationalist organizations. In September 1954, Daimon was transferred to Berlin to head the Ukrainian division of the KGB émigré department at Karlshorst. Stashinsky became his first agent, whom he would groom, train, and handle on his own. The murders of Rebet and Bandera became their joint “achievements.” Daimon was awarded the order of Distinguished Member of the KGB on November 3, 1959, the same day as Voroshilov signed his decree awarding Stashinsky for the killing of Bandera. On the very next day, Daimon was promoted to full colonel ahead of schedule in recognition of “successes achieved in work with the anti-Soviet emigration.” His awards and rank remained intact.9

Meanwhile, the KGB tried to figure out where they had gone wrong with Stashinsky. The KGB commission sent from Moscow reached different conclusions. The KGB brass believed that Stashinsky had originally been a reliable, ideologically motivated agent dedicated to the Soviet cause. It was his strong-willed anti-Soviet wife who had led him astray after becoming convinced that the KGB was going to kill them both. The KGB was not prepared to admit its own mistake in either selecting or handling an agent. As for Nikita Khrushchev, who was behind the entire operation, he was infuriated by the assassin’s escape, but apparently had no second thoughts about the killings themselves. In May 1963, he would advise the young communist leader Fidel Castro to work harder in order to penetrate Cuban émigré circles and, if necessary, kill his opponents. “There are times when the security services should physically eliminate the leaders of the counterrevolution in exile,” Khrushchev told his Cuban guest.10
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DEFECTOR

As Aleksandr Sviatogorov and Georgii Sannikov watched the entrance to CIA headquarters in Berlin, CIA Berlin base officers were recovering from the shock of learning about the newly constructed Berlin Wall. A few days earlier, John Dimmer, the deputy chief of the base, had spoken at a meeting of the Berlin Watch Committee, an interagency intelligence group in West Berlin, where he dismissed intelligence reports about Soviet plans to seal off East Berlin and said that putting up a wall would be tantamount to Walter Ulbricht’s political suicide. On the morning of August 13, 1961, it became clear that if anyone had committed political suicide, it was Dimmer, not Ulbricht.

On August 13, the Soviet defector was the last thing on the mind of the chief of the CIA base, William Graver. He was trying to figure out what could be done if the Soviets crossed the border and took over West Berlin. He asked for evacuation plans, but was told that no evacuation was possible: the Soviet armed forces had Berlin completely surrounded, and the Western Allies had few forces at their disposal to prevent an invasion. David Cornwell, who was then serving as a British intelligence officer in the West German capital of Bonn—and later became known under his pen-name, John le Carré—remembered later that the British embassy personnel had discussed evacuation in secret conclave but failed to develop a plausible plan: “Where do you evacuate to when the world is about to end?” The CIA officers in West Berlin began to activate emergency links with their agents on the other side of the rapidly rising wall. They also monitored the situation on the ground in West Berlin, where the locals were growing angry at the lack of Western response to Soviet actions. But once the initial panic at the CIA Berlin base was over, Bogdan Stashinsky was transferred from besieged West Berlin to Frankfurt, where he would spend the rest of the month in CIA custody.1

As attested by CIA veteran William Hood, the CIA tried to transfer defectors promptly from places where the Soviets could get at them. “When possible,” wrote Hood about his experience in Vienna—which, like West Berlin, was deep inside Soviet-controlled territory until 1955—“defectors were hustled out of Vienna as soon as plans could be made for their reception in West Germany. No matter how long a defector may have brooded over his plan, the actual break always unleashes emotional demons, among which acute anxiety and depression are the most common.” Hood wrote that “the most that could be done in Austria was to make sure the person was who he claimed to be, to assess the strategic intelligence he might be able to impart, and try to siphon off any perishable information he might have on the security of the American forces in Austria.”2

Bogdan Stashinsky was flown to Frankfurt on August 13, 1961, while Inge was interrogated separately by the West German authorities. Stashinsky would be housed in a block of buildings used by the CIA and US Army personnel, and there he would be interrogated repeatedly by CIA officers. The first of the many problems that CIA interrogators faced in dealing with Stashinsky’s testimony, both in Berlin and then at the CIA interrogation center in Frankfurt, was that they could not establish his identity. The many documents he produced had three different names on them: Bogdan Stashinsky, Joseph Lehmann, and Aleksandr Krylov. The CIA officers did not know which of them, if any, was authentic. The CIA also had no way to verify Stashinsky’s career with the KGB, or his surprisingly candid claims that he had killed Stepan Bandera and Lev Rebet. Besides, no one thought that Rebet had been assassinated, and what Stashinsky was telling the interrogators about Bandera ran counter to all the evidence they had collected so far and all the theories developed on the basis of it. The documents assembled in the CIA’s Bandera file suggested that he had been poisoned by someone close to him, not by a lone killer wandering the streets of Munich with a strange tube in his pocket.3

The most likely scenario—a theory the CIA kept strictly classified—came from the report of a CIA source inside Polish intelligence, Lieutenant Colonel Michał Goleniewski. Goleniewski had first reported to the CIA on what he claimed to know about the KGB’s role in Bandera’s death in the fall of 1959. Two years later, on January 4, 1961, Goleniewski and his East German mistress had taken a taxi to the American consulate on Clayallee in West Berlin and asked for asylum. During questioning, Goleniewski did not provide any additional information on Bandera’s demise, but his accurate information on Soviet spies in the West had forced the CIA to reconsider his original report and take it seriously.4

On August 24, 1961, as Stashinsky was being interrogated in Frankfurt, the chief of the Soviet Russia section at CIA headquarters received a memorandum summarizing Goleniewski’s old report on the Bandera murder. According to the report, an unsuspected KGB agent in Bandera’s circle had convinced him to meet with an alleged Soviet defector who was in fact another KGB agent. During the meeting, that agent had dropped delayed-action poison into Bandera’s coffee. The death of Bandera had allegedly cleared the way for another KGB agent to climb to the top of the Bandera organization. To the CIA agents, this seemed like the most reliable information they had at the time of Stashinsky’s defection. His stories about spray pistols and stalking Bandera around the streets of Munich not only sounded suspicious but made no sense at all.5

The CIA officers in Frankfurt decided to let Stashinsky be someone else’s problem. As far as they were concerned, he posed too many risks and offered too little benefit. “After initial Agency interrogation of Stashinsky in Frankfurt on Main in August 1961,” reads a later CIA report, “the conclusion was drawn that he would not be valuable operationally as a double agent, that he was not a bona fide defector and the individual he purported to be.” Interrogations of bona fide defectors in Frankfurt lasted months; such individuals were typically debriefed on the political situation in the Soviet Union, popular attitudes toward the Soviet regime, the effect of Western radio broadcasts on the popular mood, and the spread of Ukrainian nationalism, among other topics. But since Stashinsky was not considered a genuine defector, his interrogation was over in less than three weeks. The CIA decided to dump him on their West German hosts.6

Stashinsky’s hopes for security and freedom in the United States, nourished during long and lonely months in Moscow, were dashed. The information he was offering them, and for which the Soviets were ready to kill him, was deemed fake—the Americans would not be saving him. Had he and Inge made a mistake in risking their lives and fleeing to the West? Stashinsky’s shock and despair must have turned to horror when the CIA told him that they were going to turn him over to the West German authorities to stand trial for the crimes he claimed to have committed. But he had no choice but to accept the new reality. “Stashinsky told the Agency officials,” reads a CIA report, “that at the time he came to the West, he did not feel his past actions were criminal. They were patriotic acts committed in the name of the state. He said he now realized that the German law took a different view. He said that although he did not want to go to jail, he would have to suffer the consequences.”7

Stashinsky did not trust the West Germans, and he had not wanted to deal with them in the first place. To make matters worse, the Americans were transferring him not in order to make a deal like the one he had been planning with the CIA—exchanging information for security and protection—but to prosecute him for crimes to which he had voluntarily confessed. Stashinsky must have felt trapped. He could not rescind his confession. If he was dumped by the Americans and acquitted by the Germans, he would have nowhere to go but back into the hands of the Soviets, and he could only imagine what awaited him there. In many ways, a German prison seemed like the safest place available under the circumstances.

On September 1, 1961, Stashinsky was officially turned over to the West German authorities. Interrogations began immediately, and once again, his main task and challenge would be to prove that he was guilty, not innocent. There is no indication that throughout those weeks he was allowed to get in touch with Inge. They were now both in the West, but Inge would live there in freedom, while Stashinsky would be confined to a prison cell.8
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INVESTIGATION

Friday, September 22, 1961, was a warm and sunny day in Munich. The West German newspapers were reporting on an unexpected visit by General Lucius Clay of the United States to Steinstücken, an isolated enclave of West Berlin that had found itself cut off from the American zone of the city after the construction of the Berlin Wall. Steinstücken was in many ways a miniature model of West Berlin. West Berlin was linked to West Germany by a single road controlled by the Soviets and their East German clients; Steinstücken was linked to West Berlin by a road passing through the Soviet sector of the city. Once the Berlin Wall was built, President Kennedy ordered a column of US troops to march along the only highway linking West Germany to West Berlin to demonstrate American resolve to stay in the city. General Clay’s visit to Steinstücken showed his determination to defend the tiniest piece of Western territory if the East Germans and Soviets decided to annex it.

As German newspapers discussed Clay’s symbolic visit to the enclave, which had a population of only forty-two families, Clay ordered a small detachment of US Military Police to take up permanent residence there. A month later he would send American tanks to Checkpoint Charlie in the center of Berlin to reaffirm the American right to travel in the eastern part of the city. The world was careening toward one of the most dangerous conflicts in modern history, but for the moment, everyone in Germany seemed excited about General Clay’s cowboy tactics. The message was clear. The Americans would not retreat: they were there to stay and fight if need be. That same day, the US Congress passed a bill creating the US Peace Corps, allocating $40 million to send American college graduates to Third World countries to make friends, mark the territory, and stop the spread of communism.1

The fine weather that day reminded Bogdan Stashinsky of another warm autumn day he had spent in Munich: October 12, 1957, the day he killed Lev Rebet. Stashinsky mentioned that to one of the eight agents who accompanied him on a tour of his crime scenes. It was the first time he had seen the streets of Munich since his assassination of Stepan Bandera two years earlier. Among the agents and officials supervising Stashinsky on his return to Munich was Oberkommissar Adrian Fuchs of the Munich Kripo, who, after months of going around in circles in search of Bandera’s killer, was thrilled to finally have his man. Fuchs, a stocky forty-year-old Bavarian police officer, held a microphone in his hand and kept reminding Stashinsky that he was not supposed to mention any names while describing details of the killings he had committed.

They traveled to both crime scenes, at Karlsplatz 8, where Stashinsky had killed Rebet, and Kreittmayrstrasse 7, where he had assassinated Bandera. Stashinsky not only described how he had done so but also reenacted both crimes, walking the same routes and climbing the same stairs for the benefit of a police camera. The photos taken that day show a lean, erect young man with black hair cut short, wearing a black shirt without a tie, a jacket slightly lighter in color, and even lighter pressed pants. At Karlsplatz, Stashinsky was asked to go to the second floor and then walk down toward an agent who was going up. He was told to aim at the agent with a rolled-up newspaper once they reached the same level and, after the virtual pistol shot, to hide the newspaper in the inside pocket of his jacket. In the hallway of Bandera’s apartment building on Kreittmayrstrasse, Stashinsky was asked, among other things, to bend down and pretend to fix his shoelaces. The photograph captured his black slip-on shoes and white socks. Stashinsky’s face showed no expression on either photo: he looked calm and detached and resigned to his fate. The crowd of accompanying agents was needed to protect rather than guard him. He had nowhere to run.2

The chief investigating officer at the scene was Inspector Vanhauer of the Federal Criminal Police Office (Bundeskriminalamt). He became the first German official to interrogate Stashinsky once the latter was in West German custody. Had the CIA discerned any operational value in Stashinsky or his information, he would have been handed over not to the criminal police but to one of the CIA’s West German partners—the BND (foreign intelligence) or the BfV, the Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution, or Bundesamt für Verfassungsschutz (counterintelligence). Interrogations began on the day of his transfer, September 1, and continued the following day. Like the CIA interrogators, Vanhauer found it difficult to believe Stashinsky’s testimony. “At first I treated the matter skeptically, as this was the first we had heard of both murders,” remembered Vanhauer later. “After the interrogation, we discussed the case late into the night, weighing the ‘pros and cons.’ Later we inclined ever more to the conviction that Stashinsky’s account was genuine.”

The investigators would leave no stone unturned in checking his story. On September 11, Oberkommissar Fuchs was asked to go back to Munich and check the automatic lock of the entrance door at Kreittmayrstrasse 7. Stashinsky had claimed that he had twice broken his keys trying to open the door. Sure enough, Fuchs found metal parts of the broken keys in the lock. Stashinsky’s testimony on the dates of his travel and hotel stays matched the records unearthed by Fuchs and his assistants. On September 11, the authorities interviewed Inge Pohl, who confirmed and further corroborated her husband’s testimony. The Americans, they concluded, were wrong: Stashinsky was not lying.

The final turning point in the interrogation came on September 12, 1961. Present in the interrogation chamber along with Vanhauer were the chief police commissioner and a number of security officers. A report filed by those present stated that “Stashinsky’s quiet, sure and precise statements with regard to events preceding the assassination, the lapse of time, and the description of the localities and the execution of the deeds led to the general conclusion that Stashinsky could, in fact, be the murderer of Rebet and Bandera.” The information he then provided upon visiting both crime scenes on September 22 added further credibility to his story.3

In late September and early October 1961, Stashinsky was questioned once again by agents of the Federal Criminal Police Office (Bundeskriminalamt, or BKA), who concluded once and for all that he was telling the truth. To make certain, they brought along an interpreter who could interrogate Stashinsky in his mother tongue. Whatever doubts the German investigators had about Stashinsky’s story were now gone. The suspect seemed as genuine and as distressed as a person could be under such circumstances. “His behavior made it apparent,” recalled Inspector Vanhauer, “that he wanted to tell all that was weighing on him and have it recorded in the minutes with all the details.”

Stashinsky must have been relieved that this time the investigators believed him. At Vanhauer’s request, he prepared a map of his native village and made drawings of his apartment building and apartment in Moscow, as well as of the weapons he had used to kill both his victims. But it did not come easily to him. He probably suffered from insomnia, as he had in the past. Vanhauer also noticed signs of depression. “On some days he was very downcast, and it was apparent that he was seriously remorseful about having carried out the assassinations.”4

By late September the CIA came to the realization that Stashinsky, to whom the CIA officers referred using the code name “Aeskewer 1,” was actually a gold mine of information. The Americans were putting pressure on the West German authorities to go public with Stashinsky’s testimony. But the West Germans were hesitant.

The federal elections that took place on September 17, 1961, left West Germany without a strong government. Chancellor Konrad Adenauer struggled to create a coalition in the new parliament and stay in power. No one in the interim government wanted to take responsibility for releasing explosive information that could cause another crisis in relations with the Soviet Union. Moreover, the Federal Prosecutor’s Office was not prepared to say anything publicly about the investigation before its indictment was ready. The Germans offered to publish the story in the United States rather than at home, but the CIA turned them down, as the case lay outside American territory.5

Stashinsky continued to be questioned into November. “My present attitude to both deeds is fundamentally different,” said Stashinsky to his interrogators:

This is explained by the change which I have undergone since November 1959. The reason for my flight to the West is to be found in this change. I wanted to unburden my conscience and wanted to give world-wide publicity to the way in which “peaceful coexistence” really works in practice. I did not want to go on being used on murder assignments. I wanted to warn all those who live in danger of being liquidated, as were Rebet and Bandera, to take precautions. I hope that my flight to the West will be seen as lessening my guilt, for I have brought a great deal upon myself through my flight. The fate of my parents and relatives will come to pass, or may already have come to pass, as I have described it. My flight has already resulted in my father-in-law, who still lives in the Soviet Zone, being kept in custody for seven weeks by the Soviet authorities. It is by no means certain that he will not be subject to more serious measures when my case becomes known in its entirety. My wife and I will always live in the fear that we shall one day be overtaken by retribution from the East. Quite apart from that, we are certainly without means here in the West. Nevertheless I have decided in favor of the West, because I believe that this step was absolutely necessary for the world at large.6

Bogdan Stashinsky was fighting for his life. His strategy was not to hide what he had done but to explain why he had done it and why he now regretted his actions. He was also prepared to go public with his revelations. Publicity was never part of Stashinsky’s original plan, and it is hard to say whether this idea came to him independently or was suggested by the interrogators, but he was ready to play along. He had accepted the prospect that both his family and Inge’s would probably become victims of any such publicity. For his interrogators, this was a chance to unmask Soviet actions on the international scene. Stashinsky’s statements were beginning to have international repercussions, whether he wanted them to or not.
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PRESS CONFERENCE

While the West Germans debated whether to publicize Stashinsky’s statements, the Soviets decided to beat them to the punch and tell their version first. On Friday, October 13, 1961, Kurt Blecha, the head of the East German government press service, called a press conference in East Berlin to announce their cover story. “Today we will become acquainted with the criminal intrigues of the Bonn Federal Intelligence Service, which is subordinate to [Director of the Federal Chancellery Hans] Globke . . . and which is headed by [Reinhard] Gehlen, the former general of the Nazi Secret Service,” Blecha told the journalists. He referred to Globke as “the murderer of Jews.”

Globke had been involved in the implementation of the Nuremberg Laws, which stripped German Jews of their citizenship, while Gehlen had worked in the Wehrmacht intelligence. Blecha was now suggesting that Globke and Gehlen—now in prominent roles in the West German government—had continued their criminal activities long after the end of the war, and he had evidence to prove it. “Herr Lippolz,” continued Blecha, referring to a man he was about to introduce to the reporters, “by using concrete examples will acquaint us with the methods of these political murderers. And in this way, we will help the German public and the whole world take notice of the criminal intrigues of the Bonn ‘ultras’ and their political methods, which include the murder of individual people as well as mass murder.”1

Stefan Lippolz, a balding, bespectacled man in his early fifties, began with an apology for his limited command of German. Lippolz had been born in 1907 to a family of German colonists in the Volhynia region of Ukraine, which then belonged to the Russian Empire. As the Soviet Union took over Volhynia in 1939 after the signing of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, Lippolz claimed the status of Volksdeutcher and was resettled in the Third Reich. He was soon drafted into the army and sent to intelligence school; after graduating, he served as an interpreter for various military intelligence units, including one under Gehlen’s general command. He was briefly imprisoned by the Soviets in 1945. Until 1951 he lived in East Germany, after which he moved to the West using the Berlin loophole. Settling in Munich, he opened a restaurant and befriended fellow Ukrainians, many of whom belonged to the Bandera organization. According to CIA records, he had been in Soviet employ since 1929 and was sent to Munich with a supply of poison and the order to kill Bandera. Instead he turned himself in and confessed to the officers of the US Counter Intelligence Corps, who in 1954 passed him to the CIA as a double agent. The KGB recalled him to the East soon after Stashinsky’s defection.2

Now Lippolz claimed that while in Munich, he was approached by a certain Dr. Weber, a representative of Gehlen’s BND, who asked him to collect intelligence about Stepan Bandera. Soon thereafter he was ordered to kill the émigré leader by mixing a poisonous powder into his food. The Gehlen people wanted Bandera out of the picture because he had decided to cooperate with British intelligence rather than the West Germans. Lippolz failed to carry out the assignment. He told Dr. Weber that he did not have adequate access to Bandera and advised him to recruit someone who was better placed.

Lippolz claimed that Dr. Weber had found such a man in his friend Dmytro Myskiw, a confidant of Bandera’s. Believing that Gehlen’s operatives were about to kill him, Lippolz fled West Germany, only returning to visit Myskiw in late December 1959. He found his friend terribly distraught: Myskiw told Lippolz that he had assassinated Bandera by putting poison into his food at lunch on the day of his death. Myskiw also said that Bandera’s security people were looking for him. Lippolz left West Germany again, this time hiding in Norway. It was there that he learned about Myskiw’s unexpected death in March 1960. “You can well imagine the impression all this created on me,” Lippolz told the reporters. “I was just as uneasy, depressed and intimidated as Dmytro Myskiw was a few months ago. . . . Realizing that there was no other way to escape the secret murderers of the Gehlen Intelligence, I crossed the border to the GDR and surrendered myself to the authorities.”

The statement was followed by a question-and-answer period in which Lippolz did his best to link his testimony to the allegations against Theodor Oberländer that had been advanced earlier by the East German and Soviet press. Bandera, suggested Lippolz, was killed because he stood in the way of Bundesminister Oberländer, who was afraid that the Ukrainian leader would testify against him at the trial concerning Oberländer’s participation in the Lviv pogroms in June and July 1941. According to Lippolz, Myskiw had confessed to him that the Gehlen operative who had ordered him to kill Bandera had said the following: “Bandera should finally shut his mouth, as certain respectable people in the CDU [Christian Democratic Union] also have an interest in that,” clearly referencing Oberländer. The press conference included a statement by a representative of the East German Ministry of State Security (Stasi), who attacked former Nazis holding senior positions in Gehlen’s BND and stressed the links between Bandera’s people and Oberländer. He promised a full investigation into the circumstances of Bandera’s death.3

With the wealth of Nazi archives at their disposal, the East German Security Ministry and the KGB were uniquely positioned to track down and expose former Nazis in the West German security services. They also were known to blackmail former SS men into working for Soviet intelligence in exchange for keeping their past hidden. The CIA believed that it was from one such ex-Nazi that the Soviets had learned that Stashinsky was talking to the West Germans. The name of the former SS officer and now Soviet spy in the ranks of Gehlen’s service was Heinz Felfe. A former SS Obersturmführer, Felfe had joined the Gehlen Organization in 1951 and quickly rose through the ranks, becoming head of the counterintelligence department. Catching Soviet spies was his daytime job, providing the perfect cover for his own covert activities. He supplied the KGB with huge quantities of information on BND and CIA agents in the East.

The information that Felfe provided on Stashinsky’s testimony was one of the last messages he sent to his KGB handlers. Felfe was placed under surveillance after the CIA triple agent Michał Goleniewski helped to identify him as a KGB spy after escaping to East Berlin in January 1961. On October 20, 1961, the authorities intercepted a radio message from the East addressed to Felfe: “Inform promptly whether it is advisable to ask Busch about reaction to Lippolz’s press conference of 13.10. [1961].” Another message on that subject followed a week later: “Inform promptly whether it is advisable to continue the explanatory campaign. Your opinion of the question put to Busch on 20.10. [1961].” Friedrich Busch was a BND officer responsible for efforts to counter the KGB deception campaign against the BND. The KGB was eager to know whether its disinformation campaign was working. New requests with regard to the impact of the Lippolz press conference were sent to Felfe on October 28, and again on November 4. It was that last request, mailed to Felfe by one of his accomplices, that provided legal grounds for Felfe’s arrest on November 6, 1961.4

Lippolz’s press conference was sponsored by the Stasi. But the public spectacle, which was supposed to control the damage, failed to accomplish its purpose. It was soon revealed that Dmytro Myskiw, who had allegedly confessed to the murder of Bandera, could not possibly have been the assassin: on the day of Bandera’s death he had attended a major Ukrainian church gathering in Rome. The Bandera organization was quick to offer proof of this alibi, thus discrediting KGB allegations that Bandera had been killed by one of his own before the theory could gain any traction in the Western media.5

Despite its promise at the press conference, the East German Security Ministry never reported on the outcome of its investigation into Lippolz’s accusations. On November 10, 1961, the ministry held another press conference accusing Gehlen and the BND of political murder, but provided no new information about the killing of Bandera. On April 2, 1962, they held yet another press conference in East Berlin, this time featuring another of their operatives, whom they recalled from Munich: a former agent of the Abwehr (Nazi military intelligence), Osyp Verhun. Verhun claimed that Stashinsky was not an agent of the KGB but in fact a loyal member of the Ukrainian underground who had killed Bandera on orders from the rival nationalist faction. Immediately after the press conference, the KGB sent a request to its counterpart organizations in the Eastern bloc countries, asking them to use their clandestine channels to publish the conference materials in the West. The goal was not only to exonerate the KGB of the murder of Bandera but also to drive a wedge between Western intelligence services: Verhun also claimed that General Gehlen’s BND was recruiting agents among Ukrainian nationalists to spy on the United States.6

In Kyiv, the KGB was getting ready to deal with a possible backlash from the remnants of the nationalist underground as a reaction to Stashinsky’s revelations. They reckoned with the possibility of terrorism in retaliation for the assassination of Bandera. In November 1961, the head of the Ukrainian KGB, Vitalii Nikitchenko, sent a memo to regional KGB offices warning them that “a provocational fabrication is being disseminated in the foreign press and radio to the effect that the death of one of the heads of the foreign Ukrainian nationalist centers, Bandera, supposedly resulted from measures taken by state security agencies of the Soviet Union.” He advised his underlings to deny everything: “If reports concerning that matter are received from agents, the operative should tell the agent that this is one more provocation.”

In February 1962, the heads of regional KGB branches in Ukraine received a new memo from their chief in Kyiv. Nikitchenko called on them to be vigilant with regard to published materials associating the KGB with Bandera’s death that were being sent to Ukraine from the West by regular mail. Ironically, the memo warning KGB officers about “provocational reports on the involvement of Soviet intelligence in the death of Stepan Bandera” was prepared for Nikitchenko’s signature by none other than Colonel Daimon, Stashinsky’s control officer, now safely in Kyiv. As always, he was particularly careful. The words “death of Stepan Bandera” were inserted in the document by hand—the typist was not supposed to know the key element of the memo that she typed.7
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HIGH POLITICS

The West German response to the Soviet disinformation campaign came on Friday, November 17, 1961. On that day, with the personal approval of Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, the Federal Prosecutor’s Office stated that it had taken custody of a Soviet citizen, Bogdan Stashinsky, who had been arrested on charges of “maintaining contacts intended to carry out treason to the state.” The authorities announced that Stashinsky had been convinced to defect by his young East German wife. He believed that he would be assassinated as an unwanted witness if he remained in Russia and, despite the murders he had committed, believed defection was his only chance to remain alive.1

By the time the statement was released, Heinz Felfe, the BND officer and KGB agent who had informed Moscow about the results of Stashinsky’s interrogations, was already in a West German prison. The West German governing coalition had finally solidified after the indecisive September elections, and Chancellor Adenauer felt confident in releasing the information that Stashinsky had revealed about Bandera’s death. He dropped this public relations bombshell right before leaving for Washington to meet with President Kennedy to discuss the state of East-West relations in the shadow of the rising Berlin Wall.2

Bonn’s disclosure of Stashinsky’s testimony included the extremely sensitive information that the chief of the KGB, Aleksandr Shelepin, had personally given him an award for services rendered. Earlier that week, Shelepin had officially left the helm of the KGB to take up his new position as secretary of the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party. Many believed that Khrushchev had tapped him as his successor. The promotion of Shelepin raised questions: Was the Soviet leader himself involved in the Stashinsky affair? German government officials were careful not to insinuate as much, but Ukrainian nationalists in Munich were quick to pin the death of their leader on the man at the top of the Soviet hierarchy.

“There is no doubt that plans for the undercover assassination were known to and approved by the head of the USSR Council of Ministers, Nikita Khrushchev, to whom the chief of the KGB is subordinate,” read the statement released by the Bandera organization. The Shelepin-Khrushchev connection was picked up and further developed by a number of West European and British newspapers. The Illustrated London News suggested that Shelepin’s promotion to a crucial post in the Central Committee indicated Khrushchev’s knowledge and approval of the assassination. In the ongoing propaganda war, the Western media had scored a coup.3

The release of this politically explosive information on the eve of Adenauer’s visit to Washington was hardly accidental. For months, the West German leaders in Bonn had been trying in vain to convince the young and inexperienced American president to accept their view of the future of East-West relations in Europe and get tougher on the Soviets. They failed. The Stashinsky revelations also fell on deaf ears in Washington. On November 17, as Adenauer was making his bellicose statements, American newspapers published the text of Kennedy’s address of the previous day. Referring to Soviet-American tensions over Berlin, Kennedy had said: “It is a test of our national maturity to accept the fact that negotiations are not a contest spelling victory or defeat.”4

The CIA operatives in West Germany—the same ones who had dismissed Stashinsky’s testimony in August 1961—were eager to use Stashinsky’s revelations for propaganda purposes, but their hands were tied. In West Germany it was up to the Germans to decide what to do with their unexpected catch, and in the United States the CIA was prohibited from engaging in any activities meant to influence American public opinion. There was also a change of guard at Langley. Allen Dulles, the staunchly anti-Soviet director of the Central Intelligence Agency, was already on his way out. He would resign before the end of November, leading to KGB self-congratulation on the success of its anti-CIA campaign.5

The first indication that the release of Stashinsky’s testimony had made a political impact outside of West Germany came not from the United States but from Canada. In early December 1961, less than three weeks after the publication of Stashinsky’s revelations, the forty-two-year-old Arthur Maloney, a member of the Canadian Parliament and one of the principal authors of the Canadian Bill of Rights, visited the General Prosecutor’s Office in Karlsruhe—the center of West German jurisprudence and home of its Constitutional and High Criminal courts. A federal prosecutor who met Maloney in Karlsruhe confirmed media reports about Stashinsky’s testimony. The distortions and confusions in media coverage were minimal, he told his Canadian visitor. Stashinsky had indeed killed Bandera and Rebet on orders from the KGB in Moscow, using a specially designed spray pistol. The German authorities were gearing up for a trial that they hoped would take place in April 1962. They were still deciding whether to hold it in Munich or Karlsruhe.6

Maloney’s visit to Karlsruhe, which the Canadian print media covered, was congruent with the tough anti-Soviet stance taken by Canadian prime minister John Diefenbaker. In 1960, Diefenbaker—the leader of a country that was still working on its declaration of formal independence from the British Empire, five years away from the adoption of its own flag, and twenty-two years away from acquiring full control over its constitution—turned the tables on Nikita Khrushchev on the issue of decolonization, which the Soviets habitually used against the Western powers to win friends in former European colonies. Diefenbaker declared that the Soviet Union was in fact a colonial empire in its own right, denying freedom to tens of millions of non-Russians living within Soviet borders. The prime minister developed this theme at an ethnic forum organized on Maloney’s initiative in Toronto on November 22, 1961. In front of 8,000 people representing 29 different ethnic groups, Diefenbaker stated that since World War II, 37 countries with a total population of 850 million had acquired independence from noncommunist states, while the Soviets continued to hold captive 96 million non-Russians who were never given a chance to say whether they wanted to remain in the USSR.

Diefenbaker’s championing of the “captive nations” in the USSR came naturally to the leader of the Progressive Conservatives, a center-right party that took pride in its anticommunist convictions. But there was also another reason for Diefenbaker and his government to be sensitive to the plight of non-Russians in the USSR. The Progressive Conservatives had been swept into power with strong support from Ukrainian Canadians, who were especially influential in Diefenbaker’s power base—the prairie provinces of western Canada. Arthur Maloney was one of many Progressive Conservatives who had been elected to parliament with the help of the Ukrainian vote. His Toronto district of Parkdale included two Ukrainian churches and the headquarters of several Ukrainian organizations. When it came to foreign policy, Ukrainians wanted the Canadian government to support freedom for their homeland. Though divided along political lines, they all regarded the assassination of Bandera as an attack on their cherished dream of Ukrainian independence.7

News of the Stashinsky revelations reached North America while the United Nations General Assembly was in the throes of a three-week debate about colonialism. On November 26, 1961, the American ambassador, Adlai E. Stevenson, addressed the assembly and denounced the “Sino-Soviet” bloc as the largest colonial empire in history. The Soviets, he declared, were ruling the non-Russian nations by force. He included Ukraine among those “captive nations.” Earlier, in July 1959, President Dwight Eisenhower—who had made the theme of nations enslaved by communism an important part of his foreign-policy rhetoric—had declared the first Captive Nations Week for the third week of the month. With the Stashinsky revelations, and a new president in the Oval Office, the “captive nations” initiative was again squarely in the limelight.

The Soviets protested vehemently against the initiative, and some of Kennedy’s advisers suggested that he distance himself from the controversial stance. It de facto endorsed the overthrow of communist regimes in Eastern Europe, complicating relations with Moscow. However, despite the advice of the father of US Soviet policy, George Kennan, President Kennedy continued the tradition Eisenhower had established, reaffirming Captive Nations Week for July. Refugees from Soviet-controlled Eastern Europe—Ukrainians, in particular—stood guard over Eisenhower’s legacy.

In January 1962, Dr. Lev Dobriansky, professor of economics at Georgetown, who was the primary author of the congressional resolution on captive nations, chair of the Ukrainian Congress Committee of America, and founding chairman of the National Captive Nations Committee, issued an appeal to US senators and congressmen urging them to support the liberation struggles of all enslaved nations, notably the largest of them—Ukraine. He mentioned the displeasure Adlai Stevenson’s UN statement had provoked in the communist camp and then switched to the news from Germany. “The recent testimony of the Moscow agent Bogdan Stashinsky,” wrote Dobriansky, “that on Moscow’s orders he murdered the patriotic Ukrainian leaders in exile—Dr. Lev Rebet in 1957 and Stepan Bandera in 1959—provide further proof of the Khrushchev regime’s terrorism and its fear of Ukrainian nationalism.” Stashinsky’s testimony was rapidly becoming part of the “captive nations” discourse in the United States.8

Appeals to political leaders were only part of the Ukrainian émigré campaign to alert the Western world to the danger of political terrorism conducted by Moscow. The leaders of the Bandera organization began to mobilize their supporters in Ukrainian communities in Germany and North America on November 17, 1961, as soon as the West German government made Stashinsky’s statements public. In the next few weeks, they organized more than a hundred demonstrations, close to eighty in Western Europe and Britain and about fifty in the United States and Canada. The media paid special attention to those in front of the Soviet embassy in London on November 25, 1961, and before the Soviet mission at the United Nations in New York on December 2. One hundred New York policemen protected the Soviet mission from approximately four hundred angry protesters, who began by displaying caricatures of Nikita Khrushchev and ended by breaking the police cordon and burning the Soviet flag. A few days later, the Soviets protested to the US ambassador in Moscow against “hooligans” and “fascists” whose actions threatened the future of cultural cooperation between the two countries. The official protest made no mention of Bandera or Stashinsky.9
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CONGRESSMAN

As politicians from Germany to Canada and to the United States struggled with the impact of Stashinsky’s revelations, the culprit himself was undergoing psychiatric evaluation. Professor Joachim Rauch of Heidelberg University observed him from February 12 to March 5, 1962, at the university clinic before concluding that he was fit to stand trial. The investigators and prosecutors got busy working on the indictment. After Chancellor Adenauer made public the main points of Stashinsky’s testimony, court officials did their best to stop further disclosures. Nonetheless, the indictment was leaked to the press almost immediately after it was ready. In late April its essentials appeared in Christ und Welt, the largest-circulation weekly newspaper in the country, triggering rumors that the trial would begin in late May. But the Senate of the Supreme Court sent the case back to the investigators, pushing the trial date into summer and then autumn. The trial was rescheduled for October 8, 1962.1

Bandera’s followers used the postponement of the trial as an opportunity to secure the best representation possible for Bandera’s widow, Yaroslava. The organization had already begun collecting funds and obtained the services of a Munich attorney, Dr. Hans Neuwirth, but they wanted him to be backed up by additional attorneys with expertise in Ukrainian affairs and international law. The Bandera people turned for help to two American attorneys. The first, Jaroslav Padoch, a childhood friend of Bandera’s who had emigrated to the United States after World War II, would be their expert on Ukrainian affairs. The second, Charles J. Kersten, an attorney from Milwaukee, Wisconsin, was supposed to wield political influence because of his role in the US government. Many in the Bandera organization considered it a major political coup that Kersten had agreed to help represent Bandera’s widow at the trial.

Charles J. Kersten had been a powerful figure on the Washington political scene in the 1950s, serving three terms as a congressman. During his days in Washington, he had led the House Select Committee to Investigate Communist Aggression. He had also served as an adviser to President Dwight Eisenhower on psychological warfare. Kersten was not only a Cold War veteran but a founding father of American anticommunism. Wisconsin voters had first sent him to Congress in 1947, the same year Joseph McCarthy was elected to represent that state in the US Senate, and the same year President Harry Truman asked Congress for funds to stop communism in Greece and Turkey. The Truman Doctrine was born; the war on communism at home and abroad had begun.2

In Washington, the forty-five-year-old Kersten had also ended up serving on the House Committee on Education and Labor. It was there that he first met two other freshman congressmen, the thirty-four-year-old Richard Nixon of California and the not yet thirty-year-old John F. Kennedy of Massachusetts. Kersten and Kennedy were practicing Catholics and easily made common cause as opponents of communism. In 1948, Kersten was appointed to chair the congressional subcommittee investigating communist penetration of American trade unions. Kennedy was one of its members.3

That same year, Nixon began his rise to power as a member of the House Un-American Activities Committee. Kersten was an important contributor to that rise. “He taught me most of what I know about communism,” recalled Nixon, speaking of his first encounters with Kersten. Kersten introduced Nixon to his own advisers on communist affairs, the Catholic clergymen Monsignor Fulton J. Sheen and Father John Cronin. It was also Kersten who advised the vacillating Nixon to bring his accusations against the suspected Soviet spy Alger Hiss to John Foster Dulles, the future secretary of state and rising star in the Republican establishment, who had been keeping Hiss under his protection. John Foster Dulles and his younger brother Allen, the future head of the CIA, were persuaded by Nixon’s evidence and withdrew their support from Hiss.4

Kersten agreed to attend the Stashinsky trial after being approached by his old acquaintances in the Ukrainian Congress Committee of America (UCCA). In the 1950s, the chairman of the UCCA, Professor Lev Dobriansky, had served as a consultant to the Kersten Committee on Communist Aggression. He had helped Kersten find witnesses who were prepared to testify about Soviet nationality policies, and had himself testified before the committee. The now retired congressman did not let his Ukrainian friend down. He not only agreed to come to Germany to participate in the trial, but also volunteered to rally as many of his former Washington colleagues and acquaintances as possible and impress upon them the importance of the trial that was about to start in faraway Germany.5

On Monday, October 1, 1962, Kersten made a stopover in Washington on his way from Wisconsin to Germany. Before coming to the nation’s capital, Kersten requested a meeting with Robert Kennedy, the US attorney general and younger brother of the sitting president. Unfortunately, the attorney general was too busy. When John F. Kennedy ran for the presidency in 1960 against Richard Nixon, Kersten had thrown his full support behind Nixon. As a consequence, he was now having difficulty in getting a meeting even with Kennedy’s younger brother, to say nothing of the president himself. Kersten had to settle for a meeting with Bobby Kennedy’s assistants. A copy of his letter of May 18, 1962, to Kennedy, in which he advised the attorney general that he was going to participate in the Stashinsky trial in order to prove the connection between Stashinsky and senior Soviet officials, was forwarded to the FBI.6

One door that was always open for Kersten was that of his former junior colleague Thomas J. Dodd, who was now a senator from Connecticut. In 1962, Dodd was serving as the vice chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Internal Security. Although they belonged to different parties (Kersten was a Republican, Dodd a Democrat), the two politicians had much in common. Both were Catholics, and they subscribed to the same brand of American patriotism, which included a determination to fight communism at home and abroad. Dodd had made a name for himself as the American executive counsel at the Nuremberg trials of Nazi war criminals. He had cross-examined such prominent Nazis as Wilhelm Keitel and Alfred Rosenberg, and when Supreme Court Justice Robert H. Jackson left Nuremberg in October 1946, returning to Washington, DC, he named Dodd to take his place as acting chief of counsel until the completion of the trials a few months later. Dodd was elected to Congress in 1952, where he served under Kersten on the House Select Committee to Investigate Communist Aggression.7

Kersten and Dodd met as old friends. Later that day, in a memo drafted for the senator, Kersten summarized his reasons for going to Germany as follows: “It will be my purpose to bring out as many facts as possible through Stashinsky and possibly others to show that Stashinsky was acting under direct orders of the Kremlin and that murders such as the one perpetrated by Stashinsky are an integral part of Russian Communism.” He also stated his main reason for wanting to see Dodd: “I feel there might be some efforts thorough the CIA or other of our Government agencies from people who are unsympathetic to raising the mask of Communist activities, to sabotage publicity from this trial and Stashinsky’s operations,” wrote Kersten. “Anything you might do through CIA, Tom, to aid in the publicizing of this trial will be much appreciated.”8

His concern was informed by an experience he had had in 1956, when he had been serving as an attorney for a Romanian exile on trial in Switzerland. Kersten’s defendant was one of four anticommunist Romanians who had occupied the Romanian embassy in Berne on February 14, 1955, demanding the release of a number of political prisoners being held in Romania. The “Berne incident,” as the armed takeover of the embassy became known in the media, had resulted not only in the disruption of the embassy’s activities, but also in the death of one of its employees. The trial, which received extensive coverage in the European media, had helped to attract European attention to human-rights abuses in communist Romania. Not so in the United States. Kersten later remembered, “I recall Radio Free Europe played it down, and I had understood that Life magazine had a story on the Romanian trial, but I had heard that it had been killed and I had hoped that this would not happen in the Stashinsky case.”9

This time the situation was quite different. On September 7, 1962, long before the date of the trial became known to the public, Life magazine published a long exposé by the head of its Washington office, John L. Steele, entitled “Assassin Disarmed by Love: The Case of a Soviet Spy Who Defected to the West.” The article was most likely based on records that the US government had acquired from its West German partners. It was the fullest account of the Stashinsky story then available. Later, the CIA press office would refer journalists writing on the KGB assassination program to Steele’s article. Steele, who had extensive contacts in Washington, was able to recount the tiniest details of the murders Stashinsky had committed. He presented Stashinsky’s political “conversion” as a result of his love for Inge.

Kersten found Steele’s article quite accurate and recommended it to Senator Dodd during their meeting on October 1. But he was not fully satisfied with the Life feature. “I don’t know that it brought out sufficiently what I thought was the very important fact that was proved in the trial,” he remembered later, “namely, that while at the same time the Soviet government was preaching peaceful coexistence, they were training professional killers very skillfully trained, to go into the free world to kill carefully selected persons whom they believed to be enemies of their policies. . . . [O]ne of the big factors in their preparations was to prevent any attribution of these murders to the Soviet government.”10

In his memo to Dodd, Kersten also shared with his old ally that “Stashinsky apparently will plead guilty and is willing to cooperate. The German government, I believe, is also sympathetic to the above objective. I understand that the German prosecutor will ask for clemency for Stashinsky if he goes along with this line.” As far as Kersten was concerned, Stashinsky and the West German prosecution had made a deal. The trial was going to be a political one. He wanted to be there. On the night of October 1, 1962, Charles Kersten and his wife boarded a plane to Munich.11




PART VI
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KARLSRUHE

Monday, October 8, 1962, was another deadly day in Berlin. East German border guards opened fire on two refugees who were trying to escape to the West by swimming across the Spree River. The two didn’t make it. As East German bullets hit the opposite side, West Berlin police returned fire. That same day, the British, French, and American representatives in West Berlin sent a note of protest to the Soviet occupation authorities for barring a British ambulance from reaching a young East German who was shot by border guards while trying to escape. The Soviets refused to accept the note. Willy Brandt, the Social Democratic mayor of West Berlin, who had just returned from a meeting in Washington with President Kennedy, declared at a press conference: “If Khrushchev wants a clash, he can get it.”1

In Karlsruhe, October 8 was equally full of tension and anxiety. “A fine autumn day, perfect for carefree rest and observation,” wrote a reporter for the Badische neueste Nachrichten, the city’s only daily. “For those going on a late vacation, that is how it may have been, but not for the Karlsruhe security and criminal police. Since yesterday, it has been posted in full force along a one-kilometer perimeter around the Federal Court of Justice in front of the Third Criminal Senate, where, as is well known, the ‘trial of trials’ has begun—the court proceedings in the case of Bogdan Stashinsky, who is accused of having carried out two murders and of treasonous relations with the Soviet intelligence service.”2

Indeed, the police presence around the Federal Court of Justice (Bundesgerichtshof) made public access to the building all but impossible. The London Evening News reported the presence of up to sixty uniformed and plainclothes policemen. A reporter for the Badische neueste Nachrichten rendered the feelings of many who unsuccessfully tried to make their way to the Federal Court: “Policemen seemed to emerge suddenly from beneath the ground in front of passersby who struck them as suspicious; from cars parked in various places, distrustful eyes were trained on everyone who went by them, and we would not be surprised to learn that throughout the whole trial every residence near the Federal Court of Justice, on Herrenstrasse, for instance, concealed officials of the criminal service in order to monitor all that was going on in the vicinity.”3

Whether that was the case or not, it was easy to imagine a ubiquitous police presence. Average citizens all over Europe were suddenly on the lookout for spies and foreign agents. That day Der Spiegel, the leading West German political weekly, published an article exposing the West German Army’s unpreparedness for war. The publication led to the arrest of the journalist who had written the story and of the publisher for violating the country’s security laws. Two days earlier, on Friday, October 6, Dr. No—the first James Bond movie, starring Sean Connery—was released in Britain, grossing more than $800,000 in the first two weeks of its run. Ironically, the action took place in the Caribbean, where at the time of the movie’s premiere Soviet engineers were making nuclear missiles operational, unbeknownst to the Americans—the first warheads arrived in Cuba on October 4. It was easy to imagine a spy or a plainclothes police officer around every corner.4

The main concern of the Karlsruhe police posted around the Federal Court building was less the protection of the German public as of Bogdan Stashinsky, who was both the defendant and the star witness. They suspected that the KGB would try to silence him by sending one of his former colleagues with some new type of spray pistol or other murder weapon. Only a few months earlier, Bela Lopusnik, a former official of the Hungarian secret service who had defected to the West, had died under suspicious circumstances in a Vienna hospital. The West German police started taking special precautions with regard to Stashinsky’s diet. In the Karlsruhe prison where he waited before the trial, food was prepared for him in the presence of a police official, and at no point was a single guard allowed to enter his cell—only two at a time.5

On the day of the trial, the police presence was reinforced not only around the building but inside as well, including within the courtroom. “The entire premises of the court were placed under the strict control of uniformed and plainclothes police,” wrote a reporter. “Anyone wishing to enter the chamber is checked twice: everyone must present personal identification and a separate pass issued by the secretariat of the tribunal.” The media assumed that the passes were numbered and visitors assigned specific seats so as to allow the police to place their own people in strategic positions around the chamber.

Only half the available seats (of the total ninety-six chairs in the room) were assigned to visitors; the rest were reserved for court officials and participants in the trial. The Bandera people did their best to monopolize the passes for the guest seats, annoying those who failed to get into the room. “German law students fought openly to obtain at least half-day passes to the chamber,” according to one reporter. Few of them were successful. The trial attracted unprecedented publicity, and the courtroom simply could not accommodate all those who wanted to attend the proceedings.6

“The public that obtained passes for the trial is quite varied,” wrote one reporter, describing the atmosphere in the courtroom. “Men predominate, but there are also more than a dozen women. We even see a priest. Conversations take place in German, French, and English. With interest, we take another close look at the chamber. The front wall consists of large triangular gray and yellow stone slabs. The dark cherry robes of the five judges reflect strikingly against this background.” It was a rather large, windowless room with greenish walls, fluorescent lighting, and six rows of chairs for the public to the right of the entrance. To the left was the area reserved for participants in the trial.7

Closest to the journalists was a long desk behind which sat members of the victims’ families and their attorneys. The German law allowed victims to have their own legal representation, and they were eager to use that opportunity. Nearest to the entrance door were Lev Rebet’s forty-nine-year-old widow, Daria Rebet, and his twenty-year-old son, Andrii, who had been only sixteen when his father was assassinated. Next was Natalia, the twenty-year-old daughter of Stepan Bandera. Mrs. Bandera did not attend the trial. She was living in Toronto, Canada, along with tens of thousands of other Ukrainian refugees who had moved there a decade earlier. The members of the victims’ families were accompanied by their attorneys—one for Rebet’s family and three for Bandera’s. Charles Kersten sat to the left of Natalia Bandera, Jaroslav Padoch to the right. The West German attorney Hans Neuwirth, whom Kersten and Padoch were supposed to assist, was seated next to Padoch.8

Hans Neuwirth’s expenses, like those of Charles Kersten and Jaroslav Padoch, were being paid from funds collected by the Bandera faction of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists in preparation for the trial. The Rebet family relied on the more limited funds collected by their own branch of the organization and their supporters. Accordingly, the Rebet family was represented by only one lawyer, the Munich attorney Adolf Miehr. Daria Rebet had found him simply by walking into his office, not far from the place where her husband had been killed in October 1959. Miehr had little knowledge or understanding of Ukrainian émigré realities or of international politics, but Daria Rebet didn’t know anyone who was better qualified. Nor did Miehr have anyone like Jaroslav Padoch to help him grasp the Ukrainian nuances. Lev Rebet’s close colleague Bohdan Kordiuk took a seat next to Miehr, but he was not a lawyer, had no official status at the trial, and was never invited to speak.9

The members of the victims’ families, the journalists, and the public all waited anxiously for the appearance of the accused. Their first opportunity to see the man they knew so much about and hated so much came at about 9:00 a.m., when a policeman escorted him into the courtroom and seated him on a bench to the left of the main desk reserved for the judges. “So that is he!” wrote a correspondent for the Banderite newspaper The Way to Victory. “This young man of medium height, with a slightly pale complexion, hair combed up, lips pursed, and dressed with exaggerated elegance—dark clothing, a dark blue tie—as if he had just come from the barber shop; this is he—the assassin of the Leader of blessed memory; this is the degenerate who will go down in history as a personification of baseness, like Judas!”

A reporter for the Frankfurter Rundschau, writing a few days later, was more reserved in his account of Stashinsky’s appearance. He noted that the accused was approximately 1.7 meters tall (about five feet five inches) and had “a handsome, intelligent face [and] very fine hands.” Everyone in the room noticed how pale Stashinsky was. It was difficult to say whether that was due to how little time he had spent outside over the past year or because he was nervous. After entering the room, Stashinsky was approached by his attorney, Dr. Helmut Seidel. He listened, nodded in acknowledgment of what Seidel had to tell him, and then looked at the audience. He was clearly nervous.10

Stashinsky had always been able to rely on Inge’s support during the most difficult moments of his life in Moscow, and then during his escape to Berlin, but now he was on his own. For security reasons, Inge was not allowed in the court. According to the Stern magazine reporters, she went into hiding after her husband turned himself in to the Americans. She was afraid that she, too, might end up on the KGB death list, or perhaps she would be kidnapped and taken to the East after the Stasi arrested her father. She refused a 20,000 Deutschmark honorarium to tell her story to a West German magazine. As the media learned later, she had moved under a different name to Stuttgart, where she worked as a hairdresser. A reporter for the Hamburger Abendblatt tracked Inge down to an apartment on Böblingerstrasse in Stuttgart. The police, alerted that her cover had been blown, then placed Inge in the home of a police officer. She was also in close touch with Dr. Erwin Fischer of the General Prosecutor’s Office, who specialized in espionage cases and had prosecuted Heinz Felfe, the best-known KGB spy in the BND. Even so, Inge did not show up at the trial. Both she and her police guardians feared that she might be tracked down by the KGB and eliminated as an unwanted witness. Stashinsky would face the trial alone.11
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LOYALTY AND BETRAYAL

Shortly after 9:00 a.m., everyone in the crowded courtroom rose to acknowledge the panel of judges dressed in crimson robes. According to the German law, they, and not a jury, would decide the fate of the accused. The judges were led by a man in his early fifties wearing glasses with only one lens. Dr. Heinrich Jagusch, the presiding judge, had lost his right eye in the war, in which he had commanded a tank battalion. Jagusch was an experienced judge, and cases of espionage were his specialty. In October 1959, the month when Bogdan Stashinsky assassinated his second victim, Jagusch was appointed president of the Third Senate of the Federal Court of Justice, with jurisdiction in cases of espionage and high treason. Jagusch was very good at sentencing communist spies. Everyone in the courtroom knew that, including Stashinsky. But the statement with which Jagusch opened the proceedings gave Stashinsky a glimmer of hope that this trial might be different.1

“Soon after the indictment was prepared in this case, toward the end of April 1962, a serious large-circulation weekly declared the defendant a murderer, publishing its conclusions in a long article, printing his photograph, and depicting the deeds confirmed in the indictment,” began Jagusch, referring to the article that had appeared in Christ und Welt earlier in the year. He continued: “In recent days numerous dailies have published similar commentaries, also printing photos of the defendant and declaring him a murderer or a political assassin even before the judicial investigation was concluded. . . . As head of these court proceedings, I am obliged to protect the defendant against inadmissible premature verdicts in public opinion.”2

Then the trial began. The audience first heard the voice of the accused when Judge Jagusch asked Stashinsky whether he understood German and whether he felt well. Stashinsky responded in the affirmative to both. He looked carefully at the panel of judges, studying the expressions of Jagusch and his colleagues. Jagusch asked the accused to tell the court about himself, and Stashinsky began with his place and date of birth. “I was born on 4 November 1931 in Borshchovychi in the Lviv district,” he began. “At the time of my birth, Lviv and the whole area were under Polish rule, so I was also a Polish citizen at the time.” He spoke in an expressionless monotone, his hands behind his back, in a manner that made many in the audience suspect it was a rehearsed statement.3

Prompted by Jagusch, who spoke in a friendly manner and managed to create an atmosphere of relative ease, if not trust, Stashinsky explained to the court how on one of his trips home in the summer of 1950 he had been picked up by the railway police. He was nineteen years old at the time, and, as was often the case, he was riding without a ticket. That day he was released, but a few days later a policeman showed up on his doorstep and invited him for a talk at the offices of the railway police. It was there that he first met Captain Konstantin Sitnikovsky of the Ministry of State Security, a predecessor to the KGB. Sitnikovsky wanted him to become a spy for the secret police.

Stashinsky’s story sent a shock wave through the courtroom. Many reporters asked themselves whether the Soviets indeed used such methods to recruit their agents. But Jagusch, after years of presiding over numerous trials of communist spies, had no trouble believing Stashinsky’s story. “Was that the real reason?” he pressed Stashinsky, digging into his motivations. “I understood that he already knew about me and my circumstances,” came the reply. “Others from the same village who knew even less than I had already been arrested long before, and some had been sent to Siberia, so I realized that what he had said about the intention to arrest us and send my parents to Siberia corresponded to the facts, and that such things also happened. I also saw the futility of the struggle of the Ukrainian underground.”

In his testimony Stashinsky showed no attachment to the ideology or goals of the resistance movement that was fighting for Ukrainian independence. He portrayed himself as an outsider with no interest in politics. He was aware of the resistance movement from his family members, and that awareness, as well as the direct involvement of his sisters in the movement, was used to blackmail him.

If anything, Stashinsky’s testimony indicated opposition to the ideology and methods of the nationalists. “Not far from our village, at a distance of one or one and a half kilometers, there was a [Polish] settlement that did not belong to our village,” said Stashinsky. “One night we heard shots, and we could see flames in that direction. In the morning, when we went there, we saw the results of that action. About twenty to twenty-five Polish buildings in that settlement had been burned, and all the men had been shot.” To Jagusch’s follow-up question about the cause of the fighting, Stashinsky responded, “It was an old quarrel between Poles and Ukrainians. . . . For the Poles were supposed to disappear from Western Ukraine and go off to Poland. The Poles did the same in retaliatory actions. They surrounded Ukrainian villages and punished the Ukrainian population in the same way.”4

Jagusch announced the first fifteen-minute break at 10:45 a.m. after probing Stashinsky with further questions on his attitude toward the resistance movement and motives for cooperating with the secret police. For the reporters and members of the public who filled the corridors of the courthouse, heading for restrooms, lighting cigarettes, and exchanging opinions on what they had just heard, there was a lot to digest. Could Stashinsky be trusted? He had made a positive impression on many reporters. “He speaks excellent German with a Slavic accent and has a talent for telling his story without exaggeration,” wrote the reporter for the Frankfurter Rundschau a few days later. “He behaves with refined politeness. In a word, he impresses one as an intelligent overgrown boy with wonderful manners.”5

Many of the Ukrainians in the courtroom thought differently. Among them was Borys Vitoshynsky, forty-eight years old, who had long been a close associate of Bandera and was covering the trial for the Bandera organization’s newspaper, Shliakh peremohy (The Path of Victory). A lawyer by training and a journalist by vocation, he had joined the organization in high school and marked his twenty-first birthday in the notorious Polish concentration camp of Bereza Kartuzka. He had spent most of the war in Auschwitz, where he had witnessed two of Bandera’s brothers being killed by Polish guards. Despite the socialist leanings of his youth, he was close to Bandera; at Bandera’s funeral, he had been asked to carry a cup of Ukrainian soil in front of the coffin. What Vitoshynsky thought and wrote reflected the thoughts, attitudes, and feelings of quite a few members of the Bandera organization.6

“I look at the face of the assassin,” wrote Borys Vitoshynsky in his report on the first day of the trial. “He often smiles, almost imperceptibly striving to create a ‘sympathetic impression.’ But are we Ukrainians the only ones to whom it seems that there is something repulsive about his behavior?” To the question that troubled many in the room—Was Stashinsky a traitor to his own family, or did he sacrifice himself to save it from persecution?—Vitoshynsky had a very clear answer: he was a traitor. “For indeed,” wrote the former prisoner of Bereza Kartuzka and Auschwitz, “could his parents and sisters have supposed for a moment that their son and brother would make them the first victims of his betrayal under the lunatic pretext of protecting them from the Bolsheviks?”

Vitoshynsky found support among some of the non-Ukrainian reporters whom he met at the trial. One of them was Dominique Auclères, a correspondent for Le Figaro and an expert on Russia and Eastern Europe—she had just published a book in Paris about a woman who claimed to be Princess Anastasia, daughter of the last Russian tsar. “Stashinsky is posing! He behaves as if he were in the theater; moreover, he makes the impression of someone with a weak character,” she told Vitoshynsky. On another occasion she said to him: “I would not grant Stashinsky any extenuating circumstances. He is an informer and a coward. He not only killed Bandera but earlier he even betrayed his own family, which he supposedly wanted to protect.” Vitoshynsky was glad to quote Dominique Auclères in his reportages.7

The court reconvened after the coffee break, and Bogdan Stashinsky was asked to describe his first major assignment with the Soviet secret police. In early 1951, Stashinsky said, Captain Sitnikovsky told him to penetrate the resistance group on which he was reporting. The task was to collect information on someone who had helped assassinate the well-known Ukrainian communist writer Yaroslav Halan.

The audience listened with a mixture of shock and disbelief as Stashinsky described his penetration of the resistance unit led by his own sister’s fiancé. He told the court that Mykhailo Stakhur, the killer of Yaroslav Halan whom he tracked down in the forest and betrayed to Sitnikovsky, was killed in action, not caught on the basis of the information supplied by him. The Bandera people in the courtroom knew that he was lying. Since that summer they had had in their possession Soviet reports on the trial, which prominently featured Mykhailo Stakhur as one of the accused—clearly not dead.8

As noon was approaching in Karlsruhe, Heinrich Jagusch declared the court adjourned for lunch. The proceedings would resume at 3:00 p.m. Journalists rushed to the telephones to file their first reports on the trial. Among them was Vitoshynsky, whose article appeared in the Banderite Shliakh peremohy on October 10. It ended with the following statement: “We apologize for the highly condensed form of this report, but technical conditions oblige us to relay this material to Munich immediately, so that our readers may learn at least in abbreviated form about the first day of the trial.” Despite his apology, Vitoshynsky turned out to be the most detailed chronicler of the trial. No other correspondent had as much background knowledge and intimate interest in what was going on in the courtroom.9

Stashinsky’s attorney, Dr. Helmut Seidel, got a chance to question his client immediately after the lunch break. Seidel was an experienced attorney, and Stashinsky was lucky to have him on his side. “Stashinsky got a defender from the government, a good attorney from Karlsruhe . . . who is not a man of left-wing convictions,” wrote Bandera’s successor, Stepan Lenkavsky, to Jaroslav Padoch in May 1962. Seidel asked Stashinsky about the motives that had led him to work for the Soviet secret police. Stashinsky responded that he considered the insurgency senseless and doomed. He also said that he was appalled by the atrocities that had been committed by the members of the underground. “I have already spoken of burned homes in our village,” noted Stashinsky. “On coming to that settlement with my parents, I was deeply shaken. I could not forget it.”

Seidel’s next question dealt with the threat to Stashinsky’s family. “Did the promise not to punish you and your parents in the event that you helped also apply to your sister, who maintained ties with the resistance movement?” asked the attorney. Stashinsky answered in the affirmative. He was helpless, maneuvered into a situation that left him no choice but to join the secret police. Seidel was looking for mitigating circumstances to convince the judges that Stashinsky had joined the KGB under duress, not of his own free will. In his testimony throughout the day, Stashinsky clearly followed the strategy adopted by his attorney.10

The attorneys for Bandera’s and Rebet’s families had a very different strategy. They questioned Stashinsky’s motives and his story, trying to portray him as a traitor both to his family and to his people. During the first day of hearings, only Dr. Adolf Miehr, who represented Daria Rebet, had the opportunity to ask a question. When Stashinsky testified about breaking and then restoring relations with his family, Miehr inquired whether he knew what had happened to Ivan Laba, the commander of the underground unit who had dated his sister and whom he had betrayed. Stashinsky responded that he had died in battle. He did not know exactly when that happened, but he had heard of it from family members shortly before leaving for Poland and Germany in the summer of 1954. That could be true. Laba had been killed by the secret police in 1951. No one in the West knew of this at the time.11

Neither Hans Neuwirth nor Charles Kersten nor Jaroslav Padoch got a chance to ask questions during the first day of the proceedings. Led by questions from Jagusch, Stashinsky continued to testify for the rest of the afternoon about his involvement with the Soviet secret services. After graduating from the Kyiv school, he was sent first to Poland and then to East Germany, where he first met his case officer, Sergei Damon. On Damon’s orders he traveled to Munich to meet with a Ukrainian émigré whom the KGB wanted to recruit as an agent. He described how he stuffed dead drops and spied on American and West German military installations. “Stashinsky,” wrote the ever-present Vitoshynsky, “speaks as if he were not being tried for known and less known murders and other heinous crimes that he had committed, but as if he were telling an interested public about his exploits. He sometimes smiles, probably thinking that by twisting his lips that way, which suggests cynicism and laughter, and with his subdued voice he is presenting himself as a good-hearted and naively innocent type.” The nervousness that had been apparent during the morning session seemed all but gone. “He responds to questions with almost unvarying indifferent equanimity; he does not get excited; he does not raise his voice,” said another member of the audience in describing Stashinsky’s demeanor.12

The first day of the trial was nearing its end. It was largely a two-man show: Jagusch and Stashinsky. The first tried to establish the facts and understand the motives, while the second worked hard to convince the judge that he was answering his questions as honestly and completely as possible. It seemed during the first day of the proceedings that Stashinsky’s strategy had failed. While Jagusch treated the accused with utmost respect, addressing him almost exclusively as “Herr Stashinsky,” he often questioned Stashinsky’s motives. When Stashinsky reminded the court about how shocked he had been by the sight of the burned Polish houses, the judge told him: “You were deeply affected by the burned settlement at the end of 1943, when you were twelve years old. You had your conversation with Sitnikovsky at nineteen years of age.” It was not looking good for Stashinsky.13
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FIRST MURDER

On the morning of October 9, the second day of the trial, Borys Vitoshynsky, reporter for the Bandera organization’s newspaper Shliakh peremohy, was at the entrance to the Federal Criminal Court long before the building opened for business. “This morning was again clear, sunny, and pleasantly cool, refreshing the weary faces of journalists who had doubtless spent the night working to prepare articles and information for their papers,” he wrote in his report on the trial. “The doors to the building where the trial is going on are still locked, and a very young police officer is walking by them. And those waiting before the doors are constantly growing in number.”1

Finally, after a thorough document check, journalists and visitors were allowed into the building and then into courtroom 232. At a quarter to nine, the police brought Stashinsky into the courtroom. Five minutes later, Heinrich Jagusch, in his robe and one-lens glasses, entered with the rest of the judges. With all the attorneys—Stashinsky’s Dr. Helmut Seidel, Daria Rebet’s Dr. Adolf Miehr, and Yaroslava Bandera’s Dr. Hans Neuwirth, Charles Kersten, and Jaroslav Padoch—in attendance, the proceedings could begin. It was a day that Daria Rebet and her twenty-year-old son, Andrii, had awaited with particular trepidation: Stashinsky was expected to testify on the killing of their husband and father. Unlike Bandera’s followers, who had close ties with the West German intelligence and counterintelligence services, the Rebets had no inside information about either the killer or his testimony. As Andrii Rebet remembered later, they only learned that Lev Rebet had been murdered by a KGB assassin from the newspapers. According to CIA records, in the months leading up to the trial, Daria was followed by someone in what her friends believed was an attempt to scare her and possibly cause a heart attack. She withstood the pressure and was now ready to face her husband’s killer.2

Many in the room were curious to learn why the KGB had decided to kill Lev Rebet at all; he was a journalist who had no known involvement with the secret services or their clandestine operations in the Soviet Union. Andrii recalled that with most of his father’s political allies leaving for North America, Lev Rebet had also made plans to emigrate to the United States. He had even begun taking courses to become a lathe operator, and it was only his wife’s refusal to go overseas that made him stay longer in Germany. In a perverse way, the question of why Rebet was killed two years earlier than Stepan Bandera also roiled Bandera’s followers, who had spent years trying to prove that they, not Rebet and his circle, were the true threat to the Soviet regime in Ukraine. More than that, they had long claimed that Rebet’s opposition to Bandera undermined the unity of the nationalist camp and thus benefited the Soviets. After Stashinsky’s revelations were made public, rumors spread throughout emigré circles that Rebet had been chosen simply as target practice to prepare the assassin for the real job of killing Bandera. After trying the spray pistol on a dog, claimed the cynics, the KGB tried it on a human being, who just happened to be Rebet.3

Back in March of that year, Hans Neuwirth had tried to explain the choice of Rebet as Stashinsky’s first target in a memo for the investigating judge Fritz von Engelbrechten. He wrote that the leaders of the Bandera faction rejected any suggestions that Stashinsky had been assigned to kill Rebet merely for practice. They proceeded from the premise that in calculating outcomes, “the Bolsheviks are too good and sober to run the risk of being prematurely compromised without a palpable goal and benefit.” But having rejected that theory, the Banderite leadership could not come up with an alternative. Still believing that Rebet’s revolt against Bandera was in the interests of the KGB, they were at a loss to explain the KGB’s motive. “Thus,” wrote Neuwirth, “there is no palpable motive why the Bolsheviks would liquidate Rebet. On the contrary, he was beneficial to them because of his oppositional activity.” The memo eventually got into the hands of Daria Rebet and her circle; it was then published, adding to the already tangible atmosphere of distrust between the two nationalist groups.4

Jagusch began by showing Stashinsky a photo of the man whom the accused identified as Dr. Lev Rebet. Jagusch then read aloud a brief biography of the Ukrainian leader that followed Rebet’s life story, from his study of law at Lviv (then Polish Lwów) University to heading the nationalist underground in the wake of Bandera’s arrest in 1934, and from his participation in the government of independent Ukraine, proclaimed in 1941 against German wishes, to his imprisonment in Auschwitz, his break with Bandera, and his role as editor of the newspaper that became a platform for the democratic opposition in the nationalist camp. After finishing with the biography, Jagusch asked Stashinsky an open-ended question: “What can you say about Rebet?”

What he knew about Rebet, explained Stashinsky, came almost exclusively from his case officer, Sergei Damon. Like other KGB officers at Karlshorst, Damon spoke of Rebet as an ideologue and a newspaper editor. The KGB argued that nationalist newspapers such as Rebet’s were spreading anti-Soviet propaganda and preventing émigrés from returning to their homeland. Stashinsky had never read any of Rebet’s writings, however; he had taken Damon at his word.5

The previous day, when Stashinsky had testified about his contact with Ivan Bysaga, the KGB agent closest to Rebet, Jagusch had made a special effort to find out what Stashinsky himself had thought about the early plans to kidnap Lev Rebet. “Is it true that you saw those goals and that method of kidnapping as Sergei [Damon] presented them to you?” asked Jagusch. Stashinsky confirmed that that was indeed the case. “I worked for the KGB and had to carry out the assignments I was given,” he told the judge. Jagusch pressed on: “Did you think it was right?” Stashinsky answered in the affirmative. “There are various kinds of people,” responded Jagusch, “who agree to collaborate with the KGB; some even do so gladly. You, Mr. Stashinsky, belong to that category.” Stashinsky was silent. He had nothing to say, or at least preferred to say nothing. Those in the audience could see that he was at a loss.6

Jagusch moved on to the issue of the murder weapon. “Have you ever seen this device before?” Jagusch asked Stashinsky, showing him a tube approximately eighteen centimeters long that resembled a somewhat over-sized pen. “Dead silence prevailed in the chamber,” wrote Borys Vitoshynsky in his report. “All eyes turned to Stashinsky.” Stashinsky calmly told the judge that the tube had been reconstructed on the basis of a drawing he had made at the request of the police. Jagusch asked whether the object was the same as the one given him by the man from Moscow. After examining the tube, Stashinsky responded that the length was exactly the same, but the replica was heavier than the original.

“He turns it over in his hands, takes it apart and puts it back together, explaining that the ‘apparatus’ is quite similar ‘in principle’ to the real one that he used to kill people, but that the replica is still somewhat different,” wrote Vitoshynsky. A thought occurred to him: What if the spray pistol brought to Karlshorst by the man from Moscow had been mass-produced? How many of the “heart attacks” suffered by opponents of the Moscow regime were indeed natural? “No one can answer that question,” wrote Vitoshynsky. “Perhaps many simply avoid answering the question, reassuring themselves that only the two assassinations to which Stashinsky has confessed are involved.” Stashinsky believed that a pistol similar to the one he used to kill Lev Rebet had been used previously to assassinate someone else, but he did not know who the victim was and never dared to ask. When the pistol was presented to him by the “man from Moscow,” Stashinsky explained to the court, he had no time to think about anything: the weapons expert began immediately to instruct him in its usage.7

Once Stashinsky’s confession had become public in the fall of 1961, many in the Ukrainian emigration had hypothesized that the first victim of Moscow’s clandestine killing spree had been Danylo Skoropadsky, the hale and hearty fifty-four-year-old son of Pavlo Skoropadsky, who ruled Ukraine in 1918. The Skoropadsky family was the closest thing Ukraine had to its own ruling dynasty in the twentieth century. Pavlo Skoropadsky, a descendant of an eighteenth-century hetman—ruler of Cossack Ukraine—and a high-flying officer in the Russian imperial army, had assumed the title of hetman in 1918 and ruled Ukraine under German tutelage for eight months—the longest period of relative stability in Ukraine’s turbulent revolutionary history. When the Germans left at the end of 1918, the Bolsheviks forced Hetman Skoropadsky to leave Ukraine. He spent the interwar period in Germany, running a pro-independence movement that served as an alternative to the radical Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists. He died in April 1945 of wounds from a bomb dropped by an American airplane. The old hetman’s cause of creating a monarchical, multiethnic Ukrainian state was continued by his son, Danylo, who took over the movement in 1948 at the age of forty-four.

Danylo Skoropadsky had lived in London, traveling from time to time to Germany and then to the United States and Canada to rally his supporters and create a common front with the other Ukrainian organizations, including the nationalists, who by then had divided into three factions. If Bandera and Rebet were “splitters,” Skoropadsky was a “unifier.” In April 1956, less than a year before his death, Skoropadsky served as a cosponsor of a 10,000-strong Polish-Ukrainian demonstration protesting the visit of Nikita Khrushchev to Britain—one of the Soviet leader’s first foreign trips. On February 22, 1957, Skoropadsky went to his favorite restaurant for dinner. He felt sick and went home, and soon he lost consciousness. That night he was taken to a hospital, where he died the next morning. The inscription on his tombstone read: “I am building Ukraine for all and with all.” Rumor had it that he was killed by a KGB agent named “Sergei,” who allegedly followed him during the last days of his life.8

At the end of the day, Stashinsky testified about the beginning of his hunt for Lev Rebet, with the spray pistol wrapped in a newspaper. Jagusch offered him both the replica of the pistol and a newspaper to demonstrate how he had concealed his weapon. “At the request of the president of the senate,” wrote one of the Ukrainian journalists present in the courtroom, “Stashinsky demonstrates to the court in the greatest detail, for almost thirty minutes, how the ‘apparatus’ should be wrapped so as not to raise the slightest suspicion of a passerby. He is very professional, perhaps even too professional with all the explanations and demonstrations. . . . Such is the impression of more than one onlooker in the room. . . . All his attention is keenly focused on the death-dealing weapon—he is like a hunter entranced by the very appearance of his hunting rifle. . . . The audience listened with bated breath to his calm, coldly objective words of explanation.” Throughout the rest of the day, Stashinsky kept his cool, showing little, if any, emotion. Perhaps the only exception was his description of the moment when he killed Rebet. “Walking past him, I suddenly raised my hand,” he said with a sigh, “and slowly . . . well, like that, I squeezed the trigger and went on.” Blood rose to his cheeks, adding color to his otherwise pale face.9
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BIG DAY

On the morning of October 10, 1962, the courtroom was more crowded than ever. On that day the former KGB agent was scheduled to testify about the murder of Stepan Bandera. There were more journalists present than before, and some celebrities showed up at the trial for the first time. Among them was the now retired Bundesminister Theodor Oberländer. He came to witness the confession of the man who had committed the crime for which he himself had been falsely accused. That accusation had helped finish Oberländer’s political career. Perhaps the trial would prove to the world that he was innocent.

Oberländer was a popular figure in the courtroom, which was full of East European refugees whose interests he had represented in the government. Borys Vitoshynsky, who, as always, came to the courtroom long before the opening of the proceedings, even had the opportunity to meet the former minister. “There are more people than on previous days; the noise is louder,” wrote Vitoshynsky in his reportage for that day. “Almost everyone listening to the trial leafs quickly through the morning papers to scan the reports on the previous day.” As always, Vitoshynsky paid close attention to the behavior of the accused, who consulted with his attorney before the proceedings, as he did every day. “And the fact that Stashinsky listens to him very carefully and always nods his head as a sign of agreement shows that the KGB agent does not feel very confident in the environment of the ‘corrupt’ West,” wrote Vitoshynsky, referring to a Soviet propaganda cliché. “But he tries to adjust to that environment at least outwardly—from time to time he smooths the hair on his head, adjusts his tie or his suit, and ogles the young girls sitting in the chamber.”

Apart from the young girls, Stashinsky also paid special attention to the ranked members of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists. Among them was the man who Stashinsky believed might have been his next target, the former prime minister of the short-lived independent Ukrainian government of 1941, Yaroslav Stetsko, whom the Germans had incarcerated in Sachsenhausen. Now fifty years old, Stetsko was the head of the Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of Nations. The previous day, Stashinsky had told the court that his KGB handlers had ordered him to locate Stetsko’s apartment in Munich, which was exactly how they had first put him on the trail of both Rebet and Bandera. For Stetsko, this was the first day of the trial he could attend. He had just returned from Tokyo, where he had attended a conference organized by the Asian People’s Anticommunist League. In his address to the conference, Stetsko had referred to the Stashinsky trial as the latest proof of Moscow’s desire to control the world.1

Soon after 9:00 a.m., Heinrich Jagusch entered the room along with the rest of the judges. He opened the proceedings with a benign-sounding request: “Tell us what happened in the summer of 1958.” With Jagusch’s help, Stashinsky told the court the story of his travels to Rotterdam and Munich in search of Bandera. When he described the excitement of his control officer, Sergei Damon, over finding Bandera’s address in the telephone book, Jagusch did not hide his disbelief. “That does not sound very probable,” he told Stashinsky. “They could have known all that—telephone number, address, license plate number.” Stashinsky had no answer. Despite its allegedly deep penetration of the Ukrainian nationalist organizations, the KGB was at least a few years behind its targets. In 1957 Stashinsky’s KGB contacts had given him Rebet’s old home address, and the same thing had happened with Bandera.

“For some time I did not receive any assignments,” Stashinsky continued. Then, in late April 1959, he was ordered to go to Moscow. It was there, in a Moscow hotel, that he met a KGB “aristocrat” called Georgii Avksentievich, who told him that the decision had been made to “liquidate” his target in the same manner as Rebet. “Did he express himself as you said, or did he say which agency had adopted that resolution?” asked Jagusch. “He did not speak clearly about that,” responded Stashinsky. “It emerged from what he said that the resolution had been adopted by the ‘supreme authority.’” Jagusch probed further. Did the expression mean that the order came from the government? Stashinsky said that it did: he became convinced of it when he visited the head of the KGB, Aleksandr Shelepin, later that year to receive his award for a job well done.

This was the first time that the name of Shelepin, by now a secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CC CPSU), had been mentioned by Stashinsky in his testimony, and the first direct reference to top Soviet government officials. A number of journalists immediately rose from their seats and headed for the exit, and then to the telephones. They were rushing to report on the most politically explosive information so far revealed by the accused: Stashinsky had confirmed earlier press reports that the new secretary of the CC CPSU had been personally involved in the plot to assassinate Bandera.

Stashinsky continued his testimony, speaking to an audience riveted by the sheer drama of what he was describing. “I saw Bandera disappear into the garage,” testified Stashinsky, recalling his first direct encounter with Bandera and his first, failed attempt to assassinate him. “Then I went out [of the archway of another building where he had been hiding], taking the weapon out of my pocket on the way.” He spoke slowly, heightening the tension in the room. “I held the weapon in my right hand, with an ampoule in the left, began walking, and was convinced that I should attempt the assassination now,” continued Stashinsky. “When I was directly in front of the archway, I thought for a moment that here he was, standing and doing something around the car, not knowing that I was already on my way, that by the same token his death was very near, that in an instant he would no longer be alive.”

These words were met with complete silence. Pale as always, Stashinsky fixed his gaze on Jagusch, while everyone else looked at him. Even the stenographers had stopped typing. “I went into the entrance archway,” continued Stashinsky. “The garage was open, the car was in the garage; he was standing on the left side, doing something near the driver’s seat. He had just got out of the car. . . . I had already taken two steps in his direction, but then a thought flashed through my mind, and I told myself that I would not do it. I turned and went away.” One could almost hear a sigh of relief from the audience. Only Jagusch seemed unaffected by the emotional roller coaster of the story. “Was it a stone or a wooden bridge?” he asked after Stashinsky told the court that in order to make it impossible to change his mind, he fired the spray pistol into the ground, and then dropped it from a bridge into the very stream in the Hofgarten into which he had dumped the pistol he had used to assassinate Lev Rebet a year and a half earlier. Stashinsky responded that this time it was a stone bridge—same stream, different bridge.

When Stashinsky reached the day of the actual killing of Bandera, he recounted how, after seeing the car leaving Zeppelinstrasse, he had hopped on the tram to go to Bandera’s apartment building. Jagusch wasted no time in highlighting the inconsistency: “What were you thinking of? You could have said to yourself: now he’s driven off; enough for today. Instead of that, you asked yourself where he was going.” Stashinsky had no good answer, except that he was just following orders. “I had to take steps of some kind that would make it clear that I was trying to carry out the assignment,” he told the judge. When Stashinsky moved on to the description of the actual killing, Jagusch asked another of his characteristically brief questions: “What did you do?” “I understood that I could not refuse to carry out the assassination,” responded Stashinsky. “I had to do it!” The tension in the courtroom peaked again. “Some listeners leaned forward, bracing themselves for the impending shock,” wrote Vitoshynsky. “No one stirs; there is no whispering to be heard, nor coughing. Five judges in crimson robes, with broad white fronts and bow ties, sit motionless, like sculptures against the background of the front wall, and do not take their eyes off Stashinsky. And he keeps his head down, speaking irregularly, almost in a whisper, and continues his terrible story.”

He did not dare to go into the courtyard this time, Stashinsky told the judges. Instead, he walked to the entrance of the building and opened the door with the keys he had received in Karlshorst. He then locked the door from the inside and took the stairs to the ground floor, where he would wait until Bandera entered the hallway. A few minutes later, after avoiding detection by a woman who was leaving the building, Stashinsky saw Stepan Bandera standing in front of him at the main door, struggling with his key, which he was trying to remove from the keyhole. He was carrying some bags under his arm. One of them was open, and Stashinsky said that he could see it contained green tomatoes. “That was not the right situation for carrying out the killing,” Stashinsky told the court, which was hanging on his every word. “He would have had to close the door behind him.”

It was then that Bandera, hearing the sound of his approaching footsteps, raised his head and saw Stashinsky. “In that moment he saw me; I looked at him,” said Stashinsky. To gain time, Stashinsky pretended to be fixing his shoelace. But when he arose, Bandera was still busy with the door. “Then I went on,” continued Stashinsky. “I did not know whether to carry out the assassination or not. I was coming down the stairs and already thinking that in a moment I would pass him, and probably nothing would come of all that. On the other hand, I knew that I had to do it. . . . This was already the second attempt, and I should not let it pass, I thought.” Stashinsky told the court that he had heard his own voice as if from a distance. He asked Bandera whether anything was wrong with the lock. He knew that this was foolish: his accent could betray him. Bandera responded that everything was in order. Stashinsky held the door with his left hand. Bandera finally got his key out of the lock. Stashinsky paused for a second, not knowing what to do. “I stood there and wanted to close the door behind me,” Stashinsky told the court, “. . . [S]uddenly I raised my hand and pressed both triggers, turned instantly, closed the door behind me, and went away.”

Borys Vitoshynsky took a look at his watch. It was 11:30 a.m. on October 10, 1962. The truth about the death of his friend and leader was finally out. Theodor Oberländer, the retired federal minister, finally had proof of his own innocence. Yaroslav Stetsko, the no. 3 man on the KGB hit list, had no problem imagining what his own assassination might someday look like.

A few minutes later, Hans Neuwirth, the attorney representing the Bandera family, had his first opportunity to ask a question: “What did you think when you were killing Mr. Stepan Bandera?” It took some time for Stashinsky to come up with an answer. He was clearly nervous when he finally spoke: “I had no personal reason to kill him. I was only carrying out an order.” Jagusch adjourned the court for lunch. The members of the audience headed for the exit.2
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DOUBT

Bogdan Stashinsky’s confession of double murder in a courtroom full of West German and foreign journalists was as stunning as it was difficult to believe. Why would someone who had committed two murders admit to them so candidly? Was he being manipulated?

The Soviet and East German media vehemently argued that Stashinsky must be a devoted follower of Bandera who had agreed to sacrifice himself in order to implicate Moscow for crimes it had not committed. In early October 1962, before the trial began, the Soviets published an interview with one Mykhailo Davydiak, a member of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists who had been sent by Bandera and the West German foreign intelligence on an espionage mission to Ukraine. Davydiak claimed that before he left in the spring of 1959, Bandera had personally met with him and asked him to locate and gather intelligence on the Stashinsky family in Ukraine. Bandera, suggested Davydiak, wanted to send Bogdan Stashinsky, who was an OUN member currently in the West, on a clandestine mission to Ukraine.1

Questions about Stashinsky were raised not only in the East but also in the West. There was still widespread doubt about the veracity of Stashinsky’s confession on the morning of October 10. Reporters for the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Die Welt (Hamburg), Deutsche Zeitung (Cologne), and Süddeutsche Zeitung (Munich) all questioned his guilt. Part of the media’s skepticism was due to the way the presiding judge, Heinrich Jagusch, had conducted the questioning. Concerned by media leaks before the trial, Jagusch had gone out of his way to stress the impartiality of the court in his opening statement. He had lived up to that statement throughout the first few days of the trial. Jagusch was actively seeking evidence to disprove Stashinsky’s testimony about his travels to Munich, his meetings with other agents, and details of the assassinations of Rebet and Bandera. His skepticism became contagious.2

At the end of the second day of the trial, Jagusch summarized for Stashinsky what he had said so far about his reasons for committing the murder. He asked the accused to correct him if he was wrong. “Your upbringing from 1950 to 1957 and your views were such that once you were given an order, you were to carry it out in the interests of the Soviet Union and take no account of any feelings of fear for yourself as an individual, but to overcome them,” suggested the judge. Stashinsky agreed with his statement. Jagusch asked what consequences Stashinsky had thought he might face if he refused to follow the order. Stashinsky told the court that “refusing to carry out the assassination out of humane considerations and because of my own conscientious objection would mean the most severe punishment for me. Since I knew that the assassination was being planned, I would have been isolated from everyone, which would have been equivalent to a death sentence.”

Jagusch’s summary of Stashinsky’s argument was based not only on his testimony before the court but also on the records of his interrogation by the West German investigators. In his testimony before and during the trial, Stashinsky had spoken of Russia and the Soviet Union as equivalents. He appeared to be loyal to that Russia-led union, not to his native Ukraine. He had tried hard to leave his Ukrainian past and identity behind. Had he not done so, he would have found it difficult to consider himself a patriot.

“I gradually became convinced of the rightness of the Soviet regime and became ever more accustomed to the view that I was doing all this for the good of the Soviet people,” said Jagusch, quoting from Stashinsky’s testimony to the police investigators. “I was a committed communist; I did everything out of political conviction. . . . I regarded [anyone’s] refusal to return to the homeland [from the West] as treason. That followed from my communist convictions. On the other hand, I had sympathy for the families of the victims, but when it came to enemies of the Russian people, my communist upbringing commanded me to be firm.” To one judge’s question of whether he believed in God, Stashinsky responded with a long silence. He told the court that until he killed Lev Rebet, he believed that he had not harmed anyone else, or at least was not directly responsible for anyone else’s death. He had grown up in a religious family, but it was not easy for him to say whether he still believed in God after all that had happened to him and all that he had done.

As the discussion of Stashinsky’s motives went on, it was Adolf Miehr, the attorney for the Rebet family, who asked most of the questions, while Stashinsky’s attorney, Helmut Seidel, stayed silent. Seidel did not add much to the proceedings—he did not have to. It seemed as if Heinrich Jagusch, who had gone after Stashinsky so doggedly the previous day, was doing his job for him, asking questions and suggesting answers that conformed well to Seidel’s line of defense: Stashinsky had committed horrible murders, but he had done so after being brainwashed by Soviet propaganda and on orders from above that he could not disobey without putting his own life in danger. Had Stashinsky’s testimony managed to convince the judge that he was not hiding anything from the court and that he had genuinely repented? Or was this evidence of the bargain that Charles Kersten had heard about in Washington: In exchange for implicating the Soviet authorities, was Stashinsky getting lenient treatment from the court? There was more than one way to interpret the proceedings.3

With regard to Stashinsky’s direct culpability for the killings, Jagusch had little solid evidence apart from the word of the defendant. None of the witnesses could place him on the scene at the time of the killings. Crescenzia Huber, the woman who had passed him in the hallway before he killed Bandera, could not positively identify him in court. She actually said that the man she saw near the elevator door had darker hair than the accused. The rest of the witnesses, who testified during the fifth day of the trial and included Inspector Vanhauer of the Federal Criminal Police and Oberkommissar Adrian Fuchs of the Munich Criminal Police, could confirm that Stashinsky, or at least a person using his numerous aliases, had indeed traveled to and from Munich on the days specified by the accused and stayed in the hotels in which he claimed to have stayed. But that was it.

The three spray pistols that Stashinsky had allegedly dumped into the stream in the Munich Hofgarten were never found, even though the stream was drained in a search for them. Adrian Fuchs explained that the city cleaned the stream every year, and the pistols had probably already been removed by the cleaners. With no murder weapon and no witnesses, Stashinsky’s ability to answer questions in a manner that generated trust in him and his story was crucial to securing his conviction.4

The whole case would simply have fallen apart if he had ever changed his story. He did not. His narrative captured the imagination of the audience in the packed courtroom and found many sympathetic ears outside it. The reporter for the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung wrote on October 18, 1962: “This individual has qualities not often found in such measure and in such a combination. Stashinsky is extraordinarily intelligent, reacts quickly, is almost incredibly self-confident, sharp, and seems capable of dedicating himself completely to a cause he considers just.” The likability of the confessed killer presented Bandera’s followers with a major problem. They were working hard to turn the criminal trial into a political one and depict the Soviet regime as one that would stop at nothing to eliminate its enemies. Now it seemed as if one of the criminals—the only face of communism directly visible to the Western public—was winning the congeniality contest.5

Borys Vitoshynsky repeated again and again in his articles that Stashinsky’s testimony was not the plot of a mystery novel or a movie. It was an indictment of the murderer himself and his masters in Moscow. “Stashinsky’s testimony, aside from the feeling of constant distaste that he arouses toward himself with it (we have in mind only critically thinking people), is constantly and extraordinarily interesting and simply sensational, like a thrilling spy novel, to the many who allow themselves to be ‘taken in’ by the Moscow spy,” wrote Vitoshynsky. “Unfortunately, we are not dealing with a novel. This is a narrative of evil deeds by a person who, on the orders of the criminals in the Kremlin, took the path of the greatest crimes: betrayal of all that is one’s own and noble; the path of murder, constant lying, and service to evil.”6

It became the task of the Banderas’ attorney, Hans Neuwirth, and the representative of the Rebet family, Adolf Miehr, to change the atmosphere in the courtroom and the tone of the sympathetic newspaper reports by unmasking him as a traitor, a committed communist, and a manipulative KGB spy. Before the trial, the Bandera people had gathered enough background information on the Stashinsky family to prove that Stashinsky had at least ideologically turned on his own kin. The Stashinsky family was indeed active in Ukrainian affairs, and Stashinsky’s uncle had even been arrested and executed by the Soviet regime for his support of the Ukrainian underground. Neuwirth and Miehr finally gained an opportunity to use this information during the fifth day of the trial, when both questioned the accused at significant length. They did everything in their power to portray him as a traitor to his people.7

Stashinsky turned out to be a difficult nut to crack. To Neuwirth’s question of why he had called himself a Russian throughout the course of the trial, he answered that he had used that term to denote his political allegiance, not his ethnic identity. To Neuwirth’s question of whether he knew that, according to the Soviet constitution, Ukraine had the right to secede from the Soviet Union, Stashinsky answered that it was a legal question, and he was not a lawyer. But he was clearly lying when he denied any knowledge that his uncle, Petro Stashinsky, had been killed by the Soviets, and he refused to answer whether he would have killed his sister if the KGB had ordered him to do so.

“You used the word ‘traitor,’” said Adolf Miehr, referring to Stashinsky’s earlier statement, according to which he believed originally that defecting to the West would be a betrayal of his homeland. “Do you, as a Ukrainian, know at least this fact of the Ukrainian liberation struggle, of history, that the liberation struggle has been directed since the beginning of this century, and even earlier, not against any particular regime, not against any particular political order, but against the rule of any foreign nationality in Ukraine and against any occupation?” Stashinsky dodged the question. “I cannot answer that question,” he told the court. “You proceed from the assumption that I am almost a historian, and that my sister, who knew how to write, has historical knowledge like that of a professor of history.” Miehr was not convinced and asked what Stashinsky’s sister was fighting for. “She fought for an independent Ukraine,” finally came the answer he was trying to elicit. That was as far as the two German lawyers, who had undergone a crash course on the Ukrainian liberation movement during the previous few days, managed to get in their efforts to present Stashinsky as a traitor to his nation.8

Stashinsky’s own lawyer, Helmut Seidel, preferred to stay as far away from issues of national identity, family loyalty, and personal betrayal as possible. His line of defense was clear and simple: Stashinsky, whoever he had been before and at the time of the killings, had changed. He had reevaluated his actions and undergone a major moral and psychological transformation. There was no better proof of that than his defection to the West and his confession, which was the most solid piece of evidence that the investigators, and now the trial judges, had to go on. “Why did you admit all this when you came to the West, given that it would have been impossible to learn of it had you not admitted it?” asked Seidel. Stashinsky gave what was most likely a prepared response. “At first I only decided never again to carry out an assassination,” he told the court. “My political and ideological transformation took place during my stay in Moscow. All that I lived through in Moscow prompted me to make that decision. I admitted that it was my duty somehow to make up for my misdeed and try to warn people against anything of the kind.” This was the main conclusion that Stashinsky and his attorney wanted the court to draw from the lengthy testimony regarding his meeting with Aleksandr Shelepin and his stay in Moscow after his marriage.9

Professor Joachim Rauch, a specialist in psychology from Heidelberg University, who observed Stashinsky in February and March 1962, was called as a witness. He suggested that Stashinsky was not someone who could invent stories or try to attract attention to his own personality by resorting to self-accusation. In fact, argued the professor, Stashinsky lacked an active imagination. He also depended excessively on the opinion of others. “As far as will is concerned, Mr. Stashinsky makes the impression of a mild individual,” testified Rauch. He later explained what he meant: “For all his intelligence, Mr. Stashinsky . . . is not independent in his thinking.” He had tried to decide matters of principle for himself, but once he was married, Stashinsky had relied on his wife’s judgment: “His wife’s authority took the place of his own. He would probably be unable to renounce the past on his own. . . . He has a tendency to avoid unpleasant problems, not to solve them independently; he wants to push them aside.” Seidel must have been thrilled—as harsh as the assessment was, it made it easier for Stashinsky to claim he had been brainwashed by the KGB.10

The role of Inge Pohl in his moral conversion was something that Stashinsky mentioned again and again in his testimony about their stay in Moscow and their decision to escape to the West. As always, Heinrich Jagusch tried to check Stashinsky’s story. “If your inner transformation took place as you have now described it, didn’t you discuss all that in detail with your wife? When the heart is overloaded, a person needs to share his thoughts with someone.” Stashinsky agreed. He told the court that he and Inge had most of their conversations outdoors, but not all of them could be arranged that way, and the KGB probably picked up their indoor conversations. As always, the court had to rely on Stashinsky’s word and his powers of persuasion.11

And his powers of persuasion turned out to be quite substantial. As the trial progressed, fewer and fewer observers doubted his testimony. It was during the third day of the hearings that Jagusch decided to put to rest speculation that Stashinsky was merely a puppet feeding anti-Soviet hysteria. “Did anyone here in the Federal Republic of Germany influence you at any time (leaving aside the investigative agencies) as to what you were to say about this or that point at this trial?” asked Jagusch soon after Stashinsky concluded his testimony about the killing of Bandera. “No, that never happened,” responded Stashinsky. The judge probed further: “Was there ever an earlier attempt to prompt you, for one reason or another, to tell us fairy tales here and incriminate yourself?” “Never,” answered Stashinsky. “Perhaps someone did that from outside the Federal Republic of Germany?” suggested Jagusch. “No,” said Stashinsky. “Are you sure?” insisted the judge. “Yes!” came the answer.12
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PROSECUTION

The last day of the court proceedings fell on October 15, three years to the day after the killing of Stepan Bandera. His followers came to the courtroom dressed in black suits and wearing black ties. That day they attended a liturgy in memory of their murdered leader at St. Stefan’s Church in Karlsruhe. Stashinsky noticed the unusual dress code in the courtroom, but it is not clear whether he made the connection with the event three years earlier.1

Bandera’s followers and mourners were pleased that day with the position taken by the chief public prosecutor, Dr. Albin Kuhn, an older gentleman with a bald head and round glasses who presented the government’s case against Bogdan Stashinsky. Kuhn’s speech was anything but good news for the defendant. Kuhn said that Stashinsky had known at the time of the murders that the spray pistol would kill his victims. He defined Stashinsky’s crime as “murder, namely, treacherous homicide.” The prosecutor recognized that Stashinsky had acted on behalf of the KGB and was an instrument in the hands of a state that resorted to killing its political opponents, but he refused to treat the KGB as a military organization and declared its orders illegitimate.

Kuhn concluded his presentation by stating: “The law provides that murder be punished by an absolute penalty, and extenuating circumstances, as represented by the person of the accused, cannot be taken into account in this case.” He asked the court to sentence Stashinsky to two life terms for the murders he had committed, and an additional three years for his espionage activities. Whatever rumors of a clemency deal Congressman Charles Kersten had heard in Washington before leaving for the trial appeared to be false. As expected, Stashinsky had implicated the Soviet leaders in organizing political killings abroad, but the prosecutor showed no leniency in return. Things seemed to be working out very badly for Stashinsky.2

Next to speak was Hans Neuwirth. Neither Stashinsky nor his lawyer could have expected anything good from Neuwirth, whose line of questioning in the previous days suggested that he was not only skeptical of Stashinsky’s conversion story but also well informed about particulars of Soviet and Ukrainian politics and history. Organization of Ukrainian Nationalist members believed that Stashinsky had shown his true colors under such questioning. “Stashinsky’s rude behavior toward the lawyers who ask him questions, his floundering and the impolite tone of his answers cast him in an entirely different light,” wrote one of Bandera’s followers present in the courtroom. “Only now is it apparent what he is really like: submissive and obedient to those on whom he depends; contemptuous of those whom he does not fear. He even mocks such people. It turns out that at heart he remains a KGB operative, a ‘Soviet’ man.”3

Reporter Borys Vitoshynsky claimed that Stashinsky was lying not by distorting the facts but by omitting an important part of his life story. He referred to the Stashinsky family’s involvement in the nationalist underground and his motivations for betraying his sisters. Other reporters questioned whether Stashinsky had indeed joined the secret police in order to save his family. “There must have been other motives here that Stashinsky deliberately concealed,” wrote the Paris-based Ukrainian newspaper Ukraïns’ke slovo (Ukrainian Word). The nationalists wanted Stashinsky to say more about his involvement in the suppression of the Ukrainian underground before he had been called to Kyiv for training. Stashinsky refused, answering Neuwirth’s question about how often he took part in anti-insurgent operations by saying only that he had done so as often as ordered. They wanted him to say how many insurgents he and his comrades had killed, and who else in the emigration had fallen victim to KGB assassins, but he either did not know or declined to answer those questions. They also wanted him to describe the heroic struggle of their friends in the underground, but he would not.

Finally, Bandera’s followers raised questions about his motives for defecting to the West. “Stashinsky fled to the West not because he was a ‘repentant’ Bolshevik,” wrote Vitoshynsky. “He had quite different, selfish reasons for that.” Bandera’s people laid out how they perceived those true motives in an article they published after the trial. It stated that Stashinsky’s defection was “a perfectly logical step after he observed that distrust of him and his wife on the part of the Moscow leadership of the KGB was obviously growing with every passing day. . . . As a longtime KGB operative, he knew that that institution does not long indulge its suspicious personnel or partners who know too much about jointly committed secret crimes.” Stashinsky was selfishly fleeing for his life, not because of any change of heart.4

The Bandera people had good reason to be skeptical about the confession of a KGB assassin who had become an overnight media darling and a symbol of repentance and frankness. They had every reason to question his claims that he was ignorant about so much of the Ukrainian liberation struggle, given the fact that members of his family were stalwarts of the Ukrainian underground in the village. He certainly knew what had happened to his uncle, whose corpse had been found in a Lviv prison after the Soviets left the city in June 1941.

The belief that Stashinsky had defected not out of repentance but to save his own life was shared by his former bosses in the KGB. Yurii Nosenko, a KGB officer who had defected to the West in 1964, told CIA interrogators that once Stashinsky detected a microphone in his apartment, he must have become afraid that the KGB was going to assassinate him. That, as he knew, happened fairly regularly to agents involved in politically sensitive operations during the Stalin era. Ironically, Bandera’s followers and the KGB seemed to agree on one thing: Stashinsky was a turncoat who could not be trusted.5

Hans Neuwirth began his final statement by saying that he was not seeking revenge on behalf of the Banderas, a clerical family that had lost three of its sons in the struggle for the liberty of Ukraine. But as Neuwirth called Stashinsky a traitor who had betrayed his sister’s trust to penetrate the Ukrainian underground, it sure sounded like revenge. Stashinsky began to shift in his seat, and the public could see blood rising to his face—a rare occurrence during the trial. That was not the end of Neuwirth’s insulting comparisons: he went on to say that Stashinsky’s KGB masters had trained him like a dog to kill innocent victims. Still, Neuwirth, like Kuhn before him, acknowledged the defense’s thesis of Stashinsky’s spiritual transformation. “The man was a product of a method of upbringing like the one used to train [Ivan] Pavlov’s dogs, but then this woman appears,” said Neuwirth, referring to Inge Pohl, “and she is the one who, appealing to his conscience, ultimately justifies our [Western] system.”

But that was as far as Neuwirth was prepared to go in showing sympathy for Stashinsky. “Whatever the angle from which we consider this case,” continued the attorney, “we have no possibility of granting absolution, as in a confessional. We are sitting in a courtroom. However diligently we may seek something human, there always remains the murder and destruction of two people.” Bandera’s followers in the room were not overly impressed with Neuwirth’s oratorical skills—he was nervous and spoke in a very low voice—but they liked what he said, not only about Stashinsky but also about their struggle for independence. “According to the principles of our Western tradition, such a struggle is sacred,” declared Neuwirth. “And it is precisely the Ukrainians who have shown us throughout their difficult historical process that they are prepared to follow the call of that tradition.”6

As the court recessed for lunch around noon, Stashinsky’s prospects looked as bleak as they ever had in the course of the trial. He had done the seemingly impossible in making the judges and the public like him. Even the prosecutor and the victim’s attorneys agreed that he had repented and was no longer the man who had committed the murders. But none of that seemed to matter. The prosecution was demanding two life sentences plus three years. Over the course of the day it seemed more and more likely that they would get their wish.

One of the most memorable speeches that day was given by Stepan Bandera’s twenty-one-year-old daughter, Natalia. Her statement was a tribute to her father, who, she reminded the court, had been murdered exactly three years earlier. Bandera’s death had left a bleeding wound in the hearts of his three children. When Natalia Bandera rose to speak, silence fell on the courtroom. Even the journalists stopped turning pages in their notebooks. She shared with those present some very personal memories of her father, a professional conspirator whose true identity had not been disclosed even to his children. “[I] remember that on one occasion when I was ill with a serious inflammation of the middle ear, I asked my mother who the strange gentleman was who had stood by my bed and stroked my cheek,” said Natalia in a voice trembling with emotion. “I had completely forgotten my father.” She was referring to the years immediately after the war, when Bandera’s family had lived apart from him in a Displaced Persons’ camp in Mittenwald.7

Even after the family reunited under one roof in the late 1940s, Natalia did not know either her true name or her father’s identity for a long time. “At the age of thirteen, I began to read Ukrainian newspapers, and I read a lot about Stepan Bandera,” recalled Natalia. “Gradually, and on the strength of my observations regarding the surnames of many people who were frequently together with my father, I began to draw my own conclusions. On one occasion an acquaintance made a slip, and I was then certain that my father was really Stepan Bandera. But even then I realized that I dare not let my little brother and sister into this secret, since it would have been highly dangerous if they had innocently and unknowingly divulged this fact.”

Natalia Bandera’s speech gave the audience something that had been altogether lacking in the trial testimony until then—a sense of the human tragedy caused by Stashinsky’s actions. Dressed in black like her father’s associates, Natalia reminded the audience of Stashinsky’s testimony in which he said that his case officer, Sergei Damon, had assured him that Bandera’s children would be thankful to him for what he had done once they grew up. Natalia said that that would have only happened if the KGB had kidnapped them and subjected them to a reeducation program, as they did with Yurii Shukhevych, the teenage son of the commander in chief of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army. For his children, Bandera was the supreme moral authority in their lives, a hero who had died for God and Ukraine. “He personified this noble ideal,” declared Natalia, “and he will continue to be the guiding star of my life, as well as of the life of my brother and sister and of all the youth of Ukraine.”8

The public and the judges alike were clearly moved by the speech. Stashinsky became even paler than usual, his eyes downcast.
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DEVIL’S ADVOCATES

Immediately after the lunch break, Heinrich Jagusch called on Adolf Miehr, the attorney for the Rebet family, to speak. Up to this point he had been as tough and aggressive as Neuwirth in questioning Stashinsky. Like Chief Prosecutor Albin Kuhn, Miehr rejected the proposition that Stashinsky had carried out his killings under duress. But Miehr was equally not convinced by the prosecutor’s claim that Stashinsky had committed his murders in a perfidious manner. At stake was what type of killing had occurred. In German law, the most severe penalties would be for murder classified as Meuchelmord, or treacherous murder, which would mean that Stashinsky knew that his victim was defenseless and unaware of the impending attack. “Was Rebet defenseless? Was he trusting?” Miehr asked the court, and then answered his own questions in the negative: “In the state in which Rebet climbed the stairs, he certainly was not defenseless. The notion of trust is also irrelevant here.” Miehr reasoned that Rebet was in good health and that he was quite capable of protecting himself against an assailant. He then stated: “The concept of treacherous murder (Meuchelmord), as generally used by nonprofessionals, is . . . inapplicable here.” In a surprising move, Miehr’s argument undermined a key element of the prosecution’s case, which suggested that Stashinsky had killed a defenseless victim whom he had caught by surprise—and therefore should receive the harshest penalties if convicted.

But that was not the end of Miehr’s unexpected attack on the prosecution’s arguments. He also maintained that it was unreasonable to expect Stashinsky to defect to the West when he first received his criminal orders, given the kind of indoctrination he had undergone in the Soviet Union and his communist convictions. Miehr concluded his surprising speech with a reference to Rebet’s widow, Daria, whose interests he represented—and whose interests diverged from that of the other defendants. “Distinguished Senate!” declared Miehr. “In Frau Rebet’s name I must assure you once again that she feels not the slightest hatred for Stashinsky but sympathizes with him, and she is right to do so. . . . A light sentence would also be sufficient, for Stashinsky’s action means that he will be burdened by his conscience, of which he, being responsible for the deaths of two people, will never rid himself.”1

What had just happened? Many in the courtroom were stunned by Miehr’s speech. Whose side was this attorney on, and why was he requesting clemency for the murderer and questioning the legal grounding of the prosecution’s argument? Daria Rebet spoke next, bringing some clarity to the issue. A forty-nine-year-old woman with an open face and thin lips that bespoke strong will and determination, she rose from her seat behind the desk shared by family members of the victims and their lawyers. She then told the court, in her heavily accented German, that, given her difficulty with the language, and wanting to be as precise as possible, she would read a written statement. Andrii Rebet, Daria’s twenty-year-old son, who had translated the text from Ukrainian into German, sat next to her, ready to help if required.

“To begin with,” said Daria, “I must say that I find it very difficult to appear in the role of co-plaintiff in this trial. For the question naturally arises: Whom am I accusing? And if I am to answer that question precisely and truly, then the answer will be as follows: the accusation is directed against those who gave the orders, the Russian Bolshevik regime, the Soviet system, into which people are fitted ruthlessly and almost fatalistically, and in which they become mechanical components.” Like Neuwirth, Daria was attacking the communist system first and foremost. But unlike the Bandera family’s attorney, she was prepared to transfer almost all responsibility from the individual who carried out the criminal order to those who had issued it. “I have no feeling of malice or hatred toward the defendant,” she declared. “I can also say and affirm the same on behalf of my almost full-grown son; more precisely, on behalf of both my children. From a purely human viewpoint, the defendant may be pitied, and I attach no importance to his being punished severely. I see the Stashinsky case precisely as a case, a phenomenon, that is simultaneously a reflection of the tragic fate of our people.”

Andrii Rebet later remembered that his mother’s words were met with disbelief in the courtroom. They made a strong impression on Stashinsky, whose demeanor changed visibly for the better. Andrii fully supported his mother’s position on the question of Stashinsky’s punishment. The Rebets wanted it to be above all a trial of the Soviet regime and its methods of suppressing the Ukrainian national movement. As may be judged from her statement and later writings, Daria was prepared to see Stashinsky not as a perpetrator or a traitor, as Bandera’s followers saw him, but as a victim of the Soviet regime. Her hope was that the publicity accompanying the trial would change the West’s treatment of Ukrainian émigrés and their cause, and that news of the trial would reach Ukraine to “give deluded people a reason to think seriously.”2

Later in the day, Stashinsky got help from another unexpected source. It appeared that Charles Kersten, the high-profile and politically powerful attorney on Yaroslava Bandera’s legal team, had also switched sides during the course of the trial. Kersten had remained silent through most of the trial. Although he was officially just a consultant to Hans Neuwirth, many regarded him as the senior figure in the triumvirate of lawyers representing the Bandera family. A photo taken during a trial recess showed him walking very confidently, one hand in his pants pocket, between his two colleagues: Hans Neuwirth limping with a cane, and the diminutive Jaroslav Padoch carrying a briefcase. There was no doubt about who was the most influential. The United States ruled the world, and its support was essential for the continuing existence not only of West Berlin but also of West Germany itself. Everyone knew that Kersten was not just any American: he had connections at the highest levels in Washington.

Kersten addressed the court in English, speaking as if to an American courtroom and using his substantial oratorical skills. He would pause after every paragraph, allowing the interpreter to translate his words into German. Like Daria Rebet and her attorney, Kersten was not there to go after Stashinsky. His main task, as he had formulated it in a letter to Senator Thomas Dodd two weeks earlier, was to expose the threat that the Soviet Union presented to the Western world, especially its government’s proclivity for killing its political opponents. “If Stashinsky had not defected,” said the former congressman, his voice loud and clear, “some stubborn anti-Soviet UN delegate, for example, might one day be found dead in New York, victim of a ‘heart attack’ produced by this masterpiece of Soviet science.” He put the killings of the two émigré leaders into the broader context of Soviet policy toward Ukraine and its liberation movement. He referred to the Great Ukrainian Famine of 1932–1933, the Great Terror of the late 1930s, and the brutal suppression of the Gulag uprising in Kengir, Kazakhstan, in 1954, where a good half of the prisoners were Ukrainians, many of them former soldiers of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army.

Kersten’s speech gave Stashinsky renewed hope. “Mrs. Bandera does not seek vengeance but justice for Stashinsky,” declared the US congressman, “recognizing that he was not arrested in the course of his crimes but fled to the West and voluntarily told the full story of the Soviet government’s crime and his part in it.” Kersten believed that the true goal of the trial was to uncover the “real criminals” at the highest levels of Soviet power. “The Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, in this case, has been proved guilty of murder in the first degree,” he told the court. “This Court may not be able to prescribe the punishment for the real culprit. But it can render a historic judgment and declaration finding the Soviet government guilty of murder, a judgment that will hearten a large part of mankind that is afflicted with the Russian Communist conspiracy.” For Stashinsky, the session must have been an emotional roller coaster, for Kersten was followed directly by Jaroslav Padoch, who went hard not only after the Soviet leaders in Moscow but also after the assassin himself.3

But then came the concluding statement of Stashinsky’s own lawyer, Helmut Seidel, and the scales of justice began again to tilt in his favor. Throughout the trial, Stashinsky had stuck to his story: that he had considered the struggle for Ukrainian independence to be futile and had been a true communist believer when he had committed his crimes. It was only after the killings that he had discovered the truth and repented for his actions. Seidel was happy to reinforce this narrative in his own concluding statement to the court. Seidel cut a striking figure and made a strong impression on those in the courtroom. “He speaks in a very calm voice, but confidently, and with extraordinary command of the case,” wrote one of Bandera’s followers in his report on the trial. “He deftly exploits all the errors and inappropriate expressions of the previous attorneys to diminish the guilt of his client.” Volodymyr Stakhiv, a close associate of Daria Rebet who was present in the courtroom, wrote that “Dr. Helmut Seidel’s defense speech was composed professionally and delivered brilliantly.”4

“I defend Stashinsky—a person, such a person as you or I,” Seidel told the court, “a peasant’s son whom accident and fate placed in a difficult situation: a person with whom I became acquainted, at first somewhat withdrawn and reserved, but later with a gentle and almost happy openness and a phenomenal memory, so that you are simply horrified on seeing the contrast between him and the deeds he carried out.” Seidel explained that contrast as a consequence of Stashinsky’s upbringing, which instilled in him Marxist ideology, Soviet patriotism, and obedience to superiors. “Before this court there stands a man who has come from a country where completely different ethical and moral concepts prevail. He was told that there is no such thing as individual freedom; that freedom is willing and conscious service to the inevitable. And who can establish the inevitable better than the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union itself?”

Seidel told the court that he was not going to argue with the prosecution’s suggestion that Stashinsky could not have acted under duress, given that the KGB was not a military organization. As far as Seidel was concerned, discipline in the KGB was tougher than in the army. Still, he was not going to base the defense of his client on the “following orders” argument. He argued instead that Stashinsky had killed Rebet in accordance with the ideological dogmas instilled in him by the KGB, and that he had assassinated Bandera out of fear that if he did not do so, he would be next in line. He then formulated his main argument: “What I am about to say is entirely in accord with my profound legal conviction, to wit, that the defendant is not the one who committed the crime but only the accessory to the criminal.”

Seidel’s speech changed the mood in the courtroom. It seemed that by portraying Stashinsky as a mere accessory to the murder, his attorney had found the perfect formula to both condemn the Soviet Union for what it was doing to its own citizens and its opponents abroad and to punish the assassin, whose confession and testimony had made the world aware of the danger posed by the Soviet regime. Daria Rebet later remembered that Hans Neuwirth, realizing the change of mood among the judges, made a statement declaring that he did not insist on a life sentence for the accused. But Chief Prosecutor Albin Kuhn stuck to his guns, confirming that he wanted a life sentence for each of the two murders committed by the defendant.

Bogdan Stashinsky was the last to speak at the trial that was deciding his fate. “I can only assert,” declared Stashinsky, pale as always, “that I have already said everything I could and can say. My testimony is, in fact, at the same time a sign of my repentance. I am aware of my guilt, and I can only ask the distinguished court to be guided more by considerations of mercy than of law.” His testimony was indeed the only card he could play in court. He played it well. If Charles Kersten was right, and there was a deal between the authorities and Stashinsky, he was clearly keeping his part of the bargain by delivering the most damning testimony about the Soviet practice of political killings that had ever reached the Western world.

The trial was now over. Heinrich Jagusch announced that the verdict would be made public at 9:00 a.m. on Friday, October 19, 1962. Stashinsky, the families of his victims, and the world at large would have to wait four long days to learn the judgment.5
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VERDICT

The journalists who gathered on the morning of October 19 to hear the verdict in the Stashinsky case were not sure what to expect. On the last day of the trial they had witnessed a “tense legal contest,” as Reginald Peck wrote in the Daily Telegraph. Not only did the prosecution and the defense define the two murders differently, but the families of the victims seemed to be divided on who was the main perpetrator, Stashinsky or the Soviet regime. A day earlier, the Berliner Zeitung of East Berlin had published a long article claiming once again that it was Reinhard Gehlen and his people who had killed Bandera. The newspaper accused Heinrich Jagusch and the court of following orders from the West German government and substituting anticommunist rhetoric for missing evidence. “Whatever the court’s verdict,” declared the newspaper, “one thing can already be said ahead of time: there will be no truth in the verdict.”1

Heinrich Jagusch began his reading of the verdict soon after 9:00 a.m. It was a long document. The judge started with the biography of the accused. It took some minutes before he reached the assessment of the arguments presented by the prosecution and the defense. “The Court of Criminal Appeal of the Federal High Court agrees with the indictment, inasmuch as the two crimes constitute murder by poison,” declared Jagusch. That was a clear victory for the prosecution. Unfortunately for the Bandera camp, the prosecution might have won the battle but was about to lose the war. “The Court of Criminal Appeal,” continued Jagusch, “. . . agrees with the opinion of defense counsel: in neither case was the accused the perpetrator of a murder though he carried out the acts of killing alone, but only a tool and an assistant. The perpetrators, that is to say the murderers, are those persons who were responsible for planning and plotting the murders down to the last detail as regards the victims selected, the place, time and method of murders.”

This was the crux of the trial, and Jagusch and the rest of the judges sided with the defense. Jagusch argued against the prosecution’s case, according to which “a person who commits a deed entirely on his own must without exception always be condemned as the perpetrator.” Why? Because, Jagusch said, as long as there were “states that plan political murders, [and] issue orders,” and as long as “they shall . . . ideologically train certain of their subjects” to carry out those orders, the citizens of such states could not be judged according to the same standards as those of other countries. Jagusch brought up the example of Nazi Germany and the impact its state and ideology had had on regular citizens: “Those who morally resist such negative forces stand alone within the masses when confronting them,” said the judge, who had lived through the period. “Those who succumb to these forces succumb to a skillful, overpowering, officially controlled mass influence; they do not succumb to incentives that come under the general category of criminology.”2

If Stashinsky was indeed just an accessory to murder, and the actual perpetrators were in Moscow, what action could be expected from the court? There was little that Jagusch and the German judiciary system could do about Aleksandr Shelepin, to say nothing of Nikita Khrushchev. As Jagusch said, “Since they hold high-ranking offices in their sovereign territory of a foreign power, they are withdrawn from our efforts to ensure that justice is done, although in the long run no one can escape his just punishment.” Stashinsky, on the other hand, was subject to the court’s jurisdiction. “The sentence pronounced by this court is not intended to destroy the accused,” continued Jagusch. “As far as humanly possible, it is to help him atone. The separate sentences for each of the two cases of murder are six years’ penal servitude; the sentence for treason is one year’s penal servitude. A total sentence of eight years’ penal servitude, allowance to be made for imprisonment pending trial, suffices for atonement.”3

When Jagusch finished reading the verdict, very few people in the room could fully comprehend the importance of what had just happened. A mere eight years for two murders? That was particularly shocking, given that the prosecution had demanded two life sentences. Bandera’s followers tried to put up a brave face under the circumstances. They had also sought an indictment of Moscow and international legitimacy for their struggle—those two goals had been achieved. But they lost the fight to see Stashinsky condemned as a traitor to the Ukrainian nation. Daria Rebet and her circle of Ukrainian émigrés had taken a different stand, treating Stashinsky more as a victim than as a perpetrator, and the court’s ruling seemed to endorse their position.

Many of Bandera’s followers and people sympathetic to the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists expressed disappointment with the ruling. Among them was Jaroslav Padoch, who had left Karlsruhe before the announcement of the verdict. “News has just arrived of the eight-year prison term for Stashinsky,” wrote Padoch from the United States on October 19 to Stepan Lenkavsky, Bandera’s successor at the top of OUN, a Munich acquaintance. “Although none of the prosecutors wanted harsh punishment for him, it is still hard to think of it: eight years for two lives. A cheap, very cheap price.” He added that in Svoboda, a leading Ukrainian-language newspaper in the United States, news of the verdict had appeared next to a story about a death sentence imposed by a Soviet court in Lviv on a person accused of bribery. “Two systems, two standards of humanism,” wrote the clearly disappointed Padoch.

Padoch struggled to make sense of the unusually lenient treatment by the West German court. He suspected that the verdict was the result of a deal that Stashinsky had made not with the German prosecutor, as suggested by Kersten, but with the Americans. “He probably paid for it in a different currency,” wrote the disheartened Padoch to Lenkavsky on the day the verdict was published. “He probably spent considerable time with our American investigators.” This assumption was shared by others. A reporter for United Press International (UPI) finished his article on the verdict with the statement: “He is considered too valuable to Allied intelligence to exhaust himself crushing rock.”4

The verdict in the Stashinsky trial caused a sensation in Germany. The West German media was divided in its assessment, as shown by the articles appearing in the next few days. “Verdict of the Year—the Killers Are Sitting in Moscow,” wrote a reporter for Hamburg’s Bild-Zeitung. “Mild Sentence—An Invitation to Killers,” opined a reporter for the Rheinische Post. A reporter for the Badische Zeitung wrote that no ordinary person could understand how an assassin could be judged a mere accessory to murder.

The verdict touched on a number of highly sensitive elements of German postwar political history and identity, one of them being the Nazi legacy. Both the chief public prosecutor, Albin Kuhn, and the presiding judge, Heinrich Jagusch, made reference to the recent Nazi past—Kuhn in his legal judgment on the last day of the trial, and Jagusch in the text of the verdict. But the two references were of quite a different nature. Kuhn evoked the Nazi past to make the point that Germany’s own experience with totalitarianism should not make German courts more forgiving of crimes committed on behalf of such states. “We Germans have no reason merely to criticize others,” stated Kuhn. “For we have not yet done with our own past. Acts of violence are not, however, less serious because they have been committed by others.” Jagusch, on the other hand, argued that the Germans themselves knew how difficult it was to withstand concerted brainwashing on the part of the state. Stashinsky, he said, was not a willing or enthusiastic perpetrator, not an “Eichmann type who joyfully obeys the Führer and carries out the orders he receives with even greater emphasis.” He claimed that “the accused was at the time in question a poor devil who acted automatically under pressure of commands and was misled and confused ideologically.”5

Many immediately sensed the danger of setting this precedent. A reporter for the Frankfurter Rundschau wrote: “It sounds like a mockery when President Jagusch of the Senate says in his explanation of the sentence that Germans supposedly have a special understanding for such people as Stashinsky—an assassin acting on orders? . . . Does he not see how close his sentence brings him to the principles of a government for which murder is not a crime?” A reader of the Hamburg Bild-Zeitung wrote to his newspaper: “Now all the verdicts in cases of murders carried out on Hitler’s orders will have to be reviewed.”6

Since the Nuremberg trial of Nazi war criminals, the West German courts had universally rejected the argument that Nazi perpetrators had simply followed orders. Now the Federal Criminal Court and then the High Court, which approved its ruling, were dramatically reversing that policy. Both courts formally rejected the “acting under duress of orders” defense in the Stashinsky case, but the ruling opened new avenues for the defense of Nazi criminals, as they could now claim that they had only been accessories to murder, while the main perpetrators, including Adolf Hitler, Heinrich Himmler, Hermann Göring, and other top officials of the Third Reich, were long gone.

Few doubted that the verdict was influenced by a broader political agenda directly related to the Cold War. Some welcomed that; others found it deplorable. “The verdict is perfectly correct, for it must be hoped that thanks to this man’s confession the beclouded eyes of many people in the West have cleared up with regard to assessing Moscow’s policy,” wrote a reader of the Hamburg Bild-Zeitung. Another disagreed: “This is frightful. Are we a state under the rule of law or lackeys of a policy of assassins?”7

The question of the violation of West German sovereignty by the country’s powerful Soviet neighbor was another highly sensitive issue for the public and the political elite. Immediately after the publication of the verdict, Karl-Günther von Hase, the chief spokesman for the West German government, made a statement in which he declared: “It is a monstrous fact that a foreign power has deemed it necessary, with complete disregard of all human laws, to pass summary judgments in this country.” The media asked whether the government would take real action against the Soviets in response. “And what will Bonn do?” asked a reporter for the Karlsruhe-based Badische Neueste Nachrichten. “The unconscionable violation of the sovereignty of our federal state is a proven fact. Rebet and Bandera were murdered in Munich on Soviet orders. Criminal and international law were flouted. No one can consider himself safe from Moscow—no state, no individual.” But the government was not eager to act. The author of the Badische Neueste Nachrichten article was right. No European state, especially West Germany, could feel safe in the face of a rising communist superpower willing to change the rules of the game in order to gain equal status with the Americans.8

German parliamentarians began to request an official government response. The first request was made on December 7, 1962. The government dodged it by pointing out that the High Court in Karlsruhe had not yet filed its official judgment. After repeated requests, the government sent an official note to the Soviet embassy in Bonn in April 1964. It read: “As the Federal Court has established, both . . . crimes were committed on orders of Soviet agencies. This leads the Federal Government to bring to the attention of the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics that such actions are acutely contrary to generally recognized principles of law, especially international law.” The note ended with standard assurances of mutual respect: “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs takes this opportunity to assure the embassy of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of its great respect.” The Soviet authorities ignored the note, and German officials did not press them for a response.9
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UNANSWERED LETTER

On November 7, 1963, a year after the trial, Charles Kersten sat down to write a letter to President John F. Kennedy. The president, with whom Kersten shared not only his Catholic faith but also a record of anticommunist crusading, was his last hope to bring Bogdan Stashinsky, who was now in prison in West Germany, to the United States to testify before a Senate committee investigating the Soviet assassinations abroad.

Kersten considered Stashinsky’s testimony to be a matter of state importance. He presented the highlights of Stashinsky’s story and noted that “before his defection Stashinsky was being trained for high level killing in England and the United States. There are undoubtedly others in such training.” He wanted the president to force the State Department to lift its objections to admitting Stashinsky to the United States. “I think you agree with me,” he wrote, “that full exposure of deadly subversive operations is the best way to prevent them.” At the end of the letter, Kersten reminded Kennedy of their days as anticommunist crusaders in the US Congress in the late 1940s. He also recalled the time when “the exposure of Communist operations in Milwaukee, Wisconsin in 1947 helped break the hold of the conspiracy on industry in the area.” Kersten attached a photograph of the two of them during their trip to Milwaukee to organize hearings on the communist penetration of trade unions.1

Kersten had tried to gain as much publicity as possible for the Stashinsky case. Immediately after the trial, he had issued a statement that read: “The verdict of the German Supreme Court is just and is a great victory for truth. It reveals the Russian Communist government as the real killer.” Kersten stated that on behalf of Yaroslava Bandera he was going to bring the case against Nikita Khrushchev and the Soviet government before the International Tribunal in the Hague and the Human Rights Commission of the United Nations. While in West Germany, Kersten had even spoken with Professor Hermann Mosler, a renowned authority on international law at Heidelberg University, to discuss the possibility of bringing the case before the United Nations. Upon his return to the United States, Kersten strategized with his Ukrainian friends and visited some foreign representatives to the United Nations, but the project had never gotten off the ground.2

Fresh from his visit to Karlsruhe and disappointed with his unsuccessful attempts to bring the case before the United Nations, Charles Kersten joined a campaign to hold hearings on the Stashinsky case on Capitol Hill. It was spearheaded by Professor Lev Dobriansky, the chairman of the National Captive Nations Committee. On February 19, 1963, Kersten wrote to his old ally, Senator Thomas Dodd of Connecticut, the vice chairman of the US Senate Subcommittee on Internal Security, urging him to take part. “I know that you are fully aware that it is not only the launchings of missiles that we fear from Cuba,” wrote Kersten, referring to the Cuban crisis of less than six months earlier. “It is also the diabolical subversive tactics that the Communists employ all over the world, and in this case the potential of swift, silent and unattributed murder of even the highest officials in the United States who oppose the Soviets.” Kersten wrote a similar letter to the ranking member of the subcommittee, Senator Kenneth Keating of New York. Both responded in March 1963, with Keating referring the matter to Dodd, and Dodd indicating his interest in the idea.

“I agree with you that the case might give us a wedge with which to go into the entire matter of stimulated and induced suicide as practiced by the Soviet terror apparatus,” wrote Dodd to Kersten. He promised to discuss the matter further with his colleagues on the committee. Kersten wrote back to his old friend, further encouraging him to go ahead with the hearings. Kersten cited one of the earlier reports of Dodd’s committee, which stated that after considering a number of suspected political killings, the committee could not find “ironclad proof that the Kremlin . . . in any of these cases committed murder and dressed it up as a suicide.” The Stashinsky trial, wrote Kersten, provided that ironclad proof.3

Lev Dobriansky, the main advocate for the hearings, believed that Stashinsky should be brought to the United States to be a star witness. “My feeling was,” recalled Dobriansky later, “that we should dramatize all this. In having Stashinsky and numerous others here we would show the interrelationships of the subject of the political murders ordered by Moscow. Especially after the Supreme Court in West Germany indicted and charged not so much Stashinsky as the Russian government in Moscow, this was deemed necessary.” But the State Department refused to give its approval. Officials cited logistical difficulties and security concerns, but Dobriansky believed their lack of support was driven by the “whole détente that was supposed to be built up between the United States and the USSR.”4

By the summer of 1963, relations between the Soviet Union and the United States had changed dramatically, and for the better. The Berlin Wall crisis of the summer and fall of 1961 and the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962 were in the past. In July 1963, American, British, and Soviet negotiators agreed on conditions for a treaty on a partial nuclear test ban—the first major step toward limiting nuclear arsenals. The next month, John Kennedy and Nikita Khrushchev set up a hotline between the White House and the Kremlin to help resolve possible future crises. Kennedy authorized a quarter-billion-dollar deal for the sale of American wheat to the Soviet Union—a measure intended to relieve the severity of Soviet food shortages. On October 7, in the presence of his advisers and congressional leaders, Kennedy signed the agreement on the limitation of nuclear tests. It was a major turn in his relations with Khrushchev and marked the height of the short-lived Soviet-American rapprochement. No one wanted to hear about Stashinsky or political murders carried out on the orders of the same man in the Kremlin who seemed to have finally come to his senses, was eager to buy American wheat, and promised not to test his nuclear weapons.5

The letter that Kersten sent President Kennedy, urging him to support the idea of Senate hearings on Soviet assassination tactics, was never answered. On November 22, 1963, two weeks after Kersten sent his letter, the president was assassinated in Dallas. A copy of Kersten’s letter was forwarded to the FBI. The FBI suspected that Kersten’s prediction that the Soviets might send trained killers from Havana to assassinate anticommunist leaders in the United States was coming true. Lee Harvey Oswald uncannily fitted the image of the Moscow-trained and Havana-directed killer that Kersten had warned against. Were Khrushchev and Aleksandr Shelepin—who now held enormous power as chairman of the Party and State Control Commission, and would soon be named to the Communist Party Presidium—back at work, now ordering the killing of an American president? This supposition terrified many Americans. If that was the case, what should be the response? And could it be anything less than all-out nuclear war?6

These were questions over which many American politicians, including people at the very top of the government, lost sleep. Despite Oswald’s prolonged stay in the Soviet Union, his Soviet wife, and his ties with Cuban émigrés, government investigators worked hard to promote the lone gunman theory of the assassination. For William Hood, who served as the CIA chief in Munich during the assassination of Bandera, it was another high-profile killing on his watch, but one of much larger significance and greater potential repercussions. Transferred from Germany to Langley at the beginning of the decade, Hood was one of a handful of CIA officers who signed a cable that failed to disclose Oswald’s recent arrest for a quarrel with anti-Castro émigrés. He had helped to remove Oswald’s name from the FBI watch list a few weeks before the Kennedy assassination. Despite this, Hood would keep his job and would not retire from the CIA until the 1970s. Whether the Soviets were involved or not—and, in 1963, no one could say for sure—few people in power were prepared to go to war with the Soviet Union, even over the assassination of the president.7
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GUEST FROM WASHINGTON

Friday, April 10, 1964, was an usual day in Bogdan Stashinsky’s otherwise monotonous and uneventful life behind bars. That morning he was transferred to the High Criminal Court in Karlsruhe, where he had stood trial a year and a half earlier. They wanted him to meet a VIP from overseas. His name was Senator Thomas J. Dodd. Stashinsky was on his list of people to see, along with the new chancellor of West Germany, Ludwig Erhard; his predecessor, Konrad Adenauer; the chief federal prosecutor, Ludwig Martin; and the presiding judge in the Stashinsky trial, Heinrich Jagusch.

The senator later claimed that whomever else he saw on the visit, his main purpose was first and foremost to meet Mr. Stashinsky. The meeting took place in the presence of one of the prosecutors at the Stashinsky trial, Dr. Oberle, and a number of US officials—some of them had come with the senator all the way from Washington; others were from the American embassy in Bonn. Senator Dodd’s trip to Karlsruhe to see Bogdan Stashinsky had been long in the making.1

The murder of John Kennedy had revived interest in the idea of holding hearings on Capitol Hill to discuss the Soviet use of political assassinations. In February 1964, the CIA had prepared a report on the “Soviet Use of Assassination and Kidnapping” for the commission investigating Kennedy’s murder, and it included a section on the Stashinsky case. But the problem of bringing him to the United States remained unsolved. In late January, Lev Dobriansky had learned that in order to move the whole thing along, Senator Dodd had decided to go to West Germany himself to interview Stashinsky and the West German officials involved in his case.2

Dodd’s German agenda was filled with meetings with top West German politicians, both active and retired. His meeting with Konrad Adenauer took place on the morning of April 8, the first full day of Dodd’s visit. The chancellor did not hide his criticism of the late President Kennedy and his foreign policy. He considered Kennedy to be too soft on the Soviets during the Cuban missile crisis. In October 1962, soon after the end of the Stashinsky trial, he asked the US ambassador to West Germany to make the transcripts of the trial available for Kennedy to demonstrate what the Soviets were up to and what they were capable of. Now he raised concerns about the growing American trade with the Soviet Union, especially Kennedy’s American grain deal with Khrushchev. The irony, Dodd told him, was that if Kennedy were still alive, the Senate would probably have defeated the deal; the president’s death had made that a political impossibility.3

The next day, Dodd went to Karlsruhe to meet with Dr. Hubert Schrubbers, the head of the Office for the Protection of the Constitution (West German counterintelligence), who briefed him on the Stashinsky case and Soviet espionage in West Germany. The statistics that Schrubbers presented to Dodd were impressive: there had been 222 cases of kidnapping in West Germany in the past few years, most of them in Berlin. In 52 of those cases, force had been used, and in 7 cases the victims had been drugged. The rest were lured to the East by deception. The threat posed by Soviet espionage and the activities of its agents was nowhere as serious as in West Germany.

April 10 was the Stashinsky day on Dodd’s schedule. In the morning, the senator discussed the case with Dr. Bruno Heusinger, the president of the Federal Criminal Court. They also talked about the ongoing trial of the former SS men involved in running Auschwitz—Dodd had visited the proceedings the previous day in Cologne. Heusinger told him that the two cases, those of the Auschwitz criminals and Stashinsky, were legally intertwined. Both trials, he said, demonstrated “how an all-powerful state apparatus could deform and enslave the human character.” Judging by Dodd’s notes, they did not formally discuss whether the accused in the Auschwitz trial would be treated in the same way as Stashinsky—as accessories to murder rather than perpetrators—but Heusinger’s comments suggested that it was a possibility. The verdict in the Stashinsky trial had created a precedent that was now influencing the trials of Nazi criminals in West German courts. After his meeting with Heusinger, Dodd went to see the primary author of the Stashinsky verdict, Heinrich Jagusch. They talked about Stashinsky, his crimes, and his future. Dodd now felt prepared to meet the man he had heard so much about.4

The meeting began soon after 2:00 p.m. The senator greeted the former KGB assassin and told him that he had “rendered an important service by telling the truth.” Dodd then launched into his questions. The senator wanted to know what Stashinsky could tell him about other assassinations, including ones that appeared to be suicides—a subject that Dodd’s committee had been investigating for some time. One such case was that of the Soviet secret agent Walter Krivitsky, who defected to the West in 1937 and wrote the book I Was Stalin’s Agent, exposing Soviet methods of espionage and assassination abroad. In February 1941, Krivitsky had been found in a Washington hotel, lying in a pool of blood, allegedly a suicide.

Another case was that of Paul Bang-Jensen, a young Danish diplomat who refused to turn over to the United Nations a list of participants in the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, as he believed that it would be leaked to the Soviets. He was found dead in Queens, New York, in November 1959. As had been the case with Krivitsky, Bang-Jensen’s body was found with a suicide note explaining his reason for taking his own life.5

Stashinsky tried to be as helpful as he could. Dodd remembered later that Stashinsky described to him “in detail how he murdered Bandera . . . and how he followed him day by day, learned his habits, met him on the stairway of the apartment house.” Stashinsky had no firsthand knowledge of other assassinations committed by the KGB, but he knew well the culture of the institutions he worked for and could make informed guesses. Commenting on the matter, he said that “in the Soviet Union it was taken for granted that this is the way one deals with certain types of political enemies in other countries.”

Stashinsky also told Dodd that “it was his definite impression that he functioned as part of a worldwide apparatus.” He knew that he had been acting on orders coming from the very top of the Soviet hierarchy. He also knew that assassinations would continue after the public outrage over the assassination of Bandera had ebbed. “He said,” reads Dodd’s travel diary, “that it was his firm impression that he was to be assigned to the same kind of work in one of the major English speaking countries.” Senator Dodd was particularly impressed by the replica of the spray pistol that Stashinsky had used to assassinate Bandera. After the meeting, which lasted close to two hours, Dodd went to see Yaroslav Stetsko, the no. 3 man on Stashinsky’s hit list.6

Dodd left West Germany, as he later recalled, with a much better understanding of how the KGB apparatus worked. In March 1965, the US Senate Internal Security Subcommittee finally conducted its hearings, focusing particularly on the Stashinsky case. The subcommittee’s report appeared in print under the title Murder International, Inc.: Murder and Kidnapping as an Instrument of Soviet Policy. The main title echoed the name that the American press had given Mafia hit men of the 1930s and 1940s—“Murder, Inc.” The introduction, written by Senator Dodd, stated that although the Stashinsky trial had “attracted only episodic attention in the press of the Western world,” it deserved to be “ranked with the great trials of history.” Dodd explained its importance as follows: “The evidence presented at the trial established for the first time in a court of law that the Soviets employ murder as an instrument of international policy and that, despite the so called ‘liberalization’ which is supposed to have taken place since Stalin’s death, the international murder apparatus of the Soviet Government continues to operate full blast.”7
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JUDEX

When Dodd left Karlsruhe on April 10, 1964, Stashinsky was taken back to his prison cell. Rumor had it that he was serving his sentence in Landsberg Prison, some forty miles from Munich. At this point, he had more than five years of imprisonment still ahead of him. His lawyer, Helmut Seidel, had filed a request for clemency, but there was no telling whether it would be granted.

There was also more bad news from outside the prison walls. On June 23, 1964, Inge, apparently traumatized by the ordeal, filed for divorce. We do not know how Stashinsky reacted to the news. But it is easy to imagine Inge’s motivations. She was afraid for her life and, according to Stern reporter Gerd Heidemann, had begun psychiatric treatment. Heidemann interviewed Inge in early November 1962, soon after the Stashinsky trial. The interview was arranged by Erwin Fischer of the Federal Prosecutor’s Office, who assured Inge that she could trust Heidemann and tell him everything. Unfortunately, she was unaware that since 1953 Heidemann had been working for the Stasi—the East German secret police—under the code name “Gerhardt.” He went to prison in 1985 for selling forged diaries purported to be Hitler’s, while still on the list of active Stasi agents. Heidemann would later claim that he was a double agent—a claim that would have given Inge little solace.1

Bogdan Stashinsky was relatively safe in prison, but what would happen after his release? Where could he find safe haven from his former KGB colleagues? During his meeting with Senator Dodd, Heinrich Jagusch told the American visitor that “Stashinsky’s testimony had been most helpful, but when he was released, Germany would be very unsafe for him.” Jagusch hoped that “arrangements could be made for him in a safer country.” Jagusch was an important ally, but he would soon be forced out of office, leaving Stashinsky largely unprotected.2

Dr. Jagusch’s political troubles began soon after he read the verdict in the Stashinsky trial. A propaganda campaign launched in the East accused him of being a committed Nazi. Then the same Stern reporter, Gerd Heidemann, published photographs revealing the face of one of the investigators in the case considered by Jagusch, revealing the fact that the judge was sharing confidential materials with the journalist. Things got much worse a few months after Dodd’s visit to Karlsruhe. In September 1964, Jagusch broke the corporate ethics code by publishing in Der Spiegel, West Germany’s leading political weekly, an article that exposed the release of a suspected East German spy from a federal prison, allegedly in exchange for the release of a number of political prisoners in East Germany. The article, which questioned government policy and the position taken on the issue by Jagusch’s superiors, was unsigned. Another of Jagusch’s articles appeared in the same magazine in early November 1964. It questioned the actions of the General Prosecutor’s Office, which had sanctioned the arrest of a Der Spiegel journalist on charges of espionage. This article was signed with the pseudonym “Judex”—taken from a popular French movie about a mysterious avenger. Both pieces were controversial and attracted a great deal of publicity. The hunt for the author began, and soon one of the Munich newspapers pointed a finger at Jagusch.3

When approached by Bruno Heusinger, the head of the Federal Criminal Court, Jagusch denied the charge. But he soon changed his mind and admitted to being “Judex.” His career at the High Court was all but over. He had offended almost everyone—proponents of improved relations with the East by arguing against the release of a communist spy, and hardliners by questioning the unlawful arrest of a journalist on espionage charges. Most importantly, he had lied to his superiors and to his own colleagues. Since the Stashinsky trial, there had been accusations floated against Jagusch, probably with support and encouragement from the East, that he had taken part in the Nazification of German trade unions under Hitler. Jagusch had denied the charge, and his superiors and colleagues at the High Court had supported him. He lost their support after the publication of his Spiegel articles.4

In January 1965, Jagusch was suspended on charges of lying about his membership in the Nazi Party. A month later he was allowed to retire for health reasons. Off the bench, he reinvented himself as an authority on German traffic law, but his political legacy remained the verdict that he had handed down in the Stashinsky case. The ruling had a direct impact on dozens of trials of former Nazi officials, including the Auschwitz trial, which ended in the fall of 1965. In a mirror of the Stashinsky trial, the accused were convicted not as primary perpetrators but as accessories to murder. Robert Mulka, the adjutant to the camp commander, received a fourteen-year sentence, a far cry from the death sentence imposed by a Warsaw court in 1947 on the camp commander and Mulka’s superior, Rudolf Höss. It would take the German parliament seven years to change the criminal code and remove the loophole that the Stashinsky ruling had created. Because the new code did not come into force until the mid-1970s, quite a few accused Nazi criminals were able to use the “Stashinsky defense” in the German courts. In 1973, Ludwig Hahn, a former commander of the German secret police (SD) in Warsaw who had supervised the liquidation of the Warsaw ghetto and taken part in the suppression of the 1944 Warsaw Uprising, received a twelve-year sentence. The West German press directly linked its leniency to the Stashinsky precedent.5

With Jagusch gone, there was one less person at the top of the German judiciary who was concerned about Stashinsky’s safety after he served his sentence. It is not known whether Senator Dodd ever acted on Jagusch’s prompting to find a safe haven for Stashinsky. But Dodd’s days as a powerful senator with influence over world events—and Stashinsky’s future—were numbered.6

In June 1966, the US Senate Select Committee on Standards and Conduct held hearings on Dodd’s trip. His political opponents were alleging that his real purpose had been to help his friend Julius Klein, a retired brigadier general in the US Army who handled public relations for West German companies in the United States. Klein had been criticized for promoting companies that had previously profited from the Nazi regime and its crimes. In response, other West German companies had ceased to employ him as their public relations representative. It was now argued by Dodd’s accusers that he had gone to Germany not primarily to see Stashinsky, but to lobby on behalf of General Klein and help him regain some of his lost business. The charges were never proved, but Dodd was censured by the Senate in 1967 on a separate charge of using reelection campaign funds for his own purposes. The investigation came in the wake of Dodd’s partially successful attempts to regulate the firearms industry and resulted from the efforts of industry lobbyists.

The man who thanked Stashinsky for telling the truth stayed in office until 1971, but he lost all his power and prestige before that. The Soviet media celebrated the senator’s downfall. Many in the Soviet government considered him to be one of the worst enemies the Soviet Union had ever had.7
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VANISHED

Stern magazine in Hamburg was the first to break the news. “He was met by agents of the US Intelligence Service, the CIA,” wrote the magazine reporter, “and immediately taken to the United States in a military plane.” The reference was to Bogdan Stashinsky’s release from prison. The Stern reporter also touched upon Inge’s fate. She had divorced Bogdan in June 1964, but, according to the federal prosecutor Erwin Fischer, who had been helping her through the years, she was well provided for and happy again. Was she married, and if so, to whom? It was anyone’s guess.

The Stern story appeared in mid-February 1969 and was immediately picked up by the Associated Press and wired to newspapers all over the world. The KGB took special note of the Stern publication. In late March, the KGB chief in Ukraine reported on the story to his Communist Party boss. Inside the CIA, officials also noted the Stern account, and a copy of it ended up in the agency’s files dealing with the assassination of President Kennedy. The only official agency to comment on the news publicly was the West German Ministry of Justice. On February 18, 1969, a spokesman for the ministry declared that Stashinsky, then thirty-eight years of age, had been released and allowed to leave the country for his own protection. The spokesman would not say exactly where Stashinsky had gone. But he did say that the departure had taken place a full two years earlier. The former KGB assassin had been released after serving only two-thirds of his sentence.1

This was the first public announcement about Stashinsky since March 1965, when the media had reported that President Heinrich Lübke of West Germany had turned down an appeal for clemency filed by Stashinsky’s attorney. Now the Stern reporter wrote that upon his release on New Year’s Eve 1966, Stashinsky was picked up by the CIA agents. According to the report, the Americans considered him a very valuable agent. The Stern article served as a starting point for numerous speculations about the fate of the spy who had disappeared into thin air after his early release from prison. Some suggested that he had probably been transferred to the United States for good. But anyone who wanted to pick up Stashinsky’s trail was at least two years behind him.2

While the world wondered if the CIA was harboring Stashinsky, CIA experts were in fact still debating whether they could trust the former Soviet agent. Perhaps, after all that had taken place, he was still part of a clever KGB plot to undermine Western security. James Jesus Angleton, who served as head of CIA counterintelligence for many years (1954–1975), was paranoid about the possible KGB penetration of the CIA—he considered every KGB defector a plant. It was only after Angleton’s resignation on Christmas Eve 1975 that the agency took another look at the Stashinsky case.

The report, which was ready on April 22, 1976, began with a telling statement: “This memorandum has been written in an attempt to determine whether there is sufficient information to support KGB agent Bogdan Nikolaevich Stashinsky’s claim that he assassinated Ukrainian émigré leader Stepan Bandera in Munich in October 1959.” The sixteen-page report, which went through every bit of information the CIA had gathered on the Stashinsky case, came to the carefully formulated conclusion that Stashinsky most likely did what he claimed to have done. The only unexplained evidence was the trace of cyanide in Bandera’s stomach, an element that Stashinsky’s spray pistol was not supposed to leave. Otherwise, claimed the author of the report, it was “difficult to see what the KGB would gain by Stashinsky’s confession.”

The report gives no indication that Stashinsky was ever in fact brought to the United States, let alone allowed to live there after undergoing plastic surgery, as the rumors suggested in journalistic circles. If the Stern magazine reporters who broke the story of Stashinsky’s release were correct in their assertion that the Americans had picked up Stashinsky, then they must have taken him somewhere other than the United States. Had he been brought to the United States and placed under the authority of Angleton and his people at the CIA, Stashinsky most likely would have experienced the same kind of treatment that KGB defector Yurii Nosenko had been subjected to. Nosenko had spent three years in solitary confinement and was given drugs to make him tell the “truth”; he was released from CIA captivity only in 1967 and declared a bona fide defector only in 1969.

The author of the 1976 CIA report stated that Stashinsky had been released in 1967 after serving two-thirds of his sentence. “He was given iron works training by German authorities and resettled under another name in another country.” The report did not specify the country. Wherever Stashinsky went after being released from the West German prison, he was clearly in hiding.3

The only hint that Stashinsky had let slip appeared in advice he gave to the no. 3 man on his Munich death list, Bandera’s second-in-command, Yaroslav Stetsko. “I do not think there is any real protection against a murder ordered by the KGB,” wrote Stashinsky from his prison cell. “But the carrying out of such crimes could be made far more difficult.” Stashinsky advised Stetsko and other possible KGB targets to change their first and last names and their places of residence at least once every three years, and their country of residence as often as possible. In each country they should choose common aliases, avoiding Slavic names. Their names and addresses should not appear in telephone books and directories. A second alias should be chosen for use in their residence, and they should be trained to recognize shadowing. “Complete secrecy must be the first commandment,” wrote Stashinsky.4
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KREMLIN GHOST

Bogdan Stashinsky disappeared from the pages of the press after the 1969 surprise announcement about his early release from prison. But his crimes, and even more, his confession, continued to influence Cold War politics as well as the lives of people directly involved in his case for years to come. For a number of such individuals, that influence was anything but benevolent.

In the summer of 1973, his name came up in connection with a US government investigation into an alleged plot to assassinate Leonid Brezhnev on a visit to the United States. In early June, the Soviet embassy in Washington informed the US Secret Service that, according to their sources, a group of Ukrainian nationalists, headed by Bandera’s former associate Yaroslav Stetsko, was conspiring to assassinate the Soviet leader. The killers were allegedly fanatical young Ukrainians who had fought in the Vietnam War and were now undergoing special training in the United States. They were planning to dress in police or US Army uniforms and attack Brezhnev, who had succeeded Khrushchev in 1964. One of the alleged plotters was a US Army lieutenant colonel named Nicholas Krawciw.

The Secret Service checked the Soviet inquiry with the CIA, who identified Stetsko from the Stashinsky file. Stetsko, the CIA told its Secret Service contacts, was on the KGB hit list. The FBI immediately got on the case, and soon realized that the plot was a figment of the Soviet imagination. Stetsko, who by that time had become the leader of the Bandera organization, had been planning to visit the United States, but he did not do so. His alleged associates in the plot either stayed out of politics altogether or belonged to a rival faction of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists that would not cooperate with him on any project, much less the assassination of Leonid Brezhnev.

One of the alleged plotters, Osyp Zinkewych, was a publisher of dissident literature that was being smuggled out of Ukraine. He believed in the power of the written word, not of a fired bullet. Krawciw had served two tours of duty in Vietnam and had distinguished himself as an intelligence officer at his post in Israel in 1972, prior to the Yom Kippur War. Like many other members of the Ukrainian community in the United States listed by the Soviets, Krawciw knew nothing about a plot to kill Brezhnev. It became apparent that the Soviets were trying to unleash American law enforcement agencies on the Ukrainian organizations that were planning to protest Brezhnev’s visit to the United States. FBI sources reported that the leading Ukrainian newspaper in the country, the Ukrainian Weekly, was calling on its readers to take an active part in the protests. Brezhnev, wrote the newspaper, would be “smiling with a knife behind his back.”1

The only guns that Leonid Brezhnev saw during his visit were two pistols presented to him by his favorite Hollywood actor, Chuck Connors, whose westerns the Soviet leader had come to admire. The protests took place in New York and other cities despite the best efforts of the KGB to stop them. The largest was held on Sunday, June 17, 1973, in front of the United Nations headquarters in New York. Close to a thousand Ukrainian protesters chanted, “Brezhnev go home, leave the U.S. alone.” One of the alleged participants in the plot, Askold Lozynskyj of the Bandera organization’s youth wing, addressed the crowd, calling attention to the irony that the government of the “land of free” was eager to do business with the government of the “land of the oppressed.” In the end, it was the Ukrainian nationalists’ demonstrations, not their bullets, that constituted the biggest threat to Soviet dignitaries traveling abroad.2

Leonid Brezhnev knew that better than anyone else. In May 1975 he completed his rise to the pinnacle of Soviet power by removing his longtime rival, the former KGB chief Aleksandr Shelepin, from the Politburo. The official reason for the removal was Shelepin’s tarnished image abroad, as shown by mass demonstrations in London protesting his visit to Great Britain. Ever since the Stashinsky trial, Shelepin had become known in the West as the mastermind of political assassinations.

In the United States, that role was highlighted in the report of Senator Thomas Dodd’s committee. “According to the testimony of Stashinsky,” wrote Dodd in his introduction, “at the top of the list of Soviet officials directing this [murder] apparatus was Alexander N. Shelepin, Chairman of the State Security of the USSR. Today this former commander-in-chief of the ‘Department of Blood-Wet Affairs’ is Deputy Premier of the Council of Ministers, Member of the Presidium, and Secretary of the Central Committee, Communist Party, USSR. His presence in these high posts under the ‘new’ administration strongly suggests that murder will continue as an instrument of Soviet policy, as it has since the days of Lenin himself.” Speaking to US politicians on the occasion of the Captive Nations Week’s observance in July 1965, Yaroslav Stetsko, no. 3 man on Stashinsky’s hit list, accused Shelepin of ordering the killing of President Kennedy.3

For years Shelepin had been forced to avoid traveling to the West with official Soviet delegations because a West German judge had issued an order for his arrest in connection with the Stashinsky trial. It was only after the West German government canceled the order under strong Soviet pressure that Shelepin, then chairman of the Soviet Trade Union Association, felt he could travel to the West on official visits. In the spring of 1975, he accepted an invitation from the head of the British trade unions to visit that country. A political scandal exploded in London as soon as news of the visit reached the British parliament. The opposition Tories demanded that the government deny him an entry visa, and the governing Labourites said that it was a mistake to have invited him. One Labour parliamentarian stated that Shelepin was the most unwelcome guest since the prominent Nazi Rudolf Hess had flown to Britain in 1940.

Still, Shelepin decided not to cancel the visit. He wanted to test his new immunity from prosecution. He was met not only by unhappy parliamentarians but also by outraged members of the Ukrainian community. There were 3,000 people protesting Shelepin’s visit on the streets of London. The former KGB chief was forced to cut his visit short and go back to Moscow, only to be removed from the Politburo shortly thereafter. His political career was over.4

Shelepin lost his position at the top of the Soviet hierarchy not because his colleagues in the Politburo saw anything wrong with the KGB chief overseeing assassinations abroad, but because Leonid Brezhnev took advantage of the protests in the West to finish off his main political opponent. Brezhnev’s reference to Western public opinion as the reason for Shelepin’s dismissal made a strong impression on the Soviet political elite. The person most affected by it was Yurii Andropov, Brezhnev’s appointee to Shelepin’s former post at the helm of the KGB in 1967 (following Vladimir Semichastny). Like Shelepin, Andropov was a party apparatchik who harbored strong political ambitions. He learned an important lesson from the Shelepin/Stashinsky affair: if he was caught assassinating people abroad, his prospects of rising to the top in the USSR would vanish.

Under Andropov, the KGB would stop assassinating political opponents of the Soviet regime. Andropov also did his best to avoid antagonizing the West through harsh persecution of leading dissidents. The two most important opposition figures of the 1970s, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn and Andrei Sakharov, received—by Soviet standards—very mild treatment at the hands of the KGB. The first was exiled to the West, the second to a provincial Soviet city. Both avoided prison sentences. By treading carefully, Andropov became head of the Soviet state after Brezhnev’s death in November 1982.5
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ON THE RUN

As the fallout from the public scandal created by Stashinsky’s defection to the West influenced the political struggles within the Soviet Politburo, the KGB was on the lookout for its former employee. In November 1962, the month after the Stashinsky trial ended, Vladimir Semichastny, Aleksandr Shelepin’s successor and Vladimir Andropov’s forerunner as chief of the KGB, approved a plan of “special actions” against “particularly dangerous traitors.” Those on the list included Bogdan Stashinsky.

In his memoirs, Semichastny explained the logic behind this and other Soviet attempts to kill former KGB agents as follows:

I myself, as chairman of the KGB, never had the right to make unilateral decisions on the physical liquidation of people. [Western] propaganda to the contrary was based above all on the principle of carrying out Soviet laws outside the motherland, which applied above all to defectors from our ranks whose names were known. If a Chekist [KGB man], a Soviet citizen, or a soldier who had sworn to serve the motherland and the existing order betrayed his country and fled to the West, then, according to current Soviet law, he could be taken to court and tried despite his absence. And if he was sentenced to death in those proceedings, after that the question could be raised of carrying out the sentence.1

The document, signed by Semichastny in November 1962, specified that “as these traitors, who have given important state secrets to the opponent and caused great political damage to the USSR, have been sentenced to death in absentia, the sentence will be carried out abroad.” KGB counterintelligence units were supposed to conduct surveillance of the defector’s family members within the Soviet Union, check their correspondence, and search their homes in hopes that the defectors would try to establish contact. Counterintelligence units abroad were to track down traitors in their countries of residence so that specially trained killers from the Thirteenth Department, responsible for active measures, could carry out the sentence. In the case of Anatolii Golitsyn, a KGB officer who defected to the West in December 1961, the plan was to assassinate him if he were ever called to testify before a US Senate or congressional committee.2

Stashinsky’s whereabouts after his release were known only to a small circle of West German officials. In 1971, General Reinhard Gehlen, who by then had retired as head of the West German Foreign Intelligence Service (BND), published his memoirs, in which he suggested that he knew what had happened to the former KGB assassin. Gehlen confirmed earlier statements by West German officials that Stashinsky had been released after serving only part of his sentence. “Today the KGB’s ‘torpedo’ is living as a free man somewhere in the world he chose on that day in the summer of 1961, a few days before the wall was erected across Berlin,” wrote Gehlen. The general never revealed this exact location.3

If Stashinsky was not in the United States, then where had he gone? The answer was unexpectedly provided by another retired general, Mike Geldenhuys, in a series of interviews that he gave in early March 1984 to a South African newspaper reporter. Geldenhuys was the sixty-year-old former head of the secret branch of the South African security service, the Bureau for State Security (BOSS), which was known for its rough counterintelligence tactics and human rights violations in dealing with the liberation movement led by the African National Congress. In June 1983, eight months before granting the interviews, Geldenhuys had retired as police commissioner, the highest police office in the country.

On March 5, 1984, the Cape Times, the oldest South African daily newspaper, ran the interviews. The piece began with Geldenhuys’s biography and a description of Stashinsky’s killing of Lev Rebet. The killing of Bandera would be included in the next issue of the newspaper. In the interview, the retired general claimed that Stashinsky had come to South Africa from Germany, and that he, Geldenhuys, then a colonel and second-in-command at BOSS, had been the first South African official to interrogate the new settler. Geldenhuys described some aspects of Stashinsky’s life in South Africa but refused to disclose others. “Stashinsky’s dossier is one of the world’s best kept secrets,” he told the reporter, “and in fact is still partly so, since Stashinsky’s new identity and whereabouts would never be disclosed.” If a KGB assassination team was still hunting for Stashinsky, this was an important clue as to where Stashinsky had started his new life. The problem was that the Soviet Union had no diplomatic relations with South Africa, and carrying out any operation in that country would be a logistical nightmare. Besides, Geldenhuys told the newspaper, no one would now be able to recognize Stashinsky.

Geldenhuys told the reporter that although Stashinsky had escaped the death sentence in West Germany, his life was in danger, and his release from prison had been arranged in the utmost secrecy well before the end of his sentence. “In the meantime we were approached by the West German Security Service and asked to give this man asylum in South Africa because they were convinced it was the only country where he would be comparatively safe from KGB agents,” continued the general. “We agreed.” There were only three people in the entire country who knew about the secret resettlement: Geldenhuys; his boss, the chief of the South African security service, Hendrik van den Bergh; and the prime minister of South Africa, B. J. Vorster.

According to Geldenhuys, Stashinsky had come to South Africa in 1968, at least one year after his release from prison. The South Africans did not regret accommodating the request of their West German colleagues. According to Geldenhuys, Stashinsky “was able to supply our intelligence service with a vast amount of invaluable information on the structure and operations of the Russian secret service.” In South Africa, Stashinsky allegedly not only acquired a new identity but also underwent plastic surgery to change his appearance. He also got a new job and remarried.

“We got him a job in which he did very well for himself,” Geldenhuys told the reporter, “and sometime after that he met a girl from Durban and they fell in love. When they got married at the registry office somewhere in the Republic, he asked me to be his best man. We had formed a bond of friendship that still exists today and I was delighted to accept.” Geldenhuys said in the interview that in his bank vault he kept a picture of himself posing with Stashinsky and his wife after the wedding. Geldenhuys never mentioned Inge Pohl or anyone else accompanying Stashinsky to South Africa.4

The Associated Press and other wire agencies picked up the story on the whereabouts and post-prison life of the former KGB assassin and sent it around the world. Many, including members of the Bandera and Rebet families, questioned whether the report could be true. There are reasons to believe it was. Of the two people besides Geldenhuys who supposedly knew Stashinsky’s identity in South Africa, one was still alive. The former prime minister and then president, J. B. Vorster, had died in September 1983, but Hendrik van den Bergh was in excellent health, working on his chicken farm and writing his memoirs after being pushed out of government in 1980. According to General Geldenhuys’s biographer, Hanlie van Straaten, as of the summer of 2013 the general had in his archive a photo of President Vorster, van den Bergh, and himself. The photo was the only item in the file labeled “Stashinsky.”5

Geldenhuys’s story was also corroborated by earlier media reports that on June 23, 1964, less than two years after the trial, Inge had divorced Stashinsky, formally ending the relationship that had shaken the KGB world to its foundations. She had then completely disappeared from sight. Was her divorce a ploy to throw off the KGB? Or did she disappear in order to rejoin Stashinsky upon his release? After news of Stashinsky’s early release was leaked to the press, a federal prosecutor told Stern that Inge was being provided for and was living happily. No one could say whether it was Stashinsky who was providing for her and whether she was living with him. We do know that she almost certainly never returned to East Germany. In 1986 the tombstone was removed from the grave of Stashinsky and Inge’s son, Peter. According to German law, a cemetery plot can be cleared for reuse twenty-five years after the burial if no one is looking after the grave.6

Stashinsky, by all accounts, remained in South Africa. There were rumors that in the 1970s he served as an adviser to South African–backed units fighting in Congo. Was that the job that General Geldenhuys said BOSS had found for him? It’s certainly possible: in 1967, the year Stashinsky was released from prison, the South African police became involved in counterinsurgency operations in Rhodesia. The first special forces personnel for the mission were trained at a secret police base in Durban, the city Stashinsky’s new wife had reportedly come from. Gerhi Strauss, the newspaperman who interviewed Geldenhuys and broke the story about Stashinsky’s transfer to South Africa, also lived and died in Durban. All this could be coincidence, of course, but it also could be evidence of Stashinsky’s life after prison.7

The new clandestine police force needed to be trained in fighting insurgents. Stashinsky, who had experience in fighting the liberation movement in Ukraine, could provide helpful advice. If that was indeed the case, Stashinsky’s story had an ironic and sad ending. Rescued by Inge, he returned to his old habits with her gone. He would not be the first assassin to leave one totalitarian regime to earn his living from another. In the 1950s, Nikolai Khokhlov, another KGB assassin turned defector, was advising the South Vietnamese dictator Ngo Dinh Diem on how to organize an effective struggle against the partisan movement in his country. To different degrees, both Khokhlov and Stashinsky were experts on counterinsurgency, and while in the West they shared strong anti-Soviet convictions. It would make sense for them to join what was heralded by many as a worldwide struggle against communism.8

Of the two conjectures about Stashinsky’s country of residence after his release—the United States and the Union of South Africa—the latter seems more plausible. But if the Geldenhuys story is accurate, then it casts many elements of Stashinsky’s life and career in a new light. The ironworks training that Stashinsky received in West Germany, it would appear, proved useless to him. It is not clear where or how he spent the year 1967, but by 1968 he was working for the South African secret police, which used tactics similar to those of the KGB in putting down the liberation struggle of another oppressed people. He also lost the woman who had inspired him to shake off the embrace of the KGB and the Soviet system.

In a telephone conversation with the author on April 1, 2013, General Geldenhuys confirmed that Bogdan Stashinsky had indeed been in South Africa in the late 1960s and 1970s. He also confirmed to his biographer, Hanlie van Straaten, the authenticity of the interviews he gave in 1984. But he claimed to remember nothing else. While the general’s selective memory may be a result of time and the aging process, it may also indicate that he is not at liberty to speak about a man who is still alive and relies on the protection of his former boss.9
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HOMECOMING

“The slightly stooped man with bald spots and gray hair, who looks considerably less than his age, does not at all resemble the Bogdan Stashinsky I have seen in photographs,” wrote the Ukrainian freelance journalist Natalia Prykhodko, beginning her description of the man who introduced himself as Bogdan Stashinsky. She claimed to have met with the former KGB assassin in the summer of 2011 through a friend in the Ukrainian security service. According to the friend, Stashinsky, then approaching his eightieth birthday, wanted to set the record straight. He was ready to give an interview.

In the old man’s apartment in downtown Kyiv, the journalist found a bust of Joseph Stalin and a portrait of Winston Churchill on the wall. The old man was friendly but asked her not to use a tape recorder. The interview was conducted in Ukrainian, and the journalist, who primarily spoke Russian, asked readers to take into account that not all the peculiarities of Stashinsky’s speech were adequately reflected in her notes. The interview appeared in one of Kyiv’s leading newspapers in August 2011, a few weeks before Ukraine celebrated its twentieth anniversary of independence. It had an intriguing title: “Bogdan Stashinsky: I Fulfilled My Duty to Ukraine.”

In the interview with Prykhodko, the man who called himself Stashinsky repudiated quite a few elements of his story as it has been known in the West. He told the journalist that he had joined the KGB out of conviction, and it was out of conviction that he had killed Bandera and Rebet. He believed that Soviet rule had brought progress and well-being to his homeland. The most striking revelation, however, had to do not with Stashinsky’s political beliefs but with his escape to the West. It was a special operation planned by Aleksandr Shelepin himself, said the old man, and it had proved a success. Shelepin, whose previous career had been associated largely with the Young Communist League, was concerned about his reputation among his older colleagues in the Soviet leadership. By letting the world know that he had ordered the successful killing of Bandera, Shelepin supposedly wanted to show his peers how tough he was. On Shelepin’s personal orders, Stashinsky was supposed to turn himself in and tell the whole truth about the assassinations. The plan was that after serving his sentence, which would certainly not be too long, given his voluntary confession, he would be whisked back to the Soviet Union by a KGB team. Stashinsky, a strong believer in Soviet ideology, had agreed to sacrifice himself.

It had all worked exactly according to Shelepin’s plan. Things went wrong only after the CIA allegedly transferred Stashinsky to the United States after his release from the West German prison. “I was released before my term was up and taken to Washington,” Stashinsky told the young journalist. “There I was suspected of playing a double game, and they decided to send me to Latin America, to Panama, for a time, under surveillance, and supposedly to acquire new habits. I understood that. I was more than careful: I understood that they could liquidate me at any moment.” A KGB team came to Panama in 1968 to rescue Stashinsky, taking him first to Africa and then, in 1970, back to the Soviet Union.

What about his personal life? He was indeed married to Inge, who, like him, was a KGB agent out of conviction rather than necessity. They indeed had a son, whom they had left with the KGB in Moscow in August 1961, when they had gone to East Berlin and then to the West. The body of the child buried in Dallgow was supplied by the KGB from an East Berlin hospital. The old man said that he had divorced Inge, who settled in East Germany after the operation, but her intelligence career had suffered because Stasi officials distrusted KGB agents. After a difficult childhood, their son had settled in Ukraine. He became a professor at Kyiv University and was in touch with his father. Stashinsky had never tried to get in touch with his parents or sisters back in Borshchovychi near Lviv. Their political views differed from his, said the old man. No compromise was possible.1

It was an amazing story—one that was picked up and treated seriously by some of the most astute Ukraine-watchers in the West. Taras Kuzio, a senior fellow at the Center for Transatlantic Relations, Johns Hopkins University, was appalled that Stashinsky was allegedly collecting a pension in an independent Ukraine. “One of the KGB’s master assassins reared his head in Kyiv this summer,” wrote Professor Alexander Motyl of Rutgers University in his blog on the World Affairs website. Still, he had doubts about the authenticity of the interview, which were shared by many of his readers. One of them questioned the details of Stashinsky’s story as presented by Prykhodko. “She could easily end all speculation by revealing a photo of Stashinsky . . . since there is absolutely NO danger to Stashinsky today, as no one would waste a bullet nor gas on this ancient relic,” wrote an agitated reader of the blog. The commenter also suggested that DNA evidence might be used to establish the man’s true identity.2

The interview indeed raised numerous questions. The very idea that Shelepin was seeking publicity in the West flies in the face of the internal political struggles of the Kremlin in the 1950s and 1960s. The American part of the story appears equally groundless in light of CIA documents known today. The interview was only the latest manifestation of the growing interest in Stashinsky and his story in today’s Russia and Ukraine.3

The Soviets had lost the clandestine war of assassins and poison guns they had fought in the 1950s and 1960s. They had been defeated in the court of public opinion and had failed to achieve either the short-term or the long-term goals associated with the killing of Bandera. Today, veteran KGB officers are the first to admit that instead of undermining the Ukrainian nationalist movement in the West, the murder reinvigorated it. The crime also did nothing to temper the idea of political independence in Ukraine. In December 1991, thirty-two years after the assassination of Stepan Bandera, Ukraine declared its independence from the Soviet Union, and in so doing helped to bring about the collapse of the Soviet Empire. But Stashinsky and his crimes were never completely forgotten either in Moscow or in Ukraine. Forever linked together in public memory, Bandera and Stashinsky appeared as two antipodes in the political and ideological struggles that preceded the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2014.

Stashinsky’s name first reappeared in Russian newspapers in the fall of 2006 in connection with the poisoning by radioactive plutonium of the former KGB officer and outspoken critic of Vladimir Putin, Aleksandr Litvinenko. Reacting to Western media reports that the assassination had been carried out by Russian intelligence agents, Sergei Ivanov, the spokesman for the Russian foreign intelligence service, issued a statement that read: “Since 1959, when the Ukrainian nationalist Stepan Bandera was eliminated, Soviet intelligence and its successor, the Foreign Intelligence Service, have not practiced the physical liquidation of individuals objectionable to Russia.” Few observers in the West took the statement at face value. If anything, it only reminded readers of Moscow’s long tradition of using political killings as an instrument of foreign policy.4

In Ukraine, Stashinsky’s name first made headlines again in the fall of 2008, when the Lviv city administration raised the price of tickets on city trams and buses by a whopping 33 percent for the general public and more than 40 percent for students. To “sell” the price hike to the public, the city issued 50,000 copies of leaflets that stated: “Treason to the homeland begins with an unpaid ride.” Stashinsky appeared in the news regularly after that. Those were the heydays of the democratic Orange Revolution in Ukraine, which brought the pro-Western president Viktor Yushchenko to power. When Yushchenko was poisoned with dioxin in 2004, many believed it to be the work of the Russian secret service. National pride was on the rise in Ukraine, and numerous nationalist groups treated Stepan Bandera as their hero. President Yushchenko even awarded him posthumously with the title of Hero of Ukraine.5

As the political climate in Ukraine underwent another dramatic transformation with the rise to power of the Russian-backed government of Viktor Yanukovych in early 2010, so did the political values attached to Bandera and Stashinsky. Just as Bandera was being heralded as a Ukrainian national hero by newly revived nationalist forces, the pro-Russian websites got busy undermining the Bandera cult by lionizing his assassin, Bogdan Stashinsky. Natalia Prykhodko’s interview with the person calling himself Stashinsky contributed to a larger trend of presenting Stashinsky in a more positive light. “This mysterious interview . . . authentic or just a hoax, make[s] evident that Ukraine under Yanukovych is quickly turning back to honoring KGB ‘values,’” wrote a visitor (in broken English) to Alexander Motyl’s blog at the World Affairs website. “Also, it . . . show[s the] KGB [as] more mighty than [it was] in reality.”6

Among some Western veterans of Cold War–era espionage, there was a growing suspicion that the secret services of Russia were behind the “revive Stashinsky” campaign. In April 2011, a few months before the publication of Prykhodko’s interview, an English-language blog appeared on the web ostensibly written by Bogdan Stashinsky himself. The author began his first post with the following statement: “I am strongly communistic. I believe in helping my country to create a better Soviet Union. To fulfill this goal I gathered information, took on aliases and killed.” In the same month a leader of the National Bolshevik Party of Ukraine, a marginal group in the eastern city of Kharkiv, called on the city authorities to name a city park after Stashinsky.7

In 2014, with the Euromaidan protests, the escape to Russia of President Viktor Yanukovych, who was ousted by the Ukrainian parliament, and the Russian government’s subsequent invasion and annexation of the Crimea, Stepan Bandera returned to Ukraine yet again as a symbol of his homeland’s freedom and independence. Bandera’s name figured prominently on the banners of self-defense units that fought on Kyiv’s Maidan Square and then marched to Eastern Ukraine to fight the Russian-backed insurgency there.8 In August 2014, in the midst of the Russian hybrid war in the Donbas region of Eastern Ukraine, unidentified perpetrators desecrated Bandera’s burial site in Munich, knocking down the cross on his grave—an act that was met with condemnation in both Germany and Ukraine, bringing back memories of the desecration by KGB thugs of Jewish cemeteries in West Germany. Around the same time, the rebel websites in Donbas revived the old KGB theories that Bandera had been assassinated by West German agents.9

While once again raising the banner of Ukrainian independence from Moscow, the vast majority of Ukrainians today reject the radical nationalist ideology of Bandera, along with his strategy and tactics. In the midst of the Ukrainian crisis and mass mobilization of Ukrainian patriotism in May 2014, the leader of the largest nationalist party, Svoboda (Freedom), won only slightly more than 1 percent of the popular vote, while in the fall of 2014 his party failed to cross the 5 percent threshold required to obtain seats in parliament. Bandera stands today as the prophet of a minority radical nationalist faith that flourished in the first half of the twentieth century. The majority has opted for the European values and a new pluralistic society. Very few embrace the cause of the assassin or the Soviet strategy of assassinating Ukrainian nationalist leaders in the 1950s.10

Newspaper reporters who have gone to Stashinsky’s native village in the past few years to interview members of his family found none of them in the village. “His parents could not get over it,” said one of the neighbors about their reaction to the news that Stashinsky had assassinated Stepan Bandera. “They said that they had given their whole lives to Ukraine, and their son had brought them such shame. Maria, his sister, said that she had disowned her brother. It would have been better had they been exiled to Siberia: had God allowed them to return, they would not have been afraid to look people in the face. His father soon died; his sister Maria was sick all her life. Iryna, too, did not live long—she developed cancer of the stomach and died. They knew nothing but misfortune. At least after death, they should be remembered with a kind word.”11

Neighbors believe that Bogdan Stashinsky returned to his native village at least once. According to a local legend, fresh flowers appeared on the graves of Stashinsky’s parents soon after his release from prison. Another legend has it that he still comes to the village from time to time to check on his parents’ house, which now belongs to a different family. To be sure, say the villagers, no one can recognize him any more—he is a ghost in his own homeland and a tragic figure who is regarded as a traitor by every side he had ever been on.12




EPILOGUE: THE COLD WAR REDUX

James Bond walks into the office of his boss, whose true name remains a secret to us—we know him only by the first letter of his last name, “M.” They have a conversation that ends differently from any other that Bond has had with his bosses, male or female, over the years. He reaches into his jacket pocket, extracts an unusual kind of gun, and shoots it at his boss, releasing a poisonous liquid. It is only at the last moment that “M” presses a concealed button on his chair. A bulletproof glass screen descends from the ceiling, separating him from his rogue agent. The stream of pressurized poison hits the glass wall. Bond himself loses consciousness. “Cyanide,” says the internal security chief, who rushes into the office after the shooting. He orders everyone to leave the premises. Miss Moneypenny, covering her mouth with her hand, watches in horror as her beloved agent is dragged out of the office.

This is a key moment in Ian Fleming’s last Bond novel, The Man with the Golden Gun. It was made into one of the most popular James Bond movies, with Agent 007 played by Roger Moore. Written in 1964, at the height of the Cold War, the novel includes elements of true espionage stories then current in the world media. The image of Bond, brainwashed by the Soviets and shooting a gun that spits liquid cyanide, comes directly from newspaper reports on the Bogdan Stashinsky trial. The Munich killings are actually discussed by Bond and “M” in Fleming’s novel immediately before Bond tries to kill his boss. “Did they happen to mention the murder of Horcher and Stutz in Munich last month?” asks “M,” trying to convince Bond that the KGB is anything but a champion of world peace.1

When it comes to the use of the poison gun, Stashinsky succeeded where Bond failed. But the Stashinsky saga, its popular culture incarnations notwithstanding, presents a classic example of the failure of assassination as a tool of international policy. Although the assassin fulfilled his task, the murders themselves failed to achieve their ultimate goal, and on becoming public knowledge, they did major damage to the masterminds behind them.

Conceived as part of the counterinsurgency effort in the final stages of guerrilla warfare in the Ukrainian territories recently conquered by the Soviet Union, the assassination of Stepan Bandera was carried out long after that movement had been effectively suppressed and its ties with foreign centers taken under control and manipulated by the Soviet secret services. Carried out at the insistence and with the enthusiastic approval of the Soviet political leadership, the assassination achieved a result contrary to the one envisioned by its instigators. Instead of creating confusion in the ranks of the anti-regime forces and provoking a power struggle among the leaders of the most militant émigré organization, it removed a leader who was no longer popular or dangerous from the scene, turning him into a martyr and providing his supporters with a tool for mobilization that they had previously lacked.

Stashinsky’s escape to the West, and his readiness to reveal what he knew about the Soviet assassination program, severely damaged the credibility of the Soviet leadership and tarnished the image of the Soviet Union abroad. The assassin’s testimony and the public relations disaster that followed—risks involved in any government-backed assassination—were ultimately the result of major blunders on the part of the Soviet security apparatus in East Berlin and a breach of the established Soviet practice of forbidding intelligence officers and agents to marry foreign nationals. In both cases, the interference of the political leadership was at fault—a sign of the exuberance and hubris in the Kremlin following a successful strike against a high-profile enemy of the regime.

The newly married couple managed to outwit the KGB. Raised in East Germany but employed in West Berlin, Inge Pohl had never accepted or learned to tolerate communist ideology and the Soviet way of life. Her planned recruitment by the KGB, if it ever took place, brought no tangible results. Facing standard economic hardships in the Soviet capital, she had little difficulty convincing her husband to defect to the more prosperous West. Stashinsky, born and raised in a patriotic Ukrainian family outside Soviet territory, had no strong attachment to the Soviet state or its ideology. He was recruited through blackmail and forced to spy on his own family and countrymen. Brought up as a Christian, he also had moral qualms about the killings he was forced to commit. The threat that the couple’s plans to defect might be uncovered by the KGB made them speed up their preparations, and the unexpected death of their son provided the opportunity they were looking for. Stashinsky and his wife acted on the belief that they could find safety from KGB assassins only by confessing and obtaining the protection of Western security services.

Some of the most astute observers of the Stashinsky trial compared the defendant to the main character of Fyodor Dostoyevsky’s novel Crime and Punishment. “Stashinsky is an ideological Raskolnikov,” wrote the correspondent of the Kölnische Rundschau (Cologne Review) in his commentary on the trial and its verdict. Like Raskolnikov, Stashinsky struggled with severe moral dilemmas, confessed under the influence of a woman he loved, and finally was sentenced to the same term: eight years. But even more striking parallels can be found between Stashinsky’s story and the one told in Joseph Conrad’s novel Under Western Eyes. The main character of this 1911 masterpiece, a young man called Razumov, betrays to the Russian police a fellow student who seeks his protection after committing a terrorist act. The police recruit Razumov as an agent and send him to Switzerland to penetrate a circle of Russian revolutionaries. There he meets and falls in love with the sister of the man he betrayed. Unable to withstand the moral pressure, Razumov eventually confesses both to the woman he loves and to the revolutionaries on whom he came to spy.2

When it comes to the KGB assassination program, the Raskolnikov/Razumov problem appears to be a factor in the defection of two Soviet secret agents, Nikolai Khokhlov and Bogdan Stashinsky, who were both considered loyal and committed to communist ideals. The American and West European intelligence services were only too happy to take advantage of the Dostoyevskian crises haunting their opponents. The problem was that the CIA and its West European partners too often resorted to the same methods as their opponents. “We do disagreeable things so that ordinary people here and elsewhere can sleep safely in their beds at night,” says Control, a character in John le Carré’s novel The Spy Who Came in from the Cold, as he tries to persuade a subordinate in the British intelligence service to assassinate one of its perceived opponents.3

David Cornwell, the British intelligence officer who used the pen name John le Carré, knew what he was writing about. But the Western spy agencies running assassination programs never experienced the embarrassment that befell the Soviet agencies during the Stashinsky trial. This was primarily because despite what the James Bond novels and movies suggest, in reality such killings were largely outsourced to “freelancers,” quite often common criminals. The Western services supplied only the targeting and planning, finances, and logistical support. If the Soviets generally went after leaders of émigré groups whom they considered citizens of the USSR, the Americans stayed away from their own citizens and targeted foreigners. This was a significant difference between the political cultures of the two Cold War superpowers. In the tradition of the tsars, the Soviets believed that people like Bandera, who may never have been Soviet citizens but were born on territory later acquired by the Soviet Union, were their subjects and thus legitimate targets for assassination.4

Despite the obvious differences in choice of targets and methods employed to “eliminate” their opponents, both Soviet and American intelligence services in the 1950s and 1960s resorted to assassination in order to deal with the same phenomenon—insurgency aroused by the weakening or disintegration of empires. In ordering the killings of Bandera and Rebet, the Soviets were seeking to protect their empire from the threat of disintegration, which, despite their best efforts, came to pass in 1991. The Americans did not have a formal empire of their own to protect; but, for all its anticolonial rhetoric, the US government had a stake in keeping other empires afloat in areas that Washington considered vulnerable to communist subversion. Leaders of independent countries, like Fidel Castro of Cuba, Patrice Lumumba of the Democratic Republic of Congo, Achmad Sukarno of Indonesia, and Rafael Trujillo of the Dominican Republic, could be targeted because of their pro-Soviet leanings, independent political actions, or, as in the case of Trujillo, because of policies they maintained that were regarded as conducive to a communist-type revolution.5

Over time, international scandals caused by the exposure of KGB and CIA assassinations forced both parties to put a hold on their assassination programs. The Russian authorities claimed that their Soviet predecessors did so immediately after Stashinsky’s testimony became public. They could not, however, refuse to help their comrades in arms, so they played a role in the Bulgarian security service’s assassination of dissident Georgi Markov in September 1978. Markov was shot by an umbrella-shaped pistol, courtesy of the KGB. In the United States, the investigation into CIA activities conducted by a US Senate committee led by Frank Church influenced President Jimmy Carter’s decision to officially end the assassination program in 1978.

The end of the Cold War ushered in a new era of international relations. It brought liberalism to Eastern Europe, ended apartheid in South Africa, and helped achieve a short-lived Israeli-Palestinian reconciliation in the Middle East. But it also produced a wounded and humiliated Russia, created numerous newly independent nations that had to sort out relations with their former masters and neighbors, and revived a number of formerly frozen interethnic and international conflicts. As the new millennium began, former KGB officers reached once again for their Cold War–era assassination manuals in hopes of reshaping the world according to their wishes. The Russians sought to preserve what was left of their empire and surround themselves with friendly (i.e., subservient) states and leaders.

In February 2004, authorities in Qatar arrested three Russian citizens on charges of killing the acting president of the rebellious republic of Chechnya, Zelimkhan Yandarbiyev. One of those arrested had diplomatic immunity, but the other two were put on trial and given life sentences for their role in the assassination, which took place in Qatar’s capital of Doha. The following year they were extradited to Russia in order to improve Russo-Qatari relations. The Russian authorities refused to admit that their agents had been sent to Qatar to carry out the assassination. A spokesman for the Russian intelligence service reiterated that Moscow had stopped conducting assassinations abroad after the Stashinsky scandal. Despite their protestations, most considered Yandarbiyev the second Chechen president to be killed by the Russian government. Eight years earlier, his predecessor, Dzhokhar Dudaev, had been killed in Chechnya by a guided missile launched from a Russian military aircraft.6

In the fall of 2004, world news agencies reported on the mysterious poisoning of Viktor Yushchenko. Yushchenko was a pro-Western candidate in the Ukrainian presidential election. Traces of dioxin found in his body raised the suspicion that Russia was the source of the poison and might have masterminded the attempt—few countries had poison laboratories attached to their security services, and even fewer had reason to use them against Yushchenko. Yushchenko did not die, and many theories circulated about what might have happened.

In November 2006, another opponent of the Kremlin, the former KGB officer Aleksandr Litvinenko, died in London after being poisoned by radioactive polonium. This was the second time that Moscow was alleged to have used a radioactive substance in an attempt to kill an opponent. The first target, in 1957, was Nikolai Khokhlov, who survived the attempt. In the case of Khokhlov, radioactive poison was allegedly added to his coffee; in Litvinenko’s case, to his tea. The British authorities asked the Russian government to extradite a former KGB officer whom they believed was involved in the murder of Litvinenko. Moscow refused the request.7

A report released in January 2016 on the poisoning of Aleksandr Litvinenko concluded that he had been killed by two agents of the Russian Federal Security Service (FSB). “The FSB operation to kill Mr. Litvinenko was probably approved by Mr [Nikolai] Patrushev and also by President Putin,” read the report, naming the head of the FSB and the sitting Russian president as the people ultimately responsible for the assassination. The hard evidence implicating the Russian leadership was not there, but once again, as in Stashinsky’s case, the trail of evidence had pointed to the very top of the Moscow power pyramid.8

The Russian intelligence services are not the only ones reviving the Cold War–era practice of political assassination. By all accounts, the CIA is far ahead of its competitors, relying more on its mastery of technology than on its human assets. As in the Cold War, the Russians are going after those whom they consider their own, while the Americans prefer to kill “others.” The new opportunities offered by Predators—unmanned aerial vehicles or drones that can attack targets from the sky—give the CIA a clear advantage over its rivals and puts its officers on the cutting edge of the rapidly changing art of assassination.

The program began in 2004 and, over the course of nine years, has resulted in the assassination or targeted killing of more than 3,300 individuals, supposedly Al Qaeda operatives who found themselves on the longest-ever CIA hit list. The program reached its apogee in 2011. According to experts at the Washington-based New America Foundation, that year alone there were more than 120 drone strikes in the tribal areas of northern Pakistan, the main target area of the drone program. Close to 850 individuals were killed. Of those, about 50 were either innocent or never had their identities and affiliations established. This is by far the lowest available estimate of the number of innocent victims. According to one report, only 35 out of 200 individuals killed by drones in northeastern Afghanistan between January 2012 and February 2013 were the intended targets.9

The world has changed significantly since the Cold War. What remains largely the same, however, is the logic used to justify assassination as a legitimate tool of government policy. “I would say that since the war, our methods—ours and those of the opposition—have become much the same,” declares Control in Le Carré’s The Spy Who Came in from the Cold. “I mean you can’t be less ruthless than the opposition simply because your government’s ‘policy’ is benevolent, can you now?” The benevolent policies of government continue to figure as the main moral argument in favor of continuing programs of targeted killing. The Cold War is maybe over, but the recent rise in East-West tensions and the emergence of new challenges to the established international order make the return to Cold War–era methods of struggle almost irresistible to the former Cold War rivals. In that sense, the Stashinsky story is more than a piece of history. It is also an insight into the present and forewarning for the future.
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