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Abstract 

Allegations of Russian meddling after the 2016 U.S. presidential elections popularized the 

terms “disinformation” and “foreign influence” in popular culture. However, the terms are not 

new; in fact, they correspond to the last decade of the Cold War, a period known for successful 

U.S. government responses to disinformation. This thesis aims to study the role of the 

Interagency Active Measures Working Group (“AMWG”), which countered Soviet 

disinformation during the Reagan Administration. 

The AMWG is highly regarded among government circles for its effectiveness as a 

national-level interagency group and its outsized role in combating the most prominent Soviet 

campaigns. In this context, this thesis aims to understand how the group earned its reputation. 

Specifically, this study seeks to answer the following questions: (1) What made for an effective 

or ineffective U.S. government response to Soviet active measures? (2) What was it that 

AMWG did or did not accomplish? (3) Lastly, what can the U.S. learn today from that 

experience? This study draws on the content analysis of historical documents to evaluate the 

actions of the group. Furthermore, it employs process tracing techniques to compare the 

methodology of the AMWG’s against Soviet disinformation techniques.  

The results suggest a new concept that centers on the disparity between Soviet actions 

and U.S. responses. While the AMWG was successful in many aspects, its techniques and 

procedures appeared to be largely suited for academic or political audiencess. In contrast, 

Soviet disinformation practices were directed at mass public audiences and used techniques 

that targeted the heuristic processing model of decision making and bypassed critical thinking. 

The inconsistencies in the methods show that while the AMWG successfully garnered attention 

from Soviet elites, it struggled to reverse the damage caused by Soviet disinformation among 
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the mass public. For this reason, modern efforts to combat disinformation should rely on 

techniques that use systemic and heuristic processing methods to deliver accurate messages 

to different audience sets.     
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

In recent years, the terms “disinformation” and “fake news” have made a near-daily 

appearance in peoples’ newsfeeds. Most recently, the terms have been associated with the 

COVID-19 pandemic with questions of how it began and how it had been managed by public 

officials. Since the onset of the pandemic, people have relentlessly sought medical advice and 

information regarding the virus’ origin.  Overwhelmingly, people relied on sources they trusted 

to understand the events that were transpiring and protect themselves from risks of infection. 

Unfortunately, in many cases, these “trusted” sources carried a seemingly unending supply of 

incorrect - and in some cases, deliberately misleading - information.  

Regrettably, “fake news” has resulted in deep-rooted sociopolitical divisions, and in 

some instances, encouraged people to make hazardous health decisions as well. Scientific 

and medical organizations attempted to combat false information with scientific data on the 

latter issue. For example, the World Health Organization created a WhatsApp service “to refute 

fake news.”1  At the same time, governmental organizations, such as the European Union, 

encouraged private and public institutions to counter disinformation campaigns to proactively 

make an effort to protect their citizens.2 However, despite these efforts, false information about 

the COVID-19 pandemic continues to spread, detracting from fact-based messaging carried 

out by health services3 and government officials.  

Before the COVID-19 pandemic, the term “disinformation” appeared in connection to 

both the 2016 Brexit referendum and the 2016 U.S. presidential election. In June 2016, the 

British people, encouraged by a new wave of populism and nationalism, voted to withdraw 

 
1 (Tagliabue, F., Galassi, L. & Mariani, P. "The “Pandemic” of Disinformation in COVID-19", SN Compr Clin Med 2, no. 9 
(August 2020): 1287-1289.) 
2 (European Commission, Tackling COVID-19 disinformation - Getting the facts right, (Brussels: EUR-Lex, 2020), 2.) 
3 (Cathal O’Connor and Michelle Murphy, "Going viral: doctors must tackle fake news in the covid-19 pandemic", BMJ 369, no. 
10.1136 (April 2020)) 
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from the E.U. The results of the referendum stunned the world, particularly British researchers, 

as it was common knowledge that the United Kingdom benefitted tremendously from being 

part of the Union.4 According to the Washington Post, British voters had “defied the will of their 

leaders, foreign allies and much of the political establishment by opting to rupture this country’s 

primary connection to Europe in a stunning result that will radiate economic and political 

uncertainty across the globe.”5  

The evident discrepancy between voters’ actions and the objectives of the British 

government suggested foreign involvement, prompting investigations by the British Electoral 

Commission and the Parliament.6 Following these investigations, British PM Theresa May 

condemned the Russian government for conducting disinformation operations targeting public 

opinion through social media, thus affecting the outcome of the 2016 Brexit referendum.7 

Similarly, former President Donald Trump’s victory in 2016 led to a tumultuous period in 

the U.S., dominated by allegations of foreign influence during the presidential elections.  

Trump’s uncharacteristic political rise and subsequent victory over Hillary Clinton surprised 

pollsters and statisticians. Indeed, an academic analysis of election news stories and social 

media coverage showed that while both Trump and Clinton received negative media attention 

from right- and left-leaning organizations, reporting on Trump generally focused on his political 

agenda, while commentary on Clinton fixated on various scandals associated with her.8  

 
4 The Brexit referendum was initiated by former British PM David Cameron to appease his political party, the Tories. Cameron 
supported the UK remaining in the European Union, and counted on his coalition partners, the Liberals, to block the 
referendum. Surprisingly, “there was no coalition partner,” and Cameron became “the real victim of his own victory.” For 
additional background on the political issues involved in Brexit, see Tim Stirzaker and Tania Rakhmanova, Dir. Inside Europe: 
Ten Years of Turmoil, Season 1, Episode 1, "We Quit", (2019). Quote from interview with Donald Tusk, European Council. 
President. Min 35:30. 
5 (Witte, Adam and Balz, "In stunning decision, Britain votes to leave the E.U.: After a stunning vote, the nation prepares for an 
outcome that will have global impact," The Washington Post, June 23, 2016.) 
6 (Jeremy Kahn, “U.K. Probes Russian Social Media Influence in Brexit Vote,” Bloomberg, (2017)) 
7 (Rowena Mason, "Theresa May accuses Russia of interfering in elections and fake news", The Guardian, (2017)) 
8 (Faris et al., "Partisanship, Propaganda, and Disinformation: Online Media and the 2016 US Presidential Election", Berkman 
Klein Center for Internet & Society at Harvard University, (2017)) 
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The subsequent investigation by the U.S. Department of Justice into allegations of 

foreign influence and disinformation revealed that the Russian government had interfered in 

the 2016 election “in a sweeping and systemic fashion.”9 Specifically, the investigation 

established that the Russian government interfered in the U.S. elections in two distinct ways. 

First, a Russian entity undertook a social media campaign to support Trump and “disparage” 

Clinton.10 Second, a Russian intelligence service carried out nefarious cyber operations 

against the Clinton campaign to steal and publicly release documents that damaged her 

campaign.11  

Though the term “fake news” was popularized during the Trump administration, the fact 

remains that disinformation and foreign influence have been a part of the U.S. government’s 

repertoire since at least the end of World War II.  In the first decade of the Cold War, American 

and Soviet intelligence services engaged in subversive information operations against each 

other to achieve ideological superiority. However, in the context of political warfare, the CIA’s 

ability was truly renowned. According to Professor Thomas Rid, the CIA’s skill was “on par 

with, or even more effective than, Soviet dezinformatsiya [disinformation]” in the 1950s.12  

However, Rid pointed out that after the Berlin Wall was erected in 1961, the CIA 

“retreated from the disinformation battlefield almost completely”13 while the Soviets continued 

to hone their skills for decades. Rid believed that the construction of the Berlin Wall 

represented much more than just a physical obstruction. More importantly, it was also 

emblematic of an “ever-sharper” ideological division: “the West deescalated as the East 

 
9 (Robert Mueller III, Report On The Investigation Into Russian Interference In The 2016 Presidential Election, (Washington, 
DC, 2019), 1.) 
10 Mueller III, Report On The Investigation Into Russian Interference In The 2016 Presidential Election, 1. 
11 Mueller III, Report On The Investigation Into Russian Interference In The 2016 Presidential Election, 1. 
12 (Thomas Rid, Active Measures: The Secret History of Disinformation and Political Warfare, (New York: Farrar, Straus and 
Giroux, 2020), 12.) 
13 Rid, Active Measures, 12. 
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escalated.”14 Between 1961 and 1981, the Soviet Union perfected the disinformation 

techniques it eventually leveraged to influence the views and behavior of both the public and 

key government officials. These techniques, referred to as active measures, played a 

significant role in American history throughout the Cold War, continuing to do so even today.  

 

1.1   Purpose of Thesis 

This thesis presents a historical analysis of the U.S. government’s response to Soviet 

active measures during the Reagan administration. According to numerous U.S. government 

officials, some of the most effective and successful counter-disinformation responses to the 

disinformation in U.S. history occurred during the Reagan administration. They were carried 

out by an interagency group called the Active Measures Working Group (AMWG). The analysis 

in this thesis aims to test the given conclusions and provide a contemporary assessment 

elucidating the factors that accentuated the effectiveness and success of the AMWG. In 

particular, this thesis seeks to answer the following questions: (1) What made for an effective 

or ineffective U.S. government response to Soviet active measures? (2) What was it that 

AMWG did or did not accomplish? (3) What can the U.S. learn today from that experience? 

In this thesis, effectiveness and success are treated as separate outcomes and, therefore, 

measured differently. This analysis of effectiveness in this thesis addresses the factors that 

contributed to the group’s ability to operate in a constructive and resourceful manner. The 

evaluation of the AMWG’s success assesses the actions of the group as they countered Soviet 

active measures and evaluates their contribution to American foreign policy and national 

security strategy. 

 
14 Rid, Active Measures, 12. 
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The second chapter of this thesis is organized into three sections. The first section provides 

a broad overview of the United States’ efforts to investigate and combat Soviet active 

measures before 1981. It emphasizes the CIA’s counterintelligence programs and the negative 

ramifications caused by its reluctance to combat disinformation, which was further affected by 

sweeping changes to the structure of the Agency under the directorship of William Colby in the 

1970s. This section also examines events during the Carter administration to demonstrate how 

Colby’s changes stymied the U.S.’ ability to respond to Soviet campaigns efficaciously. Colby 

reorganized the Agency to prioritize technical collection means over human intelligence 

programs that could have helped to counter Soviet disinformation campaigns, including the 

successful Soviet campaign against the U.S.-NATO “neutron bomb” plans. Finally, the section 

describes the changes implemented by President Ronald Reagan, particularly those dealing 

with intelligence reforms, which resulted in enhanced interagency cooperation to combat 

disinformation. 

The second section of chapter two analyzes the bureaucratic process underlying the 

establishment of the AMWG at the U.S. Department of State. It explicates the challenges the 

AMWG had to overcome as it did not have an explicit mandate and purpose. It also highlights 

the efforts of those involved, particularly senior State officials, toward adopting the broad 

mandate and developing a strategy to guide the focus and operational tempo of the group. 

Lastly, this section assesses the group’s composition of CIA, U.S. Information Agency, FBI, 

and Department of Defense members, to augment its capacity when it lacked both authorities 

and resources to perform its mandate of countering active measures. 

The final section in chapter two lists the goals of the AMWG and the means utilized to 

achieve them. The working group is known for overcoming expectations and succeeding when 
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they should have failed. For that reason, it is worth examining how the group operated to 

decipher how its actions contributed to its effectiveness and success. To this end, the section 

examines the group’s meetings, its collection and analysis of intelligence, and finally, its 

publication and dissemination practices to determine the actions that contributed to its 

effectiveness.   

The third and fourth chapters analyze two significant active measures campaigns and 

evaluate the AMWG’s responses. Chapter three addresses the Soviet campaign to manipulate 

the global peace movement against U.S.-NATO security and defense priorities between 1977 

and 1989, particularly focusing on Moscow’s use of its largest international front organization, 

the World Peace Council (WPC).15 Moscow used the WPC to build opposition - through the 

peace activist process - against the deployment of Enhanced Radiation Weapons (neutron 

bombs), the modernization of NATO’s Theater Nuclear Forces (TNF), and Reagan’s Strategic 

Defense Initiative (SDI). This chapter reveals that the AMWG was not as effective or 

successful as previously thought, compared to current evaluation standards. It concludes that 

the working group failed to account for the psychological and social triggers that supported 

Soviet operations in attaining widespread success and made use of ineffective approaches to 

counter the campaign. Nevertheless, the AMWG’s response did impose a high political and 

financial cost on the Soviet Union.  

 
15 The Soviet Union used front organizations to coordinate and conduct overt and covert active measures along with 
propaganda campaigns in support of Soviet foreign policy goals and military strategy. As of 1980, Soviet front organizations 
were controlled by the International Department of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and had an approximate budget 
of $63 million per year. See, Soviet Covert Action (the Forgery Offensive): Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Oversight of 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. 96th Congress, (U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, 1980), 79. 
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The second case study describes the Soviet AIDS disinformation campaign, which took 

place from 1985 to 1988 and utilized international media and agents of influence16 to 

propagate accusations that the U.S. had engineered the AIDS virus in a U.S. Army laboratory 

at Fort Detrick, Maryland. The AIDS campaign is markedly different from the “peace 

movement” campaign in that its most apparent goal - convincing the world that the U.S. 

manufactured AIDS - was not Moscow’s primary objective. Instead, the primary objective of the 

AIDS campaign was to discredit the United States and generate anti-American sentiments 

abroad, with an emphasis on the negative sentiment that hurt U.S. foreign relations and 

defense agreements. Unfortunately, here too, the AMWG failed to address the drivers that 

caused Moscow’s campaign to be effective and utilized only semi-productive responses to 

counter the AIDS disinformation campaign.   

The final chapter in this thesis is divided into two sections that explore the analytical 

assessments from earlier chapters. The first section presents a more descriptive evaluation of 

the working group’s effectiveness during its lifetime between 1981 and 1989,17 and evaluates 

the AMWG’s successes and failures against the Soviet active measures apparatus. Following 

this, the thesis uses a modern understanding of propaganda techniques to assess that the 

working group failed to effectively counter damage against the U.S.’ reputation caused by the 

Soviet campaigns. However, measuring the AMWG’s success against today’s standards 

presents an unfair and critical illustration of the working group. For that very reason, this thesis 

 
16 Agents of influence are defined in this thesis as individuals who support and promote the interests of the Soviet Union, either 
openly or covertly. Agents of influence may come from virtually any profession and are motivated by a wide number of reasons 
- money, ideology, power, and even blackmail. For additional information on types of relationships and targets, see Active 
Measures: A Report on the Substance and Process of Anti-U.S. Disinformation and Propaganda Campaigns. (Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986), Ch VI. 
17 The Active Measures Working Group published its last report in June 1992; however, according to Schoen and Lamb, the 
working group disbanded at the end of the Reagan presidency in January 1989. See, Schoen, Fletcher and Christopher Jon 
Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications: How One Interagency Group Made a Major Difference, 
(Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 2012), 95. 
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emphasizes the contributions of the group, who helped pave the way for the interagency 

process today - the last section in this chapter focuses on these contributions. Finally, this 

section concludes by extracting lessons learned from evaluating the AMWG’s methods and 

suggests steps for confronting active measures today. 

  

1.2   Methodology 

The thesis draws on content analysis of historical documents to answer the following 

questions: (1) What made for an effective or ineffective U.S. government response to Soviet 

active measures? (2) What was it that AMWG did or did not accomplish? Lastly, (3) what can 

the U.S. learn today from that experience? 

Since U.S. government officials regarded the AMWG as one of the most effective 

interagency responses to Soviet active measures in American history, the AMWG presents an 

excellent opportunity to draw on observational data to make causal determinations between 

winning and losing variables.  For example, observing how the AMWG responded to the media 

campaign used for the dissemination of AIDS disinformation facilitates a comprehensive 

understanding of the factors contributing to the success of the AMWG and those that worked 

against it. In this context, process tracing techniques are employed to carry out a comparative 

analysis of the factors that comprised the Soviet campaigns and the factors that involved the 

AWMG’s response. This helps to create the evaluative framework that makes up the bulk of 

this thesis’ conclusion.  
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Additionally, the analytical component in this thesis is augmented by pitting the working 

group’s methodology against the framework that composes the propaganda theory,18 rooted in 

the psychological and sociological studies of communication techniques and the human 

elements of information processing. This thesis contends that the AMWG’s responses were 

incongruent with Soviet methodology in some instances, thereby resulting in a mixture of 

positive and negative outcomes. For example, Moscow exploited deeply emotional and fear-

inducing public messaging consistent with heuristic communication methods to sway opinion 

against the United States. In contrast, the AMWG’s response involved academic report writing 

enumerating facts and evidence which, in theory, failed to reach the audience targeted by 

Soviet messaging. Unsurprisingly, however, the group’s methodology made it a successful 

communication tool between the U.S. and Soviet governments.     

In this regard, although the thesis fundamentally relies on qualitative methods, it employed 

a few statistical data points to determine correlations between the AMWG’s response and the 

costs effected on the Soviet government. For example, it was noted that as the AMWG 

intensified efforts to expose Soviet active measures, the Soviets increased the quality and 

number of operations to stay ahead of the working group. This, in turn, raised the long-term 

financial cost of running campaigns. The analysis does not go so far as to prove the cause and 

effect of the observed patterns, as there is insufficient public data on both the Russian and 

American sides to make a definite determination. However, individuals with access to this data 

should assess this more clearly.      

 
18 For information on propaganda theory, see Black, Jay, "The ethics of propaganda and the propaganda of ethics," The 
handbook of mass media ethics. (2008), 144-162. See also, Tilley, Elspeth. "Responding to terrorism using ethical means: The 
propaganda index", Communication Research Reports 22.1 (2005), 69-77. 
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1.3   Literature Review 

This thesis fundamentally relies on the research of digital archives as a source for primary 

material. Most of the public reports from the AMWG were aggregated by Sven F. Kraemer and 

the American Foreign Policy Council in a database that provides a comprehensive repository 

of the official documents of the Cold War.19 Additionally, the researcher utilized the Reagan 

Library, the Library of Congress, and digital databases of the CIA and State Department to 

collect declassified documents. Furthermore, transcripts of congressional hearings held 

between 1980 and 1985 were instrumental in providing data to conclude the success of the 

working group.  

Research in support of this thesis was carried out during the global COVID-19 pandemic 

when U.S. government archives and university libraries were closed. Such closures limited the 

number of primary sources that the researcher could employ in this study. For example, under 

typical circumstances, this thesis could have benefited from documents generated by National 

Security Council staff that remain undigitized and boxed at the Reagan Library in California, or 

from interviews with individuals affiliated with the AMWG. Unfortunately, the Library has been 

closed to researchers for the duration of the COVID-19 pandemic. Thus, the researcher sought 

to remedy research gaps by using secondary sources and historical news articles.  

The researcher made use of the memoirs of former Secretary of State George P. Shultz20 

and Secretary-General Mikhail Gorbachev to examine the details of important meetings 

between the two in October 1987.21 Separately, the researcher used the writings of Herbert 

 
19 To view the public collection of the Active Measures Working Group reports and other relevant texts, visit 
InsideTheColdWar.org 
20 (George P. Shultz, Turmoil and triumph: My years as secretary of state, (New York: Scribner's New York, 1993), 998.) 
21 (Mikhail S. Gorbachev, Memoirs, (New York: Doubleday, 1996)) 
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Romerstein in Strategic Influence to better understand the inner workings of the AMWG.22 For 

matters on the establishment of the AMWG, the thesis relied on an oral interview of Dennis 

Kux,23 the group’s first Chair, along with a study conducted by Fletcher Schoen and Dr. 

Christopher J. Lamb, titled Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications: How 

One interagency Group Made a Major Difference. Finally, to gain an in-depth understanding of 

Soviet active measures, the researcher relied heavily upon Thomas Rid’s book, entitled Active 

Measures: The Secret History of Disinformation and Political Warfare. 

 

  

 
22 (Herbert Romerstein, "The Interagency Active Measures Working Group: Successful Template for Strategic Influence", 
Strategic Influence: Public Diplomacy, Counterpropaganda and Political Warfare, (Washington DC: Institute of World Politics 
Press, 2009)) 
23 (Thomas Stern and Dennis Kux, Interview with Dennis Kux, (1995), Manuscript/Mixed Material, Library of Congress.) 
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Chapter 2 – The Active Measures Working Group: History, Creation, and Function 

 

2.1  Introduction 

This chapter lays the foundation for answering the question: What made for an effective 

U.S. government response to Soviet active measures? It also offers a basis to answer: What 

can the U.S. learn today from this experience? It highlights the historical backdrop faced by the 

AMWG and focuses on the cultural challenges within the CIA and the State Department that it 

had to overcome. While the former had stopped responding to active measures, the latter did 

not want to “dignify” the Soviets with a response. Coloring the AMWG in this context is vital for 

understanding later chapters where lessons are drawn from the group’s efforts to counter two 

of the most extensive active measures campaigns deployed by the Soviet Union against 

American interests. The lessons drawn in Chapters 3 and 4 are used to develop a framework 

for evaluating the group’s effectiveness and measuring their achievements. However, this 

would not be possible without knowing how the group came to be, what it did, and how it did it.  

The chapter first explains the historical issues that warranted the assembly of the working 

group. It explicates how changes in the presidential administrations led to varying approaches 

to tracking and countering active measures. The chapter also elucidates policy changes within 

the CIA and describes how they resulted in the de-emphasizing of counterintelligence 

operations that targeted these Soviet programs in the early 1970s. Following these points of 

focus, the chapter picks up in the 1980s, after the Reagan administration started to reverse 

policies established during the era of Soviet containment and restructured the U.S. intelligence 

community. Next, the chapter provides an in-depth assessment of the bureaucracy required to 

create the group, along with a description of its authorities and resources. Finally, the chapter 
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expounds on the group’s day-to-day activities and how it accomplished its objectives. This last 

section is necessary for understanding the group's limiting factors, brightening its 

achievements, and assuaging its failures. 

  

2.2   Historical Background 

 

2.2.1   Proclivities to Countering Active Measures (‘60s-’77) 

The United States entered a paradoxical period beginning in the 1960s when its penchant 

for challenging active measures declined though its efforts to understand them grew. In 

contrast, however, the Soviet Union at the time was determined to counter American 

supremacy in the areas of public diplomacy. Concerned about losing ideological ground to the 

U.S., Moscow reorganized its intelligence apparatus in 1959 and refocused the Committee for 

State Security’s (KGB) purpose outwardly. At the same time, the KGB gained an active 

measures department - Department D - which quickly emerged as a favored tool for 

influencing foreign behavior, ramping up the number of operations and their complexity.  

According to John Helms, in 1961, the KGB produced “no fewer than 32 forged documents” 

in the previous four years.24 The agency had become increasingly adept at planting forgeries 

and propagating disinformation “through free world newspapers.”25 In 1971, the KGB upgraded 

Department D to “service” status, thus underscoring Moscow's importance with regard to this 

topic.26 The new active measures service, Service A, grew into a well-funded and organized 

 
24 (U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Communist Forgeries: Hearing before the Subcommittee to 
Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws, 87th Cong., (1961) (statement of 
Richard Helms, Assistant Director, Central Intelligence Agency), 6.)  
25 U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee, Communist Forgeries, 37. 
26 (U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Soviet Covert Action (The Forgery 
Offensive): Hearings before the Subcommittee on Oversight, 96th Cong., 2nd sess., (1980), 61.) 
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component that included approximately 700 active measures officers27 and was reinforced by 

thousands of support personnel. Later, CIA Director William Casey stated that “perhaps the 

most important characteristic of the Soviet active measures program is its centralization and 

integration,” which the KGB sccomplished between the 1960s and 1970s.28  

In contrast, the CIA’s counter disinformation efforts had dwindled in the same period. In 

fact, by 1975, there was no meaningful effort to expose Soviet active measures.29 One reason 

for the same was that the CIA’s intelligence collection activities, specifically covert action 

against foreign leaders and U.S. citizens, had come under scrutiny, eliciting negative attention 

in Congress. More specifically, the CIA came under fire for employing domestic surveillance 

programs such as CHAOS,30 which collected intelligence on thousands of Americans, and 

COINTELPRO, a joint FBI operation that ran influence operations against American groups in 

the United States.31 

It is also noteworthy that the U.S. government had become dismissive of the growth of 

Soviet power during the containment. Leaders in the Washington wished to challenge and 

compete with Moscow only when doing so would temper Soviet behavior and “safeguard the 

American way of life.”32 This issue stemmed from the incompatibility between the political and 

economic systems of the two countries, which were in tenuous competition. To avoid sparking 

an unnecessary confrontation, the U.S. tamed the CIA’s aggressive counter-disinformation 

 
27 (U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Soviet Active Measures: Hearings before the Subcommittee on 
European Affairs on United States Policy toward East Europe, West Europe, and the Soviet Union, 99th Cong., 1st sess., 
(1985), 4.) 
28 (U.S. Department of State, Current Policy No. 161: Soviet Active Measures, address by CIA Director William J. Casey to the 
Dallas Council on World Affairs, (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1985a), 3.) 
29 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 12. 
30 (Tim Weiner, Legacy of Ashes : the History of the CIA, (New York: Anchor Books, 2008), 329.) 
31 (U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities, 
Supplementary Detailed Staff Reports on Intelligence Activities and the Rights of Americans, Book III: Final Report, 94th 
Cong., 2nd sess., S. Rep. 94-755, (1976), 3.) 
32 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 21. 
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efforts. Even after both nations signed a series of treaties to ameliorate tensions in the 1970s, 

the U.S. could ill-afford its relationship with the Soviets to deteriorate further by exposing active 

measures activities.  

Despite the overwhelming negative publicity, the CIA built excellent programs that analyzed 

covert Soviet political action and active measures. Between the 1950s and 1970s, 

counterintelligence staff at the CIA helped to expand programs responsible for countering 

active measures by greatly contributing to the government’s understanding of Soviet 

manipulation and deceptive activities. In this context, for example, CIA officer James Angleton 

helped usher in a new wave of thinking at the CIA and helped restructure the way in which the 

U.S. assessed this Soviet activity. Angleton, a staunch anti-communist, introduced new beliefs 

and formulated innovative ways of approaching the problem of active measures. His 

philosophies at the CIA included guiding principles such as: (1) the Soviet Union will exploit the 

distinctive characteristics [vulnerabilities] of Western societies to penetrate and deceive 

Western governments; (2) “espionage and covert action operations cannot work without strong 

counterintelligence support”; and (3) “counterintelligence operations and analysis must be 

centralized.”33  

Unfortunately, in 1973, the new CIA director William Colby introduced reforms that diluted 

the significance of countering and studying Soviet disinformation. Dissatisfied with the 

prevailing status quo and what can be described as a palpable attempt to be more open with 

the American people, Colby “forcibly retired” Angleton and “most of his staff” in 1974.34  He 

believed that improvements in technical collection and analysis had surpassed the need for the 

 
33 (David Robarge, "Moles, Defectors, and Deceptions: James Angleton and CIA Counterintelligence", Journal of Intelligence 
History 3 (2), (2003), 30.) 
34 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 16. 
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human component that was previously responsible for this effort. A technology revolution 

implied that the CIA could depend on technical means, such as polygraph tests, instead of 

human elements, to identify Soviet intelligence activites.35  Simply put, the political risk of 

retaining aggressive people like Angleton was too high, especially when a computer could 

carry out the same task without any risk. According to a senior intelligence official at the CIA, 

the Agency’s counterintelligence program had essentially “lobotomized itself” during Colby’s 

era.36 Following Angleton’s departure, the Agency stopped “training for or analyzing strategic 

deception,” which left only a “handful” of analysts to track Soviet deception activities during the 

late 1970s.37 To make matters worse, under Colby, information related to covert political action 

and active measures were removed from serious consideration in analytical assessments of 

Soviet strategic intentions. 

  

2.2.2   Carter Administration (’77-’81) 

Starting in 1977, U.S. foreign policy and the national security apparatus underwent a 

significant transformation in the wake of shifting priorities in the Carter Administration. It is 

pertinent to note that President Jimmy Carter’s new objectives were aimed to shape the 

conduct of foreign policy around human rights and nonintervention principles. In this regard, he 

stated, “[f]or too many years, we’ve been willing to adopt the flawed and erroneous principles 

and tactics of our adversaries, sometimes abandoning our own values for theirs. We’ve fought 

fire with fire, never thinking that fire is sometimes best quenched with water.”38 Carter 

 
35 (Edward J. Epstein, Deception: The Invisible War between the KGB and the CIA, (London: WH Allen, 1989), 98.) 
36 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 16. From an interview between the authors 
and an individual listed as “Interviewee 18”, on May 13, 2011.  
37 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 18. 
38 (Jimmy Carter, President’s Commencement Address at the University of Notre Dame, 53 Notre Dame L. Rev. 9, (1977)) 
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challenged Moscow on these issues, who, in turn, viewed this approach as hostile and 

alarming.  

Robert Gates later noted that President Carter threatened the survivability of the Soviet 

leadership. He added: “Through his human rights policies, [President Carter] became the first 

president since Truman to challenge directly the legitimacy of the Soviet government in the 

eyes of its people. And the Soviets immediately recognized this for the fundamental challenge 

it was: they believed he sought to overthrow their system.”39 Unlike his predecessors, Carter 

cared about ideological differences and intervened in the social and political issues in the 

Soviet Union. Moscow understood the implications of the historic shift in U.S. policy, so they 

“hated him [Carter] for it.”40 The worsening relations were exacerbated by the Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan in December 1979, which effectively ended détente and the exposing of 

penetrations of the U.S. government by Soviet spies.41 

The U.S. had learned more about Soviet covert affairs in October 1979 after Stanislav 

Levchenko defected to the United States. Levchenko, a KGB officer specializing in active 

measures in Japan, offered invaluable insight into the “planning, implementation and 

evaluation” of contemporary Soviet disinformation operations.42 In addition, Levchenko’s 

accounts revealed concerning trends that demonstrated Moscow’s ability to infiltrate 

governments and control public opinion, which included their successful campaign against the 

neutron bomb and the new campaign to stop the modernization of NATO’s Intermediate-range 

Nuclear Forces (INF). 

 
39 (Robert M. Gates, From the Shadows: The Ultimate Insider’s Story of Five Presidents and How They Won the Cold War, 
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1996), 95.) 
40 Gates, From the Shadows, 96. 
41 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 21. 
42 (Shultz et al., Dezinformatsia: Active Measures in Soviet Strategy, (Washington: Pergammon-Brassey’s, 1984), 189.) 



 18 

Following President Carter’s punitive measures against Moscow in January 1980,43 the 

general deterioration in U.S.-Soviet relations drove a significant change in American attitude 

and patience for Moscow’s intelligence operations. Congress’ attitude changed as well, and in 

February 1980, it requested CIA testimony on Soviet disinformation operations. As per the 

hearings, Moscow had equipped its intelligence services with more resources - money, 

equipment, and personnel - in the previous decade. Given the importance Moscow attributes 

to active measures, the USSR was willing to spend large amounts of money on the programs. 

John McMahon put CIA estimates somewhere in the $3 billion-a-year range, and this was 

“probably a conservative figure.”44 

At the hearing, Congressman John M. Ashbrook (R-OH) expressed his annoyance at John 

McMahon regarding the impression that the U.S. government was not doing anything 

substantial to prevent Soviet active measures from entering the country. He said, “we talk 

about all this covert activity, forgeries, etc., but then we get to the place where we say how 

successful they are, who they [Moscow] are influencing, where they are coming from, but when 

we get to this country [United States] we draw a blank.”45 Ashbrook pointed to the World Peace 

Council as a perfect example of what he meant.  

According to the CIA, the World Peace Council was the “largest of the major Soviet front 

groups used in propaganda campaigns.”46 However, the World Peace Council had a significant 

American affiliate - the US Peace Council - which had free reign to operate in the U.S. and was 

also protected by American laws. Ashbrook added, “We have this connection that very few, 

 
43 On January 7, 1980, President Carter directed the U.S. Secretary of Commerce to terminate shipments of agricultural 
commodities and products, including wheat and corn, to the Soviet Union. For additional information, see Memorandum from 
President Carter to Secretary of Commerce, 7 January 1980. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American 
Presidency Project. Accessed: https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/250453. 
44 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee, Soviet Covert Action (the Forgery Offensive), 7. 
45 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee, Soviet Covert Action (the Forgery Offensive), 11. 
46 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee, Soviet Covert Action (the Forgery Offensive), 12. 
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except the few of us in this room, probably know that there is an American affiliate of what you 

term the major Soviet international front organization in propaganda campaigns, and it goes on 

its merry way.”47  

With this in mind, Ashbrook effectively communicated the angst felt by national security 

professionals responsible for defending free and open societies. Unfortunately, President 

Carter’s ability to coordinate a new strategy and execute an effective response, including 

countering active measures, was limited by interagency differences stemming from a rapid 

shift in the administration’s priorities. Nonetheless, the hearings signaled the start of a new 

trend and a reversal of much of what had been undone at the CIA in terms of analyzing Soviet 

active measures and strategic influence activities. Indeed, the February 1980 hearings marked 

“the first signs of congressional interest in the topic in 19 years.”48 

 

2.2.3   Reagan Administration (‘81-‘89) 

In 1981, President Ronald Reagan arrived prepared to halt the rise of Moscow’s influence 

and to effect the changes that the Carter administration failed to address after the Soviet 

invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. Raegan was very straightforward about his views on the 

Soviet Union. Before being elected president, he told his soon-to-be national security advisor: 

“My idea of American policy toward the Soviet Union is simple, and some would say simplistic. 

It is this: We win and they lose. What do you think of that?”49 

Reagan adopted a tough line against the Soviet Union due to perceived strategic military 

gains in the previous years. He insisted that Moscow’s gains violated the Strategic Arms 

 
47 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee, Soviet Covert Action (the Forgery Offensive), 12. 
48 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 21. 
49 (Sean Wilentz, The Age of Reagan : A History, 1974-2008, (New York: Harper Collins, 2008), 151.) 
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Limitation Talks (SALT) agreements and threatened to go “beyond [nuclear] parity to Soviet 

superiority.”50 In November 1981, Reagan accused Moscow of continuing to deploy 

intermediate-range nuclear missiles while simultaneously attempting to engage in peace talks 

with the West. He chided, “the Soviets continue to add one new SS-20 a week,”51 implying that 

U.S.-NATO’s defense priorities were falling behind.52 On this issue, the administration strived 

hard to dispel the assumption that the Soviet Union was “too powerful and permanent to 

confront”, instead placing the U.S. government’s bureaucratic process on notice to expect 

significant changes.53  

To this end, the administration paid due attention to its internal processes before turning to 

Moscow. As previously mentioned, since the bureaucratic process impeded an effective 

response after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the Reagan administration attached great 

importance to bureaucratic processes that governed the economy, public diplomacy, 

intelligence, and the military. The administration viewed these elements as vital to increase 

pressures against Moscow and create the conditions required for viable compromises. While tt 

regarded these as independent, they were also understood as mutually supportive of each 

other’s efforts. In this regard, William Casey institutionalized changes at the CIA that 

sharpened its focus on covert Soviet activity and increased collaborative efforts with other 

intelligence community members, such as the Defense Intelligence Agency and the 

Department of State. 

 
50 (Raymond L. Garthoff, “Détente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations From Nixon to Reagan,” Final Report to 
National Council for Soviet and East European Research, (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 1982), 5.) 
51 The SS-20 Saber was a Soviet intermediate-range ballistic missile with a nuclear warhead. The SS-20 entered service in 
1976 and was deployed to different locations within the Soviet Union. The SS-20 left service in 1987 after the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. signed the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty. See, “RSD-10 Pioneer (SS-20),” CSIS Missile Defense 
Project, Missile Threat, August 2, 2021. Accessed: https://missilethreat.csis.org/missile/ss-20-saber-rsd-10/ 
52 (Ronald Reagan, “President Ronald Reagan's Speech on Strategic Arms Reduction Talks, November 18, 1981,” in Records 
of the White House Communications Agency (Reagan Administration) 1/20/1981 – 1/20/1989. Washington, DC: WHCA, 
1981.) 
53 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 31. 



 21 

At the CIA, Casey quickly discovered that it “was not collecting much intelligence on Soviet 

active measures, and that it was not inclined to analyze the issue either.”54 Indeed, Robert 

Gates noted that although the Agency remained aware of the ill-intended Soviet influence 

activities, the information hardly ever left the Directorate of Operations.55 “Surprising as it may 

seem - shocking, in fact - while the Directorate of Operations collected information on Soviet 

covert actions around the world . . . and their propaganda networks, these reports were 

regarded as ‘operational’ - not substantive - and were rarely shared with the analysts… These 

were the tools of Soviet subversion, their efforts to destabilize Third World countries, and we 

hardly paid attention.”56 He also added, “[w]e tracked military and economic assistance and 

Soviet diplomatic activities pretty thoroughly, but CIA analysts neglected the seamier side of 

Soviet activities around the world.”57 

Thus, the Reagan administration proposed intelligence initiatives that focused on the Soviet 

Union and held interagency meetings at Airlie House with intelligence community members.58 

These meetings paved the way for an increase in attention towards Soviet deception and 

training reforms within the federal government.59  Records on the same revealed that the 

discussions at Airlie House were partially responsible for changing the training curriculum for 

intelligence officers at the CIA.60 These efforts resulted in new deception-focused training 

methods, the establishment of a CIA office dedicated to deception analysis, and the 

 
54 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 26. 
55 Gates, From the Shadows, 202. 
56 Gates, From the Shadows, 202. 
57 Gates, From the Shadows, 202. 
58 According to declassified reports, Airlie House was operated by the Airlie Foundation, a nonprofit corporation chartered in 
Warrenton, VA. It was designed to provide a forum for the exchange of ideas in public interest and the discussion of problems 
within the society. The facility was a popular place for the Intelligence Community to host conferences and meetings. 
59 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 30. 
60 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 30. 
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institutionalization of a long-running damage assessment exercise as "part of the National 

Intelligence Council in the form of a Foreign Denial and Deception Committee."61 

As indicated previously, Casey also wished to support interagency partners. Therefore, in 

April 1981, after Secretary of State Alexander Haig requested a CIA assessment on “Soviet 

subversion and support of terrorism,” he expedited the approval necessary to commence the 

project.62 The study, titled Soviet Active Measures, played a critical role during the summer of 

1981 by revealing alarming issues associated with the high number of resources the Soviet 

Union spent on active measures against the United States.63 The findings gave rise to a flurry 

of discussion to negotiate the appropriate response options within the interagency. Even 

President Reagan referred to this report in support of his claim that Moscow was damaging the 

U.S.’ effort to modernize NATO’s Theater Nuclear Forces (TNF). In August 1981, Reagan said: 

“We have information that the Soviet Union spent about one hundred million dollars in Western 

Europe alone a few years ago when the announcement was first made of the invention of the 

neutron warhead, and I don’t know how much they’re spending now, but they’re starting the 

same kind of propaganda drive.”64 

Reagan’s comments likely meant to demonstrate the aggressive nature with which Moscow 

pursued its policies, that in this case, aimed to stop the NATO TNF project to avoid impacting 

its nuclear posture. However, Reagan’s remarks also made it amply clear that the Soviet Union 

continued to augment financial support to its active measures programs. In other words, the 

Soviets invested more money into these activities simply because they worked.  

 
61 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 31.  
62 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 26. 
63 An unclassified version of the Soviet Active Measures report was included as an exhibit during Hearings Before the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, House of Representatives, on July 13, 1982. See “Soviet Active Measures: 
Hearings before the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence House of Representatives,” 97th Congress, 2nd Session, 
July 13, 14, 1982. U.S. House of Representatives, Exhibit 1. 
64 (Bob Woodward, Veil: The Secret Wars of the CIA, 1981–1987, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2007), 244.) 
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As the CIA resumed collecting and analyzing Soviet active measures, Reagan wanted the 

U.S. to mount an effective mechanism to counter disinformation. However, bureaucratic 

challenges in the intelligence community aggravated by the remaining fallout from the Church 

Committee, which found extensive evidence of the infringement of American civil rights, 

threatened to grind Reagan’s priorities to a halt.  

On December 4, 1981, the administration took a significant step toward resolving issues in 

the intelligence community by signing Executive Order 12333.65 Apart from extending the 

powers and responsibilities of the U.S. intelligence agencies (primarily in data-collection 

activities), the order also directed the heads of agencies to cooperate with the CIA and the 

National Security Council to increase the exchange of information between agencies and 

ensure that information reached the highest levels of decision-making.  

At the same time, the executive order provided “maximum emphasis” on fostering 

“analytical competition” among the agencies in the intelligence community.66 Supporting these 

efforts, Former Attorney General William French Smith stated that the government needed to 

offset the “dramatic” increase in Soviet intelligence operations. He added that the 

Administration was bolstering intelligence community resources and rebuilding staff levels in 

order to combat the “threat to our government and its citizens from hostile intelligence services 

and international terrorist groups.”67  

 
65 Executive Order 12333 set the standards for the interagency process in the context of intelligence goals, direction, duties, 
and responsibilities in the U.S. federal government. While it expanded data collection capabilities, it also set ethical 
parameters to guide the collection, retention, and dissemination of information to protect the civil liberties of U.S. persons. For 
more information on the EO 12333’s attempt to protect civil liberties, see Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board, “12333 
Public Capstone,” retrieved November 15, 2021. (Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board) 
66 (Ronald Reagan, Executive Order No. 12333—United States Intelligence Activities, 46 FR 59941, 3 CFR, 1981 Comp., 
(1981a), 200.) 
67 (Judith Miller, "Attorney General Says U.S. Acts To Counter Rise in Soviet Spying: Surge in 'Hostile' Activity Attorney 
General Says U.S. Acts To Counter Rise in Soviet Spying Rights Taken Into Account F.B.I. Agents 'Outnumbered'", New York 
Times, (December 19, 1981)) 
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The State Department received substantial authority. For instance, the executive order 

directed the State to “overtly collect information” relevant to U.S. foreign policy; to produce and 

disseminate foreign intelligence related to foreign policy; to disseminate “as appropriate” 

reports received from overseas diplomatic posts; to transmit intelligence collection 

requirements to Chiefs of the U.S. Missions abroad; and to support the Chiefs in performing 

their mission by providing direction and coordination activities.68 Indeed, the language of this 

executive order encouraged a more active interagency process, also prompting federal 

agencies to address strategic issues together, thus supporting them to rely on each other to 

meet national goals.  

One attempt to counter disinformation involved Charles Z. Wick, the newly appointed 

director of the U.S. Information Agency (USIA), after Reagan asked him to embark on “a more 

aggressive public diplomacy” effort to counter Soviet disinformation.69 Thus, Wick launched 

Project Truth, a campaign to project an accurate representation of the United States abroad. 

The initiative required federal entities to work with USIA and explicitly “declassify and make 

available to USIA material pertinent to the campaign.”70 A significant portion of this endeavor 

was debunking Soviet disinformation attempts, which necessitated evidence demonstrating 

when and how the disinformation occurred. This was significant, as historically, the CIA owned 

this information, and this party was not used to sharing until the signing of EO 12333. 

However, its impact was diluted by controversies around the project, including its bloated 

budget and overly aggressive political messaging. A U.S. Senator called one of Wick’s projects 

“Project Right-Wing Democracy.”71 Furthermore, career officials at USIA were concerned that 

 
68 Reagan, Executive Order No. 12333, 200. 
69 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 27. 
70 ("Memo Outlining 'Project Truth' Campaign", The Washington Post, (Nov 10, 1981)) 
71 (Howard Kurtz, "As USIA Brews List of Achievements, Wick Ferments Controversy", The Washington Post, (Jan 1, 1984)) 
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Wick tried to politicize Voice of America, which was “supposedly a news agency,” and that he 

had “gone too far with such initiatives as Project Truth.”72 This was problematic at USIA as the 

agency was deemed apolitical and needed to be careful about representing U.S. policy abroad 

and countered propaganda. Under Wick, USIA was seemingly peddling propaganda, 

according to a Washington Post article.73  

Despite the inauspicious beginning, when it comes to America’s first public counter-

disinformation effort, a separate group in Washington took measures to mount a more robust 

response. At the State Department, a group of mid-level officials took the initiative to 

investigate the issue and identify whether the State could lead these efforts. 

  

2.3   The Creation of the Active Measures Working Group 

 

2.3.1   The Bureaucracy 

The facts surrounding the assembly of the Active Measures Working Group (AMWG) are 

unclear.74 Possibly due to the need for confidentiality or simply a lack of records, the complete 

list of facts required to gather insights into how the working group came to exist is not fully 

available. Although the Reagan Presidential library contains numerous files about the AMWG, 

documents that belonged to National Security Council personnel like Kenneth deGraffenreid, 

John Lenczowski, or Walter Raymond, remain classified or have not been digitized as of yet.75 

 
72 Kurtz, "As USIA Brews List of Achievements, Wick Ferments Controversy." 
73 Kurtz, "As USIA Brews List of Achievements, Wick Ferments Controversy." 
74 Schoen and Lamb noted that the factors underlying the creation of the Active Measures Working Group “remain[ed] 
somewhat obscure.” See, “Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications: How One Interagency Group Made a 
Major Difference,” 32.  
75 This author conducted research for this thesis during the global COVID-19 pandemic. Unfortunately, libraries and archives 
such as the Reagan Presidential library, were closed during the pandemic to ensure public health safety. The author primarily 
relied on digitized archival information and books written on the subject as literature.  
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However, Dr. Christopher Lamb and Fletcher Schoen published a definitive report in 2012 on 

the AMWG for the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University. 

This report contains in-depth first-person accounts from members involved in organizing the 

working group. 

According to Schoen and Lamb, the idea to create a new working group emerged early in 

the Reagan administration after State officials felt that it was necessary to strategize a more 

robust and holistic attempt to counter aggressive Soviet information operations.76 At the State 

Department, Deputy Assistant Secretary Mark Palmer and Deputy Assistant Secretary Robert 

Peck took a particular interest in countering Soviet propaganda. These two would become 

some of the strongest proponents of the working group, and their support would be necessary 

for the working group to successfully emerge out of the planning stages.  

For Peck, this presented an ideal opportunity to rectify relationships with Moscow. 

Previously, he had been a subject of Soviet disinformation charges that erroneously exposed 

him as a CIA officer - a blatant lie that cost him his foreign assignment in Turkey.77 Palmer was 

also familiar with Soviet propaganda. Before 1979, he played a leading role in countering the 

Soviet disinformation campaign against the American Pershing II intermediate-range nuclear 

missile deployment to Europe - a crucial piece in the modernization of NATO’s Intermediate 

Nuclear Forces (INF).78 Palmer formed the “Shaping European Attitudes” working group to 

coordinate interagency efforts between the State, International Communications Agency 

 
76 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 32. 
77 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 32; See also, Stern and Kux, Interview with 
Dennis Kux, 93. 
78 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 32. 
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(ICA)79, DOD, and CIA, to influence “European publics and elites.”80 According to Dennis C. 

Blair, Palmer’s working group focused on publicizing “the Soviet threat” to build public support 

for the deployment of the Pershing II to Europe.81  

Having been personally affected by Soviet disinformation activities, Palmer and Peck were 

keenly aware of how Moscow posed a threat against American foreign policy. This knowledge 

guided their first steps towards resolving the lack of aggressive American response to active 

measures over the past two decades. This was also when the Active Measures Working Group 

concept began to take shape.  

First, they met with Secretary of State, Alexander Haig, to implement the idea. Approaching 

Haig first was a good choice on their part - being a U.S. Army General and former head of 

NATO, Haig's background was formative to his thoughts on the direction American foreign 

policy required to confront the Soviet Union. He was of the view that the “Soviet Union 

underli[ed] all the unrest that [was] going on in the world,” and that the United States needed to 

approach Moscow “directly and showing no disposition to negotiate” on issues like arms 

control until Moscow curbed “their ambitions in the third world.”82 

According to Dennis Kux, Deputy Assistant Secretary at the State’s Bureau of Intelligence 

and Research (INR), Palmer and Peck persuaded the Secretary to support the idea of the 

State Department taking the lead in confronting Moscow.83  After receiving approval, Palmer 

and Peck met with Kux and told him: “We can't do this unless we have really good information. 
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Your office is the closest place in State to the CIA. Can you come up with something on this? 

Can you work with us on this?"84  

Palmer and Peck were convinced that Kux would be ideal in leading this effort as his role 

entailed coordinating the State Department’s intelligence efforts with the rest of the intelligence 

community. However, Kux’s oral history showed signs of reservation early in the planning 

process. People working at the State were “leery” of the Reagan administration’s proclivity to 

“see a Red under every bed” and confuse standard Soviet propaganda with disinformation.85 

While the former was a legitimate tool of public diplomacy used to persuade people, the latter, 

disinformation, referred to “lies” that intend to mislead people through “forgeries and planted 

false news” stories.86  

Eventually, Kux told Palmer and Peck that “they would try.”87 However, before they could 

strategize an aggressive response, they were first required to understand Soviet methods, and 

the best place to learn was along with the CIA, which had been following Soviet disinformation 

since WWII. Thus, he believed that they were best equipped to answer the group’s questions. 

Based on his early dealings with the CIA on the same subject, Kux developed two conclusions 

that ran counter to the policies of previous administrations. Firstly, instead of holding back, the 

United States needed to confront Moscow’s disinformation activities and expose them publicly. 

Secondly, the State Department should lead these efforts.  

Kux’s conclusions were well informed and meritorious. The State Department’s diplomatic 

mission and reputation would lead to a welcoming environment for the working group, which 

could also guarantee that the efforts made would be viewed as credible from the outset. It also 
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ensured that the group’s conduct remained diplomatic and sensitive to foreign relations before 

committing irreversible acts. 

Records do not provide a clear picture of the CIA’s position on allowing a separate agency 

to perform some of the roles that they were historically responsible for. It seems likely that the 

Reagan Administration - and perhaps even the CIA - felt that the administration’s new priorities 

needed a new home, and the CIA was not it. Kux hinted that perhaps this was why the State 

was permitted to lead the new working group. He said that “[i]n the past, to the extent that the 

U.S. countered ‘disinformation,’ it was handled by the CIA and lacked ‘credibility.’”88 Schoen 

and Lamb corroborate Kux’s statement during a 2011 interview with an unnamed senior 

intelligence official who said that the CIA wanted the State Department to oversee the new 

interagency working group to appear more “credible to the public and [to] U.S. allies.”89 

On the surface, it seems unusual that the CIA was so willing to timidly let the State take the 

lead on this project. However, upon closer inspection, it may be noted that several 

“traditionalists” who were not fired or forced out during Colby’s clean sweep at the CIA, 

remained “determined to limit, counter, and reverse the impact” of his reforms at the Agency.90 

Seemingly, they believed that setting up the AMWG was a step in the right direction, and thus 

supported Kux to establish the working group.91  

Ironically, Kux had a more challenging time convincing personnel at the State Department 

regarding the vision he had. At State, people thought it would be better to leave issues such as 

forgeries and disinformation alone. John Lenczowski, a political appointee in the State’s 

Bureau of European Affairs, opined that the practice of shying away from challenging Soviet 
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active measures stemmed from “cultural impulses” that had devolved into diplomatic 

“etiquette.”92 Reagan’s new and aggressive policies appeared to run against the cultural grain 

of the institution and threatened to upheave standard practices. 

To remedy the lack of enthusiasm, Lenczowski invited State personnel to listen to 

Levchenko discuss his knowledge of Soviet active measures. The CIA enabled him to brief 

officials “about Soviet goals and active measures techniques,”93 so that they could recognize 

the significance behind the seemingly unimportant information operations. Levchenko’s 

knowledge helped convince State personnel that active measures had great potential to impact 

American foreign objectives.  

Kux also confirmed the value of this knowledge. He noted that the working group received 

help from Soviet defectors “who had worked in this area [active measures]” and were able to 

provide a “fairly credible picture” of what the Soviets were doing.94 Indeed, Levchenko’s efforts 

encouraged the State to start countering Soviet disinformation in earnest and expand the 

monitoring of Soviet disinformation “from a CIA-only activity into a full-blown interagency 

counter-disinformation [effort].”95 

After Levchenko’s briefings, Kux directed INR to coordinate between the CIA, the State’s 

diplomatic posts, and the U.S. Information Agency (USIA) to get a “better impression of what 

was going on” in terms of the current activity and scope of Soviet disinformation.96 Once Kux 

had a holistic understanding of this issue, around the summer of 1981, he officially formed the 
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working group, which initially only comprised the CIA, FBI, DOD, and USIA, to begin analyzing 

the information that INR was receiving.97 

 

2.3.2   Mandate and Purpose 

Senior officials opted against explicitly defining the new group’s purpose and mandate. 

Instead, they told Kux “to look into ways to counter Soviet active measures”98 and left him to 

figure out the details internally. Ironically, this broad mandate ended up complicating matters at 

the State. The term “active measures” carried a complex definition that spanned from simple 

propaganda and forgeries to targeted political assassinations, and everything in between.99 

The number of possible activities under the umbrella of active measures was too large - 

attempting to focus on all of these activities could be counterproductive. The initial concern 

with the “broad mandate” was that the working group ran the risk of wasting all its time 

gathering the information it required and simply discussing it instead of employing tangible 

strategies to counter Soviet active measures. Additionally, how it would “counter” active 

measures remained unclear. Would it operate as a think-tank and draft internal policy memos? 

Or would it challenge Soviet operations proactively, bringing the fight to Moscow’s doorstep?  

The answer fell somewhat in the middle. On the first issue, Kux decided that the group 

needed to focus on one central point - Soviet disinformation. He stressed the need to avoid 

focusing on propaganda or other legitimate elements of public diplomacy. Instead, Kux opined 

that the group should target outright lies and actions with the “intent of misleading people” 

through forgeries and false news stories.100 He also believed that rather than responding to 
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every operation, the group needed to respond to the broad thematic issues associated with 

prolonged disinformation campaigns. Kux thought that this would make the group more 

palatable to the State Department, which was more comfortable with this broad approach than 

the chaotic alternative.  

Kux wished for the group to concentrate on Soviet activities that, when revealed, “a 

reasonable person” would agree were outside the scope of appropriate diplomatic conduct.101 

Interestingly, this was not difficult for the group of seasoned foreign service officers and 

analysts. What posed a more significant challenge was the State’s culture, which tended to be 

non-polemic and avoided direct confrontation. After all, the State was in the business of 

preventing wars, not starting them. On this issue, Kux said that the typical attitude at State was 

expressed as follows: “We don’t want to dignify that kind of stuff [active measures] with a 

comment. We won’t comment on a forgery.”102 Thus, although the group was ready to begin 

pushing back, the State’s thoughts on the same would not catch up for quite some time.  

For example, in 1983, Ed Koch, the New York City Mayor, was unwittingly involved in 

spreading disinformation after receiving, and subsequently publicizing, a copy of a Lebanese 

newspaper containing damning information that involved the Secretary of Defense, Caspar W. 

Weinberger. According to Kux, given that the Pentagon and the FBI did not know what to do 

with the document, the working group analyzed it and determined that it was an Israeli forgery, 

remarking that the Israelis “were very good at it.”103 Kux’s team knew that this was a clear case 

of disinformation but were told by “everybody” to “go away and shut up.”104 When reporters 
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pressed for comment, they got a “no comment” response from the State Department - “nobody 

said anything.”105 

 

2.3.3   Group composition 

At the State Department, the group enjoyed early support from senior department leaders 

such as Haig, Palmer, and Peck, demonstrated by the assignment of Kux, who was Deputy 

Assistant Secretary, to the role of group chair. The fact that the senior leaders of the State 

were personally invested in the group helped to earn the “trust and cooperation” of other 

agencies which understood the AMWG as acting in the interest of national security instead of 

taking steps to myopically benefit the State Department.106 For this reason, the directors of the 

CIA, FBI, and USIA, for example, supported the working group's mandate, permitting their top 

experts, officers, and analysts, to attend working group meetings and positively contribute by 

leveraging resources at their home agencies. This last point assumes significance as the 

group members stated that the involvement of senior government officials in the group’s 

activities helped validate their belief that their work was an important part of “a larger effort to 

reset US-Soviet relations.”107 Unsurprisingly, believing that their work was important 

encouraged them to work more efficiently.108 

The fact that agencies allowed their top experts to attend working group meetings merits a 

deeper analysis. Sadly, agencies at times, “support” interagency efforts by sending 

inexperienced and unqualified people to meetings, asked to observe and report what they 

have learned back at the agency. However, in the case of the AMWG, most members were 
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either experts on issues concerning the Soviet Union or were specialists on counterintelligence 

matters. 

 Although the group started small with representatives from the CIA, FBI, DOD, and 

USIA, it soon also included representatives from DIA, the Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency, as well as the National Security Council. According to the minutes of the working 

group’s meetings, as many as 39 distinct individuals represented separate offices between 

February and July 1986. While some of them only came to attend a few meetings, the core 

group that always remained represented the intelligence community, with significant 

assistance from the State’s regional bureaus.109 

 

2.3.4   Authorities, Resources, and Budget 

Much like its mandate, the AMWG did not receive special authorities or dedicated 

resources to accomplish its mission. While it may be surprising, this was not a rare 

phenomenon. Interagency cooperation efforts, though helpful, were not considered a 

substantial replacement for the work of the federal agencies, as they were supposed to be 

temporary, working groups that expired once they accomplished their assigned goal. 

Therefore, assigning authorities and resources to the working group could be perceived as 

“encroaching” into another agency’s turf, which was unacceptable to some.  

This is not to say that the AMWG did not receive any help at all. On the contrary, various 

persons played important roles at critical periods in the group’s life. For example, David 

Hertzberg (INR) “enjoyed a good working relationship with [the director of operations at CIA] 

Wallace Spaulding,” who also happened to be the CIA’s “foremost expert” on communist front 
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groups.110 These informal relationships managed to provide the group with its vast network of 

intelligence resources and the ability to advance its mission. Separately, the Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of State for INR, Lawrence Sulc, was partly responsible for helping to establish the 

congressional requirements for the group’s reports. In 1985, Sulc helped bring the AMWG to 

the attention of Congressman Newt Gingrich, who introduced an amendment that codified the 

group’s report requirement into congressional law.  

Gingrich believed that an integral part of challenging Moscow’s rise was combating the 

country’s active measures. Indeed, as a significant proponent of the interagency working 

group, he wanted to help expose malign Soviet activities. In Congress, Gingrich gave a series 

of speeches that focused on this issue. For instance, in one of his speeches, he said that the 

Soviet Union spent an “enormous amount of money” to spy on the United States and infiltrate 

the government.111 In addition, he emphasized that they had “a very large and elaborate 

network for disinformation” and had spent plenty of time considering ways of “manipulating the 

American press.”112 

In August 1985, during the 99th Congress, the House approved Gingrich’s amendment to 

the H.R. 2086 – Foreign Relations Authorization Act.113 This amendment added two new 

sections to the Act, thus codifying the work of the AMWG into specific legal requirements. To 

begin with, it required the U.S. President to establish a commission to determine the feasibility 

of establishing a permanent office “of Soviet disinformation and press manipulation” within the 
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State Department.114 Secondly, and equally importantly, it led to the legal requirement for the 

AMWG’s unclassified report to congress detailing “Soviet and Communist disinformation and 

press manipulation.”115  

In the executive branch, the working group received special attention from officials in the 

NSC, who attended working group meetings to deconflict information and, on occasion, 

“provide encouragement.”116 For instance, John Lenczowski was active in the working group 

while serving as a political appointee in the Department of State’s Bureau of European Affairs, 

but continued to attend meetings after being appointed the director of European and Soviet 

Affairs in the NSC. Walter Raymond, a “CIA public diplomacy and active measures expert,” 

was another NSC representative that accompanied Lenczowski to the working group 

meetings.117  

The group welcomed Raymond’s experience at the meetings as he brought with him new 

ideas that were drawn from his role at the CIA, and encouraged the group to think more 

aggressively. He believed that it was not sufficient to merely identify and highlight ongoing 

active measures; instead, he wanted the group to learn how to anticipate active measures 

before they took place. Raymond opined that the AMWG should “anticipate covert as well as 

overt active measures,” especially those in association with “front group meetings, international 

conferences, etc.”118 

The AMWG also benefitted from “top cover” at the State Department. For example, in 1986, 

Bailey collaborated with a group of directors for the regional bureaus of the State to enhance 
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the field’s approach to active measures and the ways in which information was channeled to 

headquarters. At this meeting, they came up with the idea to form active measures committees 

at the local embassies for which they would hold meetings and exchange information with 

each other. This would be especially beneficial for embassies in areas where heavy 

disinformation occurred. However, the AMWG could not officially task any diplomatic posts. To 

remedy this issue, Bailey convinced Michael H. Armacost, the Under Secretary of State for 

Political Affairs, to support him in this effort.119  

On June 17, 1986, Armacost sent a cable bearing Secretary Shultz’s name to all the Chiefs 

of Mission in the field, stating that AMWG had a “primary responsibility” within the government 

“for countering active measures.”120 It added that while these joint efforts had “met 

considerable success,” further efforts were required to combat these campaigns.121 Moreover, 

it explained that the working group, “including the NSC,” planned to devote additional 

resources to countering active measures, which was anticipated by the Department to increase 

over the coming months and years.122 For this reason, Shultz not only instructed the 35 

diplomatic posts that had been “seriously affected by active measures activity” to establish 

“active measures committees,” but also encouraged other posts to do the same. The 

committees would allow the individuals “responsible for reporting and for countering active 

measures” to engage with other individuals with similar roles in the field or at headquarters - 

the AMWG.123 
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Overall, the cable found a receptive audience, and responses to it were positive. The 

minutes of the working group’s meetings in June and July outlined that the initial reactions to 

the cable were “largely favorable” and that responses continued to arrive at the Department, in 

support of these sentiments.124 In one response, U.S. Ambassador to Hungary, Nicolas M. 

Salgo, urged that committees be formed in East European countries as well because Soviet 

campaigns “extensively use East European media, sometimes as a first point for surfacing 

disinformation.”125  

Not to be outdone by the State Department, the USIA sent a similar cable requesting 

overseas offices to form active measures committees and report their findings to Washington. 

Romerstein, who was known to favor more aggressive methods, supported the use of 

diplomatic posts as sensors in the field. Moreover, he was of the opinion that they needed to 

identify instances of anti-US disinformation particularly in Eastern Bloc media. On being 

captured, embassy officers were required to submit official complaints to the responsible 

media organization or the government of the host country. He added, “[t]his gives us 

ammunition to use against the same story when it appears in non-communist media.”126 

Coincidentally, the previous example addressed an issue that the AMWG grappled with 

from the very beginning - the lack of dedicated human resources. For staffing support, the 

group relied on analysts officially assigned to INR and the personal contributions of its part-

time members. This was a delicate balance for the group’s chairs to maintain. While they 

wanted the group’s members to be aggressive, they could not impel the home agencies to 

allow their top performers to spend more time on the group’s assignments. Still, Bailey 
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deliberated upon various ways to take full advantage of the members to this end. For example, 

she put in the effort to build a rapport with the supervisors of the group’s members “to improve 

the chances that they would be encouraged by their agencies to participate in a productive 

manner.”127 She added, “with the CIA and FBI, in particular, it was highly beneficial to 

appreciate them for their peoples’ input.”128 This approach made it possible for the group to 

secure its required staffing. At the same time, this delicate dance offered Bailey the space 

necessary to operate unencumbered by external authorities.  

This approach also helped Kux and Lucian Heichler, the working group’s second Chair, to 

reinforce their unofficial authority over the group. According to Schoen and Lamb, the group 

members were aware early on that the Chair “represented a Reagan administration priority 

effort,” and efforts to subvert the group’s work might warrant “higher-level intervention.”129 This 

awareness helped reduce interference from outside parties that would send attendees to 

“monitor” the group’s dealings.130 In any case, this did have a positive long-term effect on the 

performance of the group. These observations are significant as under varied conditions, a 

lack of authority and high-level support may prompt group members and external parties to 

ignore instructions and possibly undermine the activities of the group.  

In addition to the lack of authorities and dedicated human resources, the working group did 

not have a budget. Thus, members learned to be resourceful. For example, David Hertzberg 

(INR) recalled working with Peter Knecht, a public affairs officer at the State, to stuff the 

group’s first Foreign Affairs Note into envelopes and mail them to their destinations.131 On a 

separate occasion, Bailey worked with the State’s Bureau of Public Affairs to find “bits of cash,” 
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from budgets allocated to other offices, to print the group’s first report under her leadership.132 

Moreover, the groups asked individual members to fund their travel using the budgets of their 

home agencies.133 The funding issue improved shortly after the group’s first report under 

Bailey, after Congress, U.S. diplomatic posts, and USIA offices requested additional briefings. 

Following this, Bailey secured more funds to reprint the first report “in grander scale” and print 

a second report.134 Furthermore, she obtained three dedicated analysts within the INR to 

support the group’s efforts full-time. 

 

2.4   Overarching Goals and Procedures 

In the context of how the working group would counter disinformation, Palmer and Peck 

assisted Kux in developing a simple approach - Report, Analyze, Publicize (RAP). Reporting 

involved U.S. embassies, consulates, and USIA offices capturing “all phony stories and 

forgeries that might surface.”135 Analytical efforts simply involved members of the working 

group, INR, CIA, and personnel at diplomatic posts. With the emergence of patterns and 

tactics, the group compiled these into a report and prepared to publicize them. Kux 

emphasized the importance of publishing reports that exposed Soviet activities in a 

“professional” fashion, avoiding “ideological” perceptions.136 Since the media was the primary 

vehicle for Soviet disinformation, the group needed to write reports that contained objective 

and verifiable information exposing Soviet lies; this was important as people would not 
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appreciate being deceived. In Kux’s words, “The more noise we made, the less likely that the 

Soviets would succeed… the more successful we would be.”137  

Though the attendance varied each week, the working group met regularly, often bi-weekly, 

to analyze field reports and share the information received from their respective agencies. 

According to Romerstein (USIA), they were able to “combine the information from USIA posts 

around the world, CIA reporting, and FBI investigations” during meetings to produce Special 

Reports and Foreign Affairs Notes.138 The reports made by the working group also played a 

critical role during congressional hearings and were introduced as exhibits to support 

testimony from intelligence officials. Romerstein believed this to be significant as it showed 

“foreign audiences” that there was “congressional support for exposing Soviet 

disinformation.”139 

The following section describes, in greater detail, how the AMWG functioned on a day-to-

day basis. As elucidated above, the group adopted a simple end-to-end mechanism to 

accomplish its objective, the R-A-P process. Though simple, the working group was much 

more complicated than that, as its processes were highly nuanced and subject to interpersonal 

relations, which changed as group members came and left.  

 

2.4.1   Meetings and Discussion 

The AMWG met regularly, usually every two weeks, to discuss emerging active measures 

and new ideas for projects, coordinate efforts with partner agencies, exchange information, 

and provide feedback on the drafted products. While this group comprised a core team of 
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members, the Chair welcomed all kinds of individuals from the State Department and other 

agencies, hoping that they would add value by helping to improve coordination with their home 

agencies. In early 1986, Heichler complained that the group needed to improve coordination of 

active measures matters both “within the State Department and among other agencies,” with 

the membership in the group.140 To remedy this, Heichler sent a memo to the State 

Department’s “regional bureaus and the policy planning staff,” encouraging them to attend the 

group’s meetings. At a later meeting, he noted with pleasure “that all the regional bureaus 

were represented [at the meeting that week].”141 

The group used an internal “Active Measures Memo” to direct discussions during the 

meetings. Before being disseminated to the group’s members, these memos were drafted by 

the group’s executive secretary and signed by the Chair. The memoranda, consisting of 

roughly four to five pages, contained the latest information on active measures and cables 

from the field with activity reports particular to their regions. Though the memoranda were 

initially intended to guide internal discussions, it was evident that the group found the 

information helpful and believed that others would benefit from viewing it as well.  

During the group meeting on May 22, 1986, Bailey asked attendees to think of “ways in 

which the Active Measures Memo could be used more broadly.”142 For instance, should the 

memo be used to relay “active measures issues to a larger community within Washington” or 

be sent to diplomatic missions abroad?143 In July, less than two months later, Romerstein 

noted that classified information in the memos “would be useful to the new active measures 
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committees” at U.S. diplomatic posts abroad.144 The memos could help educate foreign 

service personnel that are unaware of these Soviet efforts, thus helping them increase 

awareness of activities and efforts unfolding in other locations.  

 Further meetings were required to continue the group’s collaborative efforts and propel 

its momentum. For example, in the time leading to the publication of the group’s first report to 

Congress, bi-weekly meetings were held to discuss the status and progress of the report. 

During a group member meeting in February 1986, Peter Sarros, from the State’s Bureau of 

Inter-American Affairs, urged the team to submit their respective drafts as soon as possible to 

avoid facing time constraints when carrying out the required interagency clearance process.145 

The report was due to Congress that summer, so potentially, any items without clearance 

would be excluded from the report.  

Heichler also wanted to host a seminar in Washington to interact with the academic and 

media communities on issues that would be included in the report to congress. The seminar, 

scheduled for May 1986, would be used as a platform to discuss “Communist disinformation 

and press manipulation affecting the U.S.”146  The AMWG hosted and attended events in the 

United States to engage members of academia, journalists, think tanks, and other members of 

the U.S government, on matters related to active measures. These events provided neutral 

settings to iron-out issues, broke bureaucratic logjams, relayed information to media members, 

and elicited feedback from expert communities. 

In addition to discussing internal production requirements, the AMWG discussed external 

efforts to publish classified and unclassified reports that deal with similar issues. This was 

 
144 U.S. Department of State, AMWG, Minutes of Working Group Meeting of July 8, 1986, 2. 
145 U.S. Department of State, AMWG, Minutes of Working Group Meeting of February 27, 1986, 4. 
146 U.S. Department of State, AMWG, Minutes of Working Group Meeting of February 27, 1986, 4. 
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essential, for it prevented the duplication of efforts across the federal government. It also 

allowed them to acquire information on topics that agencies were tracking and apply lessons 

from their failures and successes. For example, on May 22, 1986, a CIA representative to the 

AMWG shared “current publication plans” of the CIA, which contained items of interest that the 

group could use to produce new reports.147  

 

2.4.2   Reports Collection 

As previously mentioned, collecting reports on Soviet active measures was the first 

component of the group’s process. However, the limited capacity of the working group 

curtailed their ability to carry out the full scope of the intended activities. Collecting and 

aggregating data was one of the more critical activities the group needed to perform. However, 

as one group member put it, “this was before the internet,” and agency databases were not 

interconnected the same way they are at present.148 Checking records at partner agencies’ 

databases would become a full-time job for analysts, let alone being responsible for monitoring 

media in foreign countries for new evidence of active measures. Still, the AMWG relied on 

analysts at INR and its members’ contributions to identify and aggregate classified data 

published by the intelligence community. According to Schoen and Lamb, the working group 

“shared information well” with each other; this includes classified information from their parent 

organizations.149 

In this context, the CIA was “instrumental” in providing intelligence initially. The CIA kept a 

centralized repository of forgeries, had unrestricted access to KGB defectors who participated 

 
147 U.S. Department of State, AMWG, Minutes of Working Group Meeting of May 22, 1986, 1. 
148 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 69. 
149 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 97. 
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in active measures, and employed at least five active measures and front group specialists in 

its Directorates of Operations and Intelligence.150 An excellent example of this statement in its 

practical application would be the AMWG’s reports on the expulsions of Soviet officials 

worldwide. At the end of 1981, David Hertzberg (INR) noticed an interesting stream of CIA 

reporting “on Soviets being expelled from countries” for undertaking illegal intelligence 

operations and espionage.151 Hertzberg realized that compiling such information would help 

expose “rising illegal activity”, including active measures, which was “entirely at odds with the 

image the Soviets were trying to project.”152 At the time, Soviet propaganda wanted to portray 

the USSR as a benevolent power assailed by spiteful outsiders. However, the CIA did not 

authorize the AMWG’s request to declassify the supporting evidence they required to present 

their case.  

This reaction was not unexpected. The CIA was worried about publicizing its methods and 

endangering its sources. Although the information from the CIA was crucial in the identification 

of Soviet operations, the group needed to circumvent the Agency’s strict declassification rules 

if it were to publish any public reports. Hertzberg and Knecht relied on open-source research - 

printed media, television, foreign government announcements - to find information that 

corroborated CIA reports and could be used in Hertzberg’s reports. Public information could be 

more beneficial than classified information, at least for the AMWG. Additionally, the use of 

third-party information reduced the likelihood of Moscow balking at the content, especially if it 

were information from Soviet-controlled media agencies. 

 
150 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 39. referenced from Sheldon Rapoport, 
phone interview with authors, March 15, 2011; interviewee 21, email message to authors, September 18, 2011; and Gates, 
202.  
151 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 39. 
152 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 39. 
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While the group had access to relevant classified intelligence, classification guidelines 

impeded the group’s ability to use the information tangibly. The agency review process for 

declassifying information can be complicated and lengthy, in the best of circumstances. In the 

worst cases, the process could run into many issues, including denial of declassification 

requests, exemptions for release, and redactions.153 This issue was exacerbated when 

members brought relevant intelligence from their home organizations but were unable to obtain 

the necessary support to initiate the declassification process. Officials from the CIA and FBI 

shared the concern that divulging intelligence on active measures could potentially impair 

collection methods “or even provoke retaliation against intelligence assets.”154 The main issue 

was the focus on protection of sources and methods instead of on the use of intelligence per 

se. Nevertheless, group members worked in tandem with their home agencies to vet the 

information before sharing it with the group. To ensure maximum public distribution, it was 

important for the group’s reports to be unclassified.  

The working group also found a way to circumvent classification rules by requesting USIA 

offices and U.S. diplomatic posts overseas to identify disinformation material and forgeries in 

the media, asking them to send these to INR for processing. According to Romerstein, USIA 

offices were the “front line unit” for American defense. In this capacity, some USIA public 

affairs officers were more proactive as compared to others in performing this duty. For 

example, officers in India and some African countries proactively “used local employees to 

carefully read the press, watching for anti-American disinformation and forgeries.”155 However, 
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as expected, not all public affairs officers were helpful. According to Romerstein, some were 

only interested in reprinting American news in their assigned countries.156  

The working group received additional assistance during Bailey’s tenure in 1986 after she 

codified Kux’s initial request for information into official departmental taskings. As previously 

mentioned in the “authorities” section, in June 1986, Bailey and the State’s “regional bureaus” 

discussed the idea of setting up “active measures committees” at diplomatic posts.157 This 

concept emerged while discussing ways to resolve coordination issues between the field and 

headquarters. Bailey noted that this would help U.S. embassies, where “major active 

measures activity” took place while also encouraging them to send the information back to 

Washington for analysis.158  

Lastly, group members attended foreign symposiums to report event proceedings and 

evaluate Soviet involvement in international movements. For example, in January 1986, Pete 

Copp and Herbert Romerstein attended the Committee of Nongovernmental Organizations 

(CONGO) in Geneva, the “opening event of the International Year of Peace.”159 In Copp’s 

words, the event was “strongly influenced by communist fronts and was something of a 

stacked deck.”160 The United States did, however, secure language in the conference 

document that backed American interests.161 Attending international conferences supported 

the AMWG in obtaining first-hand knowledge of how Soviet fronts controlled proceedings and 

influenced final communiqués. This information appeared regularly in the group’s reports. 
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2.4.3   Analysis of Information 

The analytical component of the AMWG played a critical role in successfully exposing 

Soviet active measures and altering Soviet behavior during the Reagan era. Although the 

working group’s efforts in this area were a first of their kind, it was not the first entity within the 

intelligence community to evaluate Soviet active measures with accuracy. The AMWG 

expanded prior efforts made by the CIA. From a methodological perspective, the AMWG’s 

approach to analysis resembled Angleton’s counterintelligence credo. This was not a 

coincidence, as many of those who remained after Angleton’s departure contributed to the 

establishment of the AMWG.  

To illustrate, the AMWG assumed that the Soviet Union would exploit the openness and 

vulnerabilities of Western societies. According to the group, “the ease of access to their [open 

societies of industrial democracies] news media, often give Soviets open season for active 

measures.”162 Bearing this in mind, the AMWG prioritized the analysis of public media reports. 

The group had instructed diplomatic posts to report all deceptive media stories they came 

across, so that when information arrived at the State’s headquarters, analysts from INR and 

CIA “disinformation experts” could analyze it.163 

The group came up with other creative ideas to augment their analytical capabilities. As a 

case in point, in May 1986, Dr. Lenczowski introduced the possibility of “subsidizing Ph.D. 

students working on active measures-related topics” with the “Lugar funds for Soviet 

studies.”164,165  He thought that these funds, which were managed by the State Department, 

 
162 (U.S. Department of State, Special Report No. 88: Soviet “Active Measures” Forgery, Disinformation, Political Operations, 
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would be an “inexpensive means” to bring “high-quality research in the area.”166 Additionally, 

academic research would also push the topic to the forefront of the debate and enhance the 

capacity of the AMWG.  

Unfortunately, the “Lugar funds” were only channeled from the State Department to specific 

institutions that researched the field of Slavic studies and could not be distributed on a case-

by-case basis.167 However, drawing on Lenczowski’s original thought, Bailey noted that INR’s 

“long-range planning office” could provide additional funding that may be used for fellowships 

or academic grants.168 On June 19, Andrew Sheren (CIA) raised the issue of academic funding 

again and reported that INR agreed to provide $3,000 to the group for educational grants. He 

stated that the money could be split into three grants and awarded to the “three best 

undergraduate research papers” on active measures at selected institutions.169 On the same 

note, a DOD representative offered that it might be possible to note the subject of active 

measures on the list of possible research papers by military officers studying at national war 

colleges.170 

 

2.4.4   Publications  

The leadership of the AMWG encouraged the publication of unclassified reports and the 

declassification of information as much as possible, so that it would allow the information to 

 
State Department in-part to fund graduate academic studies and advanced research of topics pertaining to the Soviet Union 
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reach a broader audience. Successfully declassifying information would also allow the group to 

collaborate with non-government subject matter experts in the private and academic sectors. 

Accordingly, on October 9, 1981, roughly four months after the group began operations, it 

drafted its first unclassified report - State Department Special Report 88, Soviet Active 

Measures: Forgery, Disinformation, Political Operations. Special Report 88 was released to the 

public on October 10, 1981. Roughly 14,000 copies were distributed to news organizations and 

interested parties both domestically and internationally. The New York Times covered the 

debut of the Special Report in its entirety, ostensibly apprehensive of leaving any detail out. 

Special Reports were not the only products published by the Active Measures Working 

Group; it only published three special reports in its 11 years of activity. The group published 

public and government-only reports in both classified and unclassified formats. The public 

reports included the following: Special Reports (3); Foreign Affairs Notes (22); Department of 

State Bulletins (1); Department of State Current Policy product (2); conference reports (2); and 

major reports (i.e., reports to Congress) (3).171  These reports had different target audiences, 

varying from members of congress to diplomats stationed abroad, academicians, journalists, 

and foreign government officials. Most Special Reports and Foreign Affairs notes were 

between four and eight pages, while major “congressional” reports were closer to 100-pages.  

Each report aimed to serve a specific purpose. For example, Special Reports covered 

major topics in general terms, consisting of less than a dozen pages. In contrast, Foreign 

Affairs Notes exclusively focused on one issue, which stemmed from a larger topic, and 

 
171 Schoen and Lamb believed that the Active Measures Working Group helped draft Lawrence Eagleburger’s article, 
“Unacceptable Intervention: Soviet Active Measures.” However, they could not accurately determine the extent of the group’s 
involvement. The Eagleburger article was subsequently published in NATO Review 31, no. 1, dated April 1983. See pg. 6-11. 
Similarly, Schoen and Lamb were also unable to confirm the extent of the working group’s involvement in an address by 
William J. Casey, Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, to the Dallas Council on World Affairs. The address’ transcript 
was titled “Soviet Use of Active Measures,” and published in State Department Current Policy, no. 761.  
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elaborated it in a short paper. The AMWG wrote three major reports, commonly termed the 

Gingrich reports, intended to inform a congressional audience. These covered major topics in-

depth and relied on the Foreign Affairs Notes and Special Reports as sources of reference. On 

the domestic front, the working group and its reports became the U.S. government’s single 

stop shop for matters related to disinformation and “was highly regarded in both Congress and 

the executive branch.”172  

 

2.4.5   Dissemination of Products and Information 

As previously mentioned, the group’s first report was well received by the U.S. media. The 

New York Times published a supportive article that accurately summarized the contents of the 

AMWG’s report, adding that they appeared to be part of Reagan’s plan to “publicize Soviet 

activity deemed inimical to Western interests.”173 The Washington Post and the Boston Globe 

published an Associated Press article describing the working group’s report and highlighting 

the need to continue releasing this information. “The objective,” a State Department official 

noted, “was to heighten public awareness about the alleged Soviet activities.”174 175 

In the context of the preferred delivery method, the AMWG relied on established channels 

such as the cable system at the State Department to send reports to diplomatic missions. The 

cable system was a confidential and encrypted text-based exchange responsible for the day-

to-day delivery of correspondence between embassies or consulates and the State 

Department headquarters in Washington. The AMWG used cables to share reports quickly and 

directly with diplomatic posts abroad, bypassing diplomatic mail or hand-delivering modes.  
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The AMWG also took their act on the road to deliver briefings in person. Dennis Kux 

thought of the idea to travel to foreign countries and provide the group’s information directly to 

U.S. missions, foreign governments, and journalists. These trips, called “roadshows” and “truth 

squads” by members, involved traveling from one country to another, giving presentations that 

expounded on Soviet active measures, and teaching how to identify “the tell-tale signs” of 

forgeries.176 The group shared “lots of stories” and examples of forgeries in the meetings.177 

For audiences unfamiliar with the topic, the AMWG deconstructed forgeries systematically and 

described the analytical process for determining their origin. According to Schoen and Lamb, 

the roadshows served a “prophylactic purpose, sensitizing foreign intelligence services and 

journalists” to ensure awareness of Soviet disinformation, elevating the cost of running active 

measures operations in those areas.178 The trips also helped increase awareness among U.S. 

officials stationed abroad, contributing to heightened disinformation reporting “from the CIA, 

USIA, and State.”179 

In the same vein, Moscow expended fewer resources to spread disinformation in 

developing countries as “the populace was inclined to believe conspiracy theories and 

journalists were easily bought [corrupted by the Soviets].”180 Accordingly, during their first 

“roadshow,” members of the group spent eight days giving briefings in “Morocco, Italy, Egypt, 

Saudi Arabia, and Kenya,” while two others traveled to “Latin America and South Asia.”181 Kux 

later opined that traveling to six countries in eight days was a mistake, as it only exhausted the 
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group.182 Following this, the group slowed and traveled to only two countries a week. A typical 

week on the road usually involved traveling on the weekend, meeting with U.S. embassy staff 

on Monday, and briefing the host country’s government on Tuesday morning.183 On Tuesday 

afternoons, the group scheduled presentations for journalists and gave “local press 

interviews.”184 The very next day, they would travel to the next destination and resume the 

process on Thursdays.  

European countries remained vulnerable to manipulation, costing more money, time, and 

effort. For this reason, the group also traveled to European countries and attended annual 

meetings dedicated to active measures at NATO headquarters in Brussels.185 Kux mentioned 

that the group “managed to get to Europe, the Middle East, Africa (Turkey, Egypt, Saudi 

Arabia, Morocco, and Kenya), and Asia (New Zealand, Australia, Malaysia, the Philippines, 

Japan, and South Korea)” after five or six trips.186  

The group was convinced that these trips, though exhausting, helped in combating Soviet 

disinformation campaigns and made U.S. government efforts more effective. By 1984, Moscow 

was “getting annoyed” at the group because it was “creating problems for them.”187 Kux 

recalled that “one of the most egregious cases” was the deconstruction of two fake U.S. 

Embassy (Rome) telegrams drafted by Moscow, which depicted a U.S. operation to frame the 

Bulgarian government for the attempted assassination of the Catholic Pope John Paul II.188 
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The AMWG analyzed the telegrams in the presence of foreign audiences and explicated areas 

where the Soviets made technical mistakes, thus making the forgeries obsolete and annulling 

the value of resources spent by Moscow.  

Congressional hearings also served to highlight the group’s work and deliver warnings. In 

September 1985, group members had the opportunity to testify before the Senate’s 

Subcommittee on European Affairs. The group consisted of Thomas Thorne,189 Lucian 

Heichler, Herbert Romerstein, and two senior USIA officials who were often involved in the 

AMWG, Pete Copp and Stanton Burnett. This hearing marked the first time the AMWG gave its 

“roadshow” presentation on American soil, enabling the group to educate members of 

Congress on several key issues. For example, the group relayed the various functions of the 

Soviet government and their responsibilities for implementing active measures, the role of 

forgeries, and the means by which Moscow plants them in Western media, also defining 

international fronts and their role in supporting Soviet foreign policy.  

During his testimony, Thorne explained that the Soviets “regard active measures as pawns 

in a chess game that can damage opponents at the margin and perhaps open the way for 

larger gains at a later time.”190 In other words, he was warning Congress that it would be 

imprudent to dismiss active measures as pesky little things the Soviets did to annoy the West. 

On the contrary, the U.S. government should regard them as indirect but potent attacks that 

could erode the American capacity to project power abroad, as these attacks are powerful 

enough to divide the country domestically. 

 

 
189 Thomas Thorne replaced Dennis Kux as the Deputy Assistant Secretary for coordination at INR, and as rightful chair to the 
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2.5   Conclusion 

Although much of its history remains out of reach, the AMWG remains a worthy case study 

for several reasons. First, the available history shows how the founders of the group accepted 

a broad mandate from the Reagan Administration and then turned it into a significant 

interagency undertaking. This effort centralized the government’s response to Soviet 

disinformation, establishing a repository of knowledge and guidance for all matters concerned 

with active measures. Notably, the group’s work helped to introduce cultural changes at the 

State Department and the CIA. Previously, the former refused to acknowledge active 

measures, and the latter had stopped confronting them decades earlier. The group also played 

an important role in unifying the legislative branch against the Soviet threat to American 

priorities and national security. Its work showed that the successful employment of active 

measures threatened to disrupt U.S. objectives abroad while dividing the American public at 

home. Therefore, in this context, Congress held equal sentiments about the importance of 

combating this threat.  

The AMWG also demonstrated how a small group could maximize its resources to 

overcome a sub-optimal arrangement. The lack of authorities, budget, and full-time personnel 

were enough to create conditions that profoundly reduced its efficacy. Under similar 

circumstances, the group could have simply met periodically to discuss disinformation 

campaigns and write policy recommendation memoranda. Instead, leaders such as Kux took 

the aid of senior official support and the administration’s proclivity to confront the Soviet Union 

to catapult the group to the forefront of the effort. This, in turn, attracted experts from other 

agencies, who brought their agency’s resources along with them. In addition, the experienced 

cadre was encouraged to work more efficiently by Kux’s simple end-to-end process - reporting, 
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analyzing, and publicizing - which played a significant role in establishing the metrics for 

defining the group’s success. On this issue, completing one cycle meant that the group had 

forward momentum and had effectively countered Soviet active measures on at least one 

occasion.  

The following two chapters illustrate the practical form of this process as the group 

combatted two of the most extensive Soviet campaigns against the United States and NATO. 

The chapters show that while the group successfully met its self-imposed mandate, its 

approach could not often match the scale and capacity of Soviet operations to influence public 

opinion. This is understandable as the group did not possess the same resources as the 

Soviet Union. However, while it could not reach a global audience in the same way as the 

Soviets, it more than made up by garnering the attention of the political elite in the Soviet 

Union. In this regard, the following chapters show how the group became a successful tool for 

strategic communication and how its actions helped advance national security priorities. 

Notably, compared to Moscow’s expensive active measures program, the AMWG carried out 

its mandate at scale with minimal financial impact to the United States. 
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Chapter 3 – The World Peace Council: Manipulation of the Peace Movement 

 

3.1   Introduction 

The Soviet Union used “front organizations” (Soviet-funded groups masquerading as 

peace movements) to manipulate the global perception of the collective defense efforts of the 

United States, NATO, and the Soviet Union. Front organizations carried a pivotal role in the 

dissemination of Soviet-sponsored messaging designed to decrease global trust in the United 

States and NATO, mischaracterize American policies, and camouflage the Soviet Union’s 

proliferation of nuclear weapons. The fronts alienated the United States from its allies by 

generating support for Soviet policies and arms control positions in areas where the United 

States exerted its influence. Thus, in tandem with propaganda and media efforts, Moscow 

successfully utilized front organizations to influence “the overall balance of international 

political, military, ideological, and social forces” and stir up opposition against Western 

policies.191  

This chapter focuses on the AWMG’s response to the World Peace Council (“WPC”), a 

prominent and influential Soviet front organization, regarding three interrelated Soviet 

campaigns. The WPC’s efforts provide valuable insights into the Soviet active measures 

apparatus, whereas the AMWG’s response showcases the tactics the U.S. government 

employed to combat front groups. However, before describing the core issues of this chapter, it 

is important to note that actions undertaken by the WPC and the AMWG sometimes appeared 

to be in contrast with each other. As mentioned in previous chapters, Soviet disinformation 

depended on methods that could overcome a person’s rational and critical decision-making 
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abilities by targeting the heuristic model of information processing. For instance, the WPC 

organized dozens of foreign peace-related events each year, attracting thousands of 

participants with anti-war and anti-nuclear messaging. However, at these events, audiences 

were exposed to these sentimental subjects from a wholly Soviet perspective, supported by a 

harsh language that slandered the U.S. government. Through repetition and by tightly 

controlling the messaging, the WPC could inoculate a mass audience to Moscow’s needs.  

In contrast to the WPC, the AMWG’s audience was significantly smaller, largely 

composed of the U.S. and foreign government officials and media services. The AMWG’s work 

involved a systemic approach to reveal the WPC’s true nature and its connection to Moscow 

by publishing studies and briefing findings directly with their audience. Unlike Soviet 

methodology, the AMWG’s products required further cognitive effort to comprehend the 

messaging. In other words, the working group’s audience needed to be personally motivated to 

read and process the information more extensively; thus, leading to the dilemma of missing a 

large segment of the population who were affected by Soviet methods.  

Still, this case study exemplifies the working group’s outsized role in the 1980s, as it 

leveraged its small membership and network of relationships across the federal sector to 

maximize its impact. Moreover, while the AMWG was not universally successful in countering 

the efforts of the WPC during this time, the work they carried out to collect data, analyze 

information, and report findings, had successfully brought Soviet active measures “to the 

forefront of national debate.”192 

The AMWG devoted more time and energy to studying the WPC than any other front 

group. For this reason, the WPC acts as a helpful case study since the existing records 
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properly highlight the AMWG’s efforts to counter the disinformation campaign and Moscow’s 

use of front organizations. To learn more about other Soviet front groups, consider reading 

Chapter 4 of the AMWG’s August 1986 report to Congress titled “Active Measures: A Report 

on the substance and Process of Anti-US Disinformation and Propaganda Campaigns” 

(World Peace Council Goals and Objectives). 

Founded in Paris, France, in the year 1949, the WPC was arguably the largest and 

most influential of Moscow’s fronts. The Soviet Union found that pacifist movements were 

accessible covers for front activities and that the campaign “against nuclear war constitutes an 

important social factor which cannot be discounted.”193  Over decades, the WPC successfully 

supported Moscow’s political initiatives and adapted to changes in internal priorities. As a 

result, it emerged as a model for other Soviet front groups. For example, in the 1950s, the 

WPC spearheaded the Soviet Union’s goal of “banning the atom bomb,” an effort that 

culminated in the Stockholm Peace Appeal, thus promoting nuclear disarmament to “prevent” 

atomic war.194 In the 1960s, the WPC made efforts to turn public opinion against the United 

States’ development of the anti-ballistic missile system, which would upset the “nuclear 

balance” and threaten to render the Soviet nuclear arsenal ineffective. 

Starting in 1978, the Soviet Union utilized the World Peace Council to effectuate three 

particular goals, which have been discussed at length in this chapter: (1) halt NATO’s 

deployment of Enhanced Radiation Weapons (“ERW”); (2) prevent the U.S.-NATO from 

modernizing its Theater Nuclear Forces (“TNF”) or deploying new intermediate-range ballistic 

missiles; and (3) stop President Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (“SDI”). 
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During this period, the WPC made concerted alterations in its image to solidify its 

outward projection of a legitimate peace-focused organization.195 These efforts intensified in 

regions where the United States enjoyed vast support and freedom to operate (such as 

Western Europe), as well as in “developing countries” - in Africa and Asia - where the WPC re-

imaged itself as a champion of freedom, supportive of causes such as “opposition to U.S. 

‘aggression’ in Vietnam, anti-colonialism, and assistance to ‘liberation movements.’”196 

In NATO countries, the WPC deliberately exploited fears of nuclear conflict by 

“stimulating and sponsoring anti-nuclear rallies and advocating Soviet-supported disarmament 

policies.”197 It demonstrated Moscow’s ability to astutely consider its target audience by 

attracting prestigious non-communist members of the literary, humanitarian, scientific, and 

religious communities. Employing genuinely concerned individuals for peace insulated the 

WPC from scrutiny and helped it take advantage of peoples’ reputations to sway a large 

audience.198 Simply put, if a reputable Westerner could be convinced to join the WPC’s efforts 

and repeat Moscow’s “party-line,” it could then be inferred that people who held them in high 

regard would also look at Moscow’s policies favorably. 

 

3.2   World Peace Council Goals and Objectives 

3.2.1   Anti-ERW Campaign (1977-1978) 

During the summer of 1977, the United States apportioned public funds to build the first 

enhanced radiation warhead, part of a new generation of tactical “mini-nukes” designed to 
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reduce the collateral damage to infrastructure while widening the kill radius through enhanced 

radiation.199 While President Ronald Reagan later characterized these weapons as “defensive” 

in nature and as “deterrents to a conflict,” the Soviets unveiled an intense active measures 

campaign to challenge the United States’ efforts to “stockpile” advanced radiation weapons in 

Europe.200 Intelligence from 1981 showed that “the Soviet Union spent about $100 million 

[dollars][201]  in Western Europe alone” to spread disinformation regarding the “neutron 

warhead.”202  

According to the AMWG, this campaign, which was implemented in three phases and 

relied heavily on the use of front organizations, was one of the Soviets’ “largest, most 

expensive, and best orchestrated ‘active measures’ campaigns.”203 Having begun in the 

summer of 1977, the first phase of this campaign involved an intense propaganda campaign 

and worldwide protests, many of which were organized by the WPC, against the United States 

and the neutron bomb.204 The second phase, which primarily took place in January 1978, did 

not involve the WPC. Instead, Leonid Brezhnev, the Chairman of the Presidium of the 

Supreme Soviet, along with other members of the Supreme Soviet, sent letters to Western 

leaders warning them that the “production and deployment of ERW constituted a serious threat 

to détente.”205 The third and final phase was composed of a series of meetings and 

conferences co-sponsored by the WPC and other “recognized independent international 
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groups,” between February and March 1978, to “build up the momentum” against the neutron 

bomb before the activation of the U.N. Special Session on Disarmament in May 1978.206  

This campaign turned out to be highly successful. On April 7, 1978, less than a year 

after the Soviet Union launched its campaign against enhanced radiation weapons systems, 

President Carter announced his decision to defer ERW production.207  While the Carter 

administration retained the right to reinvigorate the project in the face of evidence of a 

“continued upgrading of Soviet or Warsaw Pact forces” and weapon systems, neutron bombs 

were never deployed to Western Europe. Nevertheless, President Carter’s decision to 

postpone the development of the neutron warhead was “touted as a victory for world ‘peace 

forces’” by the WPC and its affiliates.208  

Janos Berecz, Chief of the International Department of the Hungarian Communist Party, 

wrote that “the political campaign against the neutron bomb was one of the most significant 

and successful since World War Two.”209 Further, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 

(CPSU) Central Committee recognized the Soviet Ambassador to the Netherlands for his 

“success in stimulating that [anti-neutron] campaign” in the Netherlands.210  

Now, this country was particularly beleaguered by Soviet active measures as it was one 

of the five countries participating in the NATO nuclear weapon sharing agreement. Moreover, 

while 60 percent of Europeans attributed “the absence of war” to NATO’s nuclear weapons, 

the majority of Dutch citizens opposed the deployment of nuclear weapons.211 Dutch opinion 
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on the matter can be summed up by their acceptance of the slogan of the Inter-Church 

Council212: “Free the world of nuclear weapons and let it begin with the Netherlands.”213  

Moscow’s influence activities seemingly aimed to exploit the discordance between the 

government’s commitments to NATO and public opinion.   

The Soviet Union’s efforts to stir public opinion against the neutron bomb inspired a 

great deal of controversy, stirring a “long-dormant European public anxiety over nuclear 

weapons” that remained active well into the 1980s.214 Consequently, in 1985, CIA Director 

William Casey characterized the anti-neutron bomb movement as the “most successful Soviet 

disinformation campaign in recent years.”215 

 

3.2.2   Anti-TNF Campaign (1978-1983) 

On December 13, 1979, concerned with the Soviet deployment of SS-20 medium-range 

nuclear-tipped missiles in Eastern Europe, NATO reached an agreement to modernize its 

“theater nuclear forces,” or TNF.216 Perceiving the new Soviet missile system as a threat to the 

security of Western Europe, NATO surmised that modernizing their nuclear forces was a 

“prudent” choice - one that might “invites the pursuit of arms control initiatives.”217 However, if 

the Soviets successfully countered NATO’s decision to modernize its nuclear forces, it would 

have “double[d] their advantage right away.”218 Unsurprisingly, Moscow pledged “4% of their 

 
212 The Inter-Church Council (IKV) was the most influential religious peace lobby in the Netherlands which rose to prominence 
following its participation in the “Stop the Neutron Bomb” movement. While it participated in programs organized by Soviet 
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Soviet front group efforts. In fact, Soviet media criticized the IKV of “looking for [Soviet] malcontents” and “pompously [holding] 
some of them up as ‘the true peace movement’ in the U.S.S.R.” See,  Vermaat, J.A. Emerson. "Neutralist Tendencies in the 
Netherlands," The World Today 37, no. 12 (December 1981), 488. See also U.S. Department of State. Moscow and the Peace 
Movement: The Soviet Committee for the Defense of Peace (May 1987), 2. 
213 Capitanchik, "Public opinion and nuclear weapons in Europe," 118. 
214 (Raymond Garthoff, "The NATO Decision on Theater Nuclear Forces", Political Science Quarterly 98(2), (1983), 203.) 
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216 (Don Cook, "NATO Agrees to Modernize Its Nuclear Forces", Los Angeles Times, (1979), A11.) 
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equivalent gross national product” to defense priorities to effectuate these efforts, even though 

“the country was growing at less than 2%”.219 This was accompanied by the fact that the Soviet 

Union was already too poor to import the food they required. In 1979 alone, the CIA estimated 

that Moscow spent $100 million on the anti-NATO TNF modernization campaign.220 

Moscow’s anti-TNF campaign used many of the same tactics that were previously 

employed with successful outcomes against the deployment of the neutron bomb, as, in truth, 

they were one and the same. When NATO decided to modernize TNF capabilities in 1979, the 

Soviets simply transitioned from targeting neutron bomb efforts to TNF. The campaign 

employed various overt and covert activities, which included public diplomacy, overt 

propaganda, covert manipulation of the media, and, most importantly, the mobilization of 

international front organizations. Even before NATO voted to modernize TNF, Moscow 

preemptively started using front groups to host “conferences and public demonstrations” that 

would strengthen its support among noncommunist participants, particularly “anti-nuclear 

groups, pacifists, and environmentalists,” specifically in NATO countries.221  

Like in the case of the neutron bomb campaign, Moscow targeted sharp divisions in 

opinion stemming from public discontent with the deployment of nuclear weapons within the 

NATO alliance. The campaign also preyed on fears exacerbated by initiatives for strategic 

arms control and perceptions of American decoupling from responsibilities to its European 

allies in NATO. For instance, the SALT negotiations gave NATO allies the impression that the 

United States wanted to withdraw from the European theater. Moreover, the attempt to 

approximate strategic arms parity resulted in the creation of a “gray zone” that allowed 
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Moscow to make nuclear weapon advancements.222 For instance, though Moscow agreed to 

stop developing the SS-16 intercontinental ballistic missile as per the SALT II Treaty, nothing 

stopped them from using the SS-16 to develop the SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic missile.  

This was particularly worrisome for the European allies because, unlike the SS-16, the SS-20 

was manufactured in large numbers - it was mobile and contained multiple independently 

targetable reentry vehicles.223 In other words, each SS-20 missile possessed several nuclear 

warheads that could hit different programmable targets.   

The campaign against TNF was partially successful in both the near and long term. 

NATO’s modernization program was heavily criticized throughout the 1980s, partly due to the 

operation of the WPC. Furthermore, the campaign successfully portrayed the United States 

government as a dangerous imperialist power that wished to bring the world to the “brink of 

nuclear catastrophe.”224 While the campaign did not put a stop to NATO’s modernization plans, 

it did hamper their pace. The Soviet “bombardment” of anti-TNF propaganda partly caused a 

delay in the deployment of NATO weapon systems and resulted in parliamentary opposition to 

the weapons in Belgium and the Netherlands.225  

 

3.2.3   Anti-SDI Campaign (1983-1989) 

On March 23, 1983, President Reagan announced his plan to start a Strategic Defense 

Initiative (“SDI”) research program to study space-based means to defend against ballistic 
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missiles.226 Reagan urged the scientific community to develop methods to “render . . . nuclear 

weapons impotent and obsolete.”227 This program was driven by the need to strengthen 

security and maintain long-term strategic stability for the U.S. and its allies.228 Notably, the SDI 

campaign did not signify that the United States intended to relax its defensive nuclear posture 

in Europe.   

Moscow immediately set to work against SDI, using a potent combination of diplomacy, 

propaganda, and active measures to further the diplomatic goals of the Soviet Union. In 

November 1985, President Reagan held a meeting with General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev, 

marking the first of such meetings between the two heads of State in over six years.229 Soviet 

disinformation operations “dramatically increased” following the announcement of the 

meeting,230 which was likely to “limit President Reagan’s political flexibility in bilateral 

discussions and arms control negotiations.”231 Given the timing of Reagan’s SDI 

announcement, the program became a target.  

The Soviet Union heavily utilized the WPC and its many sub-fronts (discussed in detail 

below) to generate local support for Soviet policies and galvanize public opinion against SDI. 

In Europe, propaganda campaigns warned that Reagan’s SDI program would “consume” 

scientists and engineers, leading to a “brain drain” in the continent while simultaneously 

causing “the withdrawal of the U.S. nuclear umbrella” that protected Western Europe.232 It also 
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brought to the forefront the views of scientists who insisted that SDI seemed “unlikely” to work 

and would likely “trigger a major expansion of the arms race.”233 

The anti-SDI campaign also targeted African countries, where Moscow’s front groups 

asserted that SDI would deplete the financial reserves necessary to fund aid packages, thus 

depriving those nations of basic human necessities.234 However, this claim was patently false. 

The U.S. official development assistance to Africa in the 1980s increased 135 percent over 

figures from the 1970s.235 Although the U.S. has remained Africa’s largest bilateral donor since 

1970, the propaganda theme likely dangled this fact to suggest that the country’s defense 

priorities were more important than providing aid to Africa. On this issue, the AMWG noticed a 

sharp contrast between the previous campaigns and this one; this campaign targeted the 

developing world instead of just focusing on Europe.236 Subsequently, the WPC organized 

conferences focused on “preventing the militarization of space” in Europe, while communist 

parties planned similar events in developing countries like Sri Lanka.237 At the same time, 

Moscow planted stories in the foreign media, claiming that the SDI threatened developing 

countries’ access to communications and broadcast frequencies. This was likely to incite 

outrage from the developing world.238  

While the Soviet campaign against the SDI was “one of its most intense active 

measures programs ever,” at least, according to the CIA, it was not successful in blocking the 
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SDI program, which outlived both the Soviet Union and the AMWG.239 Nevertheless, the Soviet 

campaign made executing the program more challenging for the United States and played a 

crucial role in fomenting controversy and criticism, impacting the public’s perception of the 

program.240  

 

3.2.4   Soviet Deployment of Nuclear Weapons 

A separate but equally important goal of the Soviet Union, and a driving force 

underpinning the efforts of the WPC, was to “divert Western attention from the growing Soviet 

military buildup and its threat to Western Europe and the world.”241 The SS-20 Soviet missile 

system disrupted the prevailing status quo between NATO and Moscow.242 Thus, the 

campaign successfully targeted the public and convinced them that Moscow’s deployment of 

the SS-20 was “a reaction to NATO nuclear efforts,” when it was, in reality, an attempt to 

upend the balance in its favor.243 

 

3.3   The AMWG’s Response to the WPC 

The government of the United States had been aware of WPC’s status as a Soviet front 

organization since at least the early 1960s. To illustrate, in June 1961, the Assistant Director of 

the CIA testified to the Congress that “the World Peace Council [was] a bloc-directed 

Communist front” and that the Soviet Union used it to plant fake stories among the media 

outlets of other countries to avoid having them originate in Moscow.244 However, the U.S. 
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government did not proactively act against the WPC until the Reagan administration 

commenced and the AMWG began its campaign in earnest. 

The AMWG took a multi-pronged approach to combat the WPC - (1) it compiled 

research about the WPC’s historical activities to understand how the group operated; (2) it 

tracked the WPC’s activities; (3) it sought to understand the WPC’s organizational structure, 

funding, and leadership; (4) it exposed the WPC’s connections to the Soviet Union; and (5) it 

identified the WPC’s weaknesses. This section addresses these actions, while the following 

sections evaluate the successes and shortcomings of the AMWG.  

The AMWG prioritized understanding the WPC’s makeup and operations, and wrote 

about it extensively. This goal was in line with the Reagan Administration’s directive to identify 

ways to counter Soviet active measures. In this case, the working group researched front 

organizations to learn how they operated and supported Moscow’s priorities.  

To compile information about the WPC, the AMWG relied on the United States 

government for resources and open-source information. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the 

AMWG preferred to cite and rely upon information generally available to the public, mainly 

from Soviet and Bloc country media sources. Citing Soviet-affiliated media established a firm 

first-line of defense against accusations of bias and impartiality, additionally thwarting any 

potential accusations that the AMWG was defaming the WPC. It was likely that the working 

group also preferred using public information to safeguard the identity of sources that provided 

the U.S. government information.  

The AMWG’s first salvo against the WPC occurred in 1981 after it issued a report 

labeling the Council “prominent” among other Soviet international front organizations.245 The 
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group’s report described how the Soviet Union used front organizations, adding that they were 

“more effective than openly pro-Soviet groups because they can attract members from a broad 

political spectrum.”246 In addition, the AMWG explained how the WPC, and other front groups, 

used “friendship and cultural societies” in many countries to contact people not affiliated with 

pro-Soviet or Communist organizations, to introduce a degree of separation between 

themselves and its disinformation operations.247  

The AMWG expended significant effort in enumerating the historical activities of the 

WPC, dating back to the World Congress of Peace Forces, held in Moscow in 1973.248 They 

relied upon Soviet media reports from Pravda, Radio Moscow, and Morning Star, as well as 

the final communiqués produced at the end of the assemblies, to record the names of 

participants and the topics covered at WPC-related events.249 These events were probably 

significant to the AMWG - and worth piecing together historically - as they showed how the 

WPC operated and the way its message evolved over time. Significantly, the AMWG gleaned 

that the WPC aimed to attract “maximum noncommunist participation” by focusing on global 

issues relevant to those audiences.250  

The working group documented conference attendees, memos, and communiqués 

produced during conferences, along with media reactions. It also maintained a calendar for 

scheduled international front group events such as conferences and meetings. For example, 
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the Active Measures Memo #9 documented more than twenty international events the WPC, 

planned to “organize, co-sponsor, support” in 1986.251  

This effort in collection enabled the AMWG to publish up-to-date reports with current 

observations about how Moscow leveraged front groups. This, in turn, helped to strengthen the 

AMWG’s messaging and educate its audience. Perhaps even more importantly, cataloging 

information in public reports allowed independent bodies such as academic institutions, think 

tanks, or news agencies, to analyze the data themselves and publish assessments without 

oversight from the United States government.  

Collecting information also allowed the AMWG to identify trends in the front group 

activities252 This helped the AMWG to anticipate active measures, additionally giving 

Washington a competitive edge, albeit in some ways, over Moscow, by equipping it with the 

tools necessary to confront, block, or watch Soviet operations as they unfolded.253 

To make sense of the organizational structures, funding, and leadership of front groups, 

the AMWG meticulously cataloged this information to understand how groups, like the WPC, 

were connected to the CPSU. The AMWG also sought to understand how groups delivered 

information to their audience so that they could trace a direct path between Moscow, 

disinformation, and its target destination. The AMWG’s Active Measures Memo #9 (June 18, 

1986) provided in-depth commentary on the ongoing structural changes at the WPC. They 
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underscored the fact that these changes were probably attributed to the need to “improve the 

effectiveness of WPC operations,” which had been costly and ineffective.254 

A principal goal of the AMWG was to collect information that could be used to expose 

the WPC’s ties to the Soviet Union. Identifying these front groups and their members was 

necessary to conduct counterintelligence operations and limit Moscow’s ability to launch active 

measures within the United States. The group also hoped that exposing Moscow’s hidden 

hand within international “peace organizations” would help make it less likely for legitimate 

peace groups to become involved with the WPC.  

The working group utilized its reports to highlight the WPC’s bias concerning armament 

campaigns and carefully pinpointed instances in which the WPC protested the decision of the 

United States and NATO to station medium-range missiles in Europe but simultaneously failed 

to decry the Soviet Union’s enduring act of stationing SS-20 missiles.  

Finally, the AMWG sought to identify weaknesses and chasms within front group 

organizations to determine when these groups were at odds with their membership; this often 

proved that organizations were not motivated by their alleged goals or showcased front groups’ 

connection to Moscow.  

The ultimate goal of the AMWG was to expose the organizational ties of front groups 

with the Soviet Union255 – primarily because Moscow took full advantage of the openness of 

Western societies, “industrial democracies, and many developing nations” to manipulate the 

public.256 Since the front groups’ connections to the Soviet Union were usually not apparent,257 
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absent egregious mistakes on part of the Soviets, the working group sought to publicize Soviet 

front groups long before making an obvious blunder. 

 

3.4   The World Peace Council – Significant Activities 

Representatives from the WPC, including WPC’s president Romesh Chandra, visited 

San Francisco in April 1973 to promote the New Stockholm Appeal initiative258 and collected 

signatures supporting international disarmament. In addition, the representatives held events 

at People’s Temple church and Opportunity II High School, appealing for “a new world from 

which aggression, exploitation, domination, hunger, and poverty will be banished for all 

time.”259  During these meetings, the WPC relied on propaganda techniques that labeled the 

United States as a ruthless and nefarious country that deprived hundreds of millions of people 

worldwide of “the right to life.”260 Propagating the mission of the WPC, they explained that they 

sought “a world in which the price of life is so high that no man shall be able to buy another 

man's life, and in which the cost of living is so low that bread can be free.”261 Oddly, the AMWG 

chose not to write about this event, though it did record other WPC events in 1973. 

The first WPC event documented by the AMWG was the 1973 World Congress of 

Peace Forces, held in Moscow in October 1973. The AWMG’s notes indicate that the 

conference showcased significant Soviet bias despite appearing neutral. For example, the 

conference was attended by approximately 7,800 delegates representing 144 countries. 

However, a full 4,600 delegates (or 60% of the participants) were from the Soviet Union.262  
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259 (Peter Magnani, "Peace Council Wants A World Without War, Hunger." Sun Reporter (1977)) 
260 Magnani, "Peace Council Wants A World Without War, Hunger."  
261 Magnani, "Peace Council Wants A World Without War, Hunger."  
262 U.S. Department of State, The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, 4. 



 74 

The AMWG also noted that the preliminary discussion papers were written by Soviet 

officials and that each of the 14 conference commissions (each addressing a different topic) 

were led either by a Soviet official, a WPC Presidential Committee member, local communist 

party leaders, or heads of other Soviet-controlled international fronts.263 This again 

communicates the one-sidedness of the event. Unsurprisingly, the final communiqué produced 

as a result of the conference was highly critical of the U.S. In fact, it accused the country of 

creating security and humanitarian issues in Asia and the Middle East, while also prolonging 

“social and economic ills” in the “Third World.”264 Interestingly, a New York Times article (dated 

November 4, 1973) pointed out that at least two legitimate international organizations - the 

World Federation of United Nations Organizations and the World Veteran’s Association - did 

not approve the conference’s final communiqué due to the document’s “one-sidedness.”265 

Delegates from Japan, Romania, and Australia also expressed displeasure about the same.266 

The AMWG also highlighted details of the next WPC World Assembly held in Warsaw in 

1977. In contrast with the 1973 assembly, the number of non-Soviet delegates had dwindled to 

only 1,500, 100 of which were Americans, totally representing 125 countries and 50 

international organizations.267 A month before the assembly took place, the San Francisco Sun 

Reporter published an article foregrounding the work of the WPC in the United States and 

encouraging participation in the movement.268  

However, the AMWG did not record this news article. Like in the 1973 World Assembly, 

the goal was to exploit the emotionally charged subject of disarmament, accentuate anti-
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American sentiment, and bring the country’s defense policies into disrepute. The Assembly 

featured ten commissions addressing global issues, which notably included disarmament.269 

These commissions adopted several resolutions, of which remained a plea to combat 

imperialist destabilization practices, and reiterated Moscow’s proposals for “complete and 

general disarmament.”270  

The WPC declared August 6-13, 1977, as a “Week of Action” against the neutron bomb, 

organizing mass protests “in Europe, Africa, Latin America, and the Near East.”271 The AMWG 

briefly wrote about this event, whereas the CIA covered it more extensively.272 The CIA 

assessed that the Week of Action had “established a major focal point to combat the bomb’s 

deployment,” and particularly highlighted the success of the campaign in Eastern Europe, 

which was “massive, well-organized,” and closely adhered to Soviet political goals.273  

At the beginning of the Week of Action, the Chicago Tribune published an article on 

August 6, 1977, highlighting the worldwide protests against the neutron bomb. Interestingly, 

the Tribune identified the WPC as a “pro-Soviet group” that had the support of a “companion 

group,” the Soviet Peace Committee.274 The Tribune added that “weeks of protest such as this 

one are commonly used to arouse public opinion in support of Soviet policy.”275 However, this 

early awareness that the WPC was affiliated with the Soviet Union did not deter protesters 

from joining various “peace committees” throughout Eastern Europe and at the U.S. Embassy 

in Western Germany.276  
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The AMWG also wrote about the next WPC event, the World Parliament of Peoples for 

Peace, held in Sofia, Bulgaria, in September 1980.277 Approximately 2,260 delegates from 137 

countries, representing over 100 international organizations and political parties, attended this 

conference.278 Many attendees were legitimate, non-Soviet organizations, including the United 

Nations and the World Council of Churches. 279 The AMWG likely highlighted the attendance of 

legitimate groups to showcase that the WPC was gaining relevance as a legitimate 

international organization, thus successfully disassociating itself from its Soviet roots. 

The focus of this conference shifted from opposing the neutron bomb to preventing the 

United States and NATO from modernizing nuclear weapons systems and deploying 

intermediate-range ballistic missiles. This was a logical shift in messaging as the U.S.-NATO 

plan posed a threat to the Soviet SS-20 missile program. As per the AMWG’s report, the 1980 

World Assembly had a more significant percentage of non-Soviet attendees than earlier World 

Assemblies, underscoring the WPC’s success in framing itself to attract noncommunist 

members. The AMWG’s report also noted that the resolutions and final communiqué produced 

at the end of the assembly had evolved substantially from products produced during earlier 

assemblies. While speakers accused the United States and NATO of “pushing the world 

toward a further escalation in rearmament,” in their attempt to achieve “nuclear superiority” and 

seeking “aggressive expansionist policies,”280 the conference documents did not highlight the 
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Soviet Union by name.281 Instead, they subtly included pro-Soviet policy issues, and were 

signed by legitimate organizations, including the United Nations.  

In June 1981, Romesh Chandra, the president of WPC, led a march in Salonica, 

Greece, amid negotiations between Greece and the United States “on the future of four U.S. 

military bases in Greece”282  to protest the presence of the United States military bases in the 

country.283 While the Greek Foreign Minister affirmed that an agreement could not be reached 

before the end of Greece’s parliamentary session in July, the WPC’s march certainly seemed 

to influence the collapse of the negotiations between the U.S. and the Greek government.284 

This was a serious concern as projections for the upcoming Greek general elections 

suggested that the PanHellenic Socialist Party was set to win, and their primary candidate had 

pledged to remove U.S. bases from Greece and to pursue a nonaligned foreign policy outside 

of NATO.285 However, the effects of this march on overall relations between Greece and the 

United States seem to have been short-lived. A year later, U.S. Navy ships came and went 

from Athens “without much notice,” and there was no more “talk of leaving NATO or the 

European Community (E.C.).”286  

In early 1982, the American media published reports that Eugene Newport, the Mayor of 

Berkley, California, had accepted financial contributions from the WPC to participate in peace 

conferences and presumably had to travel to Sweden, Finland, Spain, Austria, Mexico, and 

Cuba since 1979.287 Mayor Newport was criticized for failing to report to the city council on his 
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travels.288 Coupled with the fact that Mayor Newport supported reducing the United States’ 

defense budget and furthering the United States’ commitment to engage with the Soviet Union 

in arms limitation talks289 - arguments which mirrored WPC talking points, it is likely that Mayor 

Newport was at least an unwitting agent of foreign influence to the Soviet Union.  

On January 7, 1982, two American Congressmen, namely Gus Savage of Illinois and 

John Conyers of Michigan, attended a WPC session in Copenhagen where Savage 

“denounced President Reagan’s foreign policy.”290 Congressman Savage continued on a 

WPC-funded two-week trip through Europe, during which “he defended the American people 

but harshly attacked U.S. foreign policy.”291 On January 16, Savage was spotted “at the head 

of 50,000 demonstrators” - communist trade unionists protesting United States arms policies, 

in Lisbon, Portugal.292  

Notably, this information, which received attention from media outlets such as the 

Chicago Tribune and New York Times, was never reported by the AMWG. However, this 

implies that WPC had spent a significant amount of time studying the United States political 

system and evaluating methods by which the American public opinion could be swayed. 

Targeting city leaders or junior members of Congress - which is likely what Moscow did in this 

instance - attracted less attention and pushed Soviet propaganda at a hyper-local level. This 

increased the likelihood of creating seemingly legitimate grassroots peace movements in 

support of Moscow’s goals.  

On January 6, 1982, the WPC Presidential Committee met in Copenhagen and issued 

an announcement denouncing NATO’s decision to station intercontinental-range ballistic 
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missiles in Europe. Notably, the Committee failed to mention or condemn Soviet SS-20 

missiles.293 Throughout 1982, the WPC sponsored conferences around the world, where it 

repeated this declaration and similar messaging.294 Between 1983 and 1984, the WPC hosted 

several international events again, focused on discrediting US-NATO defense policies, 

charging the United States with overly aggressive tendencies, and suggesting that the United 

States was “preparing for a nuclear war.”295 The WPC explicitly highlighted the “struggle 

against the deployment of U.S. rockets” in Europe and routinely glossed over the role of the 

Soviet Union.296 During an event in Toronto in November 1984, approximately 300 public 

figures, including clergy and scientists, denounced the United States for continuing the arms 

race.297  

In 1985, the WPC began targeting Ronald Reagan’s SDI program fervently, publishing 

resolutions that urged a halt for creating “space weapons” and decrying the “militarization of 

space.”298 For example, during a March 1985 WPC event, the WPC’s President condemned 

the United States for planning to transfer “the arms race to space” and urged all “peace forces” 

to unite in “mass actions” against the SDI.299 In addition, the WPC aided the global spread of 

anti-SDI propaganda. For instance, in July 1985, the prominent Soviet international front, Afro-

Asian People’s Solidarity Organization (“AAPSO”), sponsored a conference in Tanzania, 

issuing a final communiqué stating that “outer space belonged to mankind in general and 

should not be turned into an arena of nuclear confrontation.”300 
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 In 1986, the AWMG documented more than twenty instances wherein the WPC planned 

to “organize, co-sponsor, support, or otherwise participate” in international events.301 The 

working group maintained a calendar of events for WPC activities in 1986, whose themes 

ranged from disarmament and development conferences in Addis Ababa to human rights 

assemblies in Geneva.302  However, 1987 is the final year the AMWG earnestly tracked the 

WPC’s list of calendar events, as this year marked a negative turning-point for activities in 

support of Soviet policy. While the WPC continued to operate (to this very day) by 1987, it had 

received sufficient negative publicity by its characterization as an offensive tool of the Soviet 

disinformation apparatus. The AMWG observed in 1987 that the CPSU actively sought to 

“bridge relations” with legitimate international organizations to advance its policies and 

priorities.303  

 

3.5   Sub-Fronts of the World Peace Council  

The WPC maintained a wide net of affiliated organizations, both overt and covert, 

around the globe. Some of these were legitimate organizations that genuinely attempted to 

curb the arms race and advance human rights. Yet others were proxy groups covertly funded 

and managed by the Soviet Union. The AMWG noted that most sub-fronts operated in less 

developed nations and had overlapping membership with older, more established Soviet 

fronts.304 Moreover, unlike the WPC, these organizations did not have Soviet citizens 

emplaced in the secretariat or administrative offices of the organization, foregoing the standard 
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of having a Soviet-heavy membership for a local and “independent” group of people.305 Indeed, 

sub-fronts helped the WPC generate local-level support for its policies, which was necessary 

to establish genuine movements capable of running under their effort or blending into other 

legitimate groups through collaborations and partnerships. 

The sub-fronts, or “fronts-of-fronts” outlined below were established by the WPC - the 

“parent” organization - to tackle specific issues and create a buffering layer between the 

WPC’s activities and Moscow. The mid-1980s were especially tumultuous for the WPC as it 

came under scathing criticism for its deep Soviet connections. However, the establishment of 

sub-fronts allowed the WPC to continue conducting active measures that supported Moscow’s 

goals and circumvent criticism. While the WPC maintained a prolific network of influential 

affiliates and sub-fronts, this thesis highlights the groups that focused their main activities 

against U.S.-NATO defense policies. These are the Generals for Peace and Disarmament, the 

International Committee for European Security and Cooperation, the International Liaison 

Forum of Peace Forces, and the US Peace Council.  

 

3.5.1   Generals for Peace and Disarmament 

The AMWG designated Generals for Peace as a “front-of-fronts” controlled by the WPC, 

who hid behind a thinly veiled group of well-regarded high-ranking Western military officials 

that focused on pursuing “peace” proposals.306 Much like its parent organization, Generals for 

Peace was focused on antagonizing U.S.-NATO defense policy efforts in Europe and 

increasing support for Moscow’s policies. 

 
305 U.S. Department of State, Active Measures: A Report on the Substance and Process of Anti-U.S. Disinformation and 
Propaganda Campaigns, 35. 
306 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Active Measures: The World Peace Council, 6. 



 82 

The group originated from “round table” discussions during the September 1980 WPC 

World Parliament of Peoples for Peace Congress that took place in Sofia, Bulgaria, primarily 

comprising retired NATO officers.307 Despite its ostensibly innocent origins, the fact remains 

that this group was hatched to antagonize US-NATO defense policy efforts in Europe and 

support Moscow’s policies. It was set up by and funded through the WPC, which “provided the 

logistical support to keep such an organization going.”308   

 The earliest records of the sub-front appeared in June 1981, after the East German 

newspaper Neues Deutschland published a book titled Generals for Peace, covering 

interviews between the WPC’s vice president, Gerhard Kade, and “eight retired NATO senior 

officers.”309 Following this, the group prepared a memorandum calling for “an immediate 

moratorium on the deployment of nuclear weapons in the East and West”310 and submitted the 

letter to the Second United States Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly devoted to 

disarmament, held in New York in July 1982.311 The concluding document for this session of 

the U.N. General Assembly showed that Ireland drew language from the Generals for Peace 

memo to introduce a proposal for a “limited moratorium” “on the introduction of any further 

strategic nuclear weapons or delivery vehicles.”312 This turned out to be a success for the 

Soviet Union.  

In 1983, the Generals for Peace met in Vienna to address the “deployment of new NATO 

missiles” in Europe.313 The meeting was attended by 14 former NATO officers representing 
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nine different countries.314 The AMWG indicated that future events were being planned, which 

included participation in “anti-American ‘tribunals’ designed to discredit Western defense 

policies.”315 Later on in the same year, the Generals for Peace significantly expanded their 

reach by publishing “The Arms Race to Armageddon: Generals Challenge US-NATO 

Strategy.” Soon afterward, the retired Italian General Nino Pasti authored an article which 

featured in the Soviet magazine New Times, accusing NATO of “attempting to upset the 

nuclear balance in Europe to gain military superiority” and “praising the USSR for 

manufacturing and deploying “only enough” weaponry to “maintain the peace.”316 In the same 

article, Pasti admonished Italian political parties, “even those which claimed to be left-wing,” for 

accepting “propaganda” – i.e., attempts by the United States and NATO to disseminate 

information that accused the Soviet Union of seeking to tip the strategic balance in its favor.   

 

3.5.2   International Committee for European Security and Cooperation (ICESC) 

The AMWG’s 1986 Report to Congress also identified the International Committee for 

European Security and Cooperation (“ICESC”) as a sub-front of the WPC. ICESC was formed 

in 1968 and headquartered in Brussels.317 This committee was ostensibly formed to promote 

the activities of the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe, a legitimate, non-

Soviet peace group that still exists and includes the United States as a member.318 In reality, it 

became particularly important to further Moscow’s goals as the WPC’s ties to the Soviet Union 

became widely known, and the WPC began finding “it difficult to attract noncommunist 
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supporters.”319 The ICESC had 31 affiliates in East and West European countries as well as 

the United States, USSR, Canada, and West Berlin.320 According to a 1979 brochure, the 

purpose of the ICESC was to “inform large areas of the public” about everything related to the 

“process of détente, and the extension of peaceful coexistence between states of Europe with 

different social and economic systems.”321 To further its mission, the ICESC collaborated on 

“peace-related” issues with the local affiliates of its parent organization, the WPC. In June 

1983, an article published in the Soviet journal International Affairs labeled the ICESC, along 

with its affiliate groups, as an organization that “convincingly demonstrates the growing role of 

the public peace forces in Europe opposing the militarist designs of the U.S. and NATO.”322 

According to research by the AMWG, at least 16 ICESC affiliates had members with more than 

one affiliation to another Soviet international front, all of which traced their roots back to the 

WPC.323  

Millions considered the ICESC with grave seriousness, as it worked toward coordinating 

the peace movement in Europe. To reinforce the affiliation of the ICESC with the WPC, the 

AMWG highlighted an interview in May 1982, between the Vienna-based Arbeiter Zeitung and 

the CPSU International Department Deputy Chief, Vadim Zagladin. During this interview, he 

“inadvertently acknowledged” that Moscow financed the ICESC through the Soviet Peace 

Fund.324 325 The Soviet Peace Fund finds mention in AMWG reports on quite a few occasions, 

as it was the preeminent vehicle used to finance the work of Soviet-backed international fronts. 
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3.5.3   The International Liaison Forum of Peace Forces (ILFPF)  

 The International Liaison Forum of Peace Forces (“ILFPF”), another sub-front of the 

WPC, was run by Romesh Chandra out of the WPC’s headquarters in Vienna, and was 

focused on undertaking specific duties that the WPC was incapable of handling due to its 

increasingly public ties with the Soviet Union.326   

 For example, in 1982, the ILFPF hosted an International Disarmament Conference in 

Vienna, urging “the creation of nuclear-free zones” and a ban on chemical weapons.327 

Similarly, it organized another gathering in Vienna in 1983 where it “overwhelmingly endorsed” 

Moscow’s peace proposals.328 The following year, in March 1984, the ILFPF hosted a peace 

meeting in Stockholm that once again called for the creation of nuclear-free zones in “central 

and northern Europe.”329 This particular meeting followed a January 1984 WPC event in West 

Germany, which called on all “peace forces” to persist in the “struggle against the deployment 

of U.S. rockets” in Europe.330 In January 1985, during the ILFPF’s international peace meeting 

in Vienna, the group issued resolutions opposing Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative and 

“urging a halt to the development of ‘space weapons’ and the militarization of space.”331 A 

separate conference held in December 1985 declared that the main goal for all peace forces 

should be to “stop the arms race and prevent Star Wars [SDI].”332  
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Yuri Zhukov, the former chairman of the Soviet Committee for Defense of Peace, 

admitted in a 1985 interview published in the International Affairs journal that the Committee 

helped the ILFPF prepare and stage its meetings.333 This revelation made it clear that the 

ILFPF was financially connected to the Soviet Union, a fact the AMWG highlighted. 

 

3.5.4   U.S. Peace Council 

The U.S. Peace Council (“USPC”) was the American action arm for the WPC, tasked 

with the responsibility of lobbying for specific Soviet “arms control proposals and initiatives” to 

its contacts within the U.S. government and American activists engaged in the peace 

movement.334  

The USPC worked in collaboration with various religious organizations to plan events 

within the United States to support Moscow’s “peace” plans.335 One of the USPC’s most 

significant events was a peace rally that took place on June 12, 1982, which coincided with the 

U.N. Second Special Session on Disarmament in New York City. Like the memo issued 

around the same time by the Generals of Peace and Disarmament, the rally directly supported 

Soviet foreign policy, sought to influence the U.N. Session, and was explicitly focused on 

“demonstrating exclusively against U.S. nuclear weapon systems and away from Soviet 

weapons systems.”336 
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The New York Times reported that “hundreds of thousands” of anti-nuclear 

demonstrators descended upon Manhattan, “overwhelming” Central Park and Midtown with 

songs and slogans.337 The group organizers bridged the divide between organizations to bring 

together “pacifists and anarchists, children and Buddhist monks, Roman Catholic bishops and 

Communist Party leaders, university students and union members.”338 Attendance estimates 

ranged between 500,000 and 750,000 people.339 Notably, the demonstration attracted 

influential persons such as Coretta Scott King, Mayor Koch of New York City, the Lieutenant 

Governor of New York, scientists, computer programmers, and environmental activists. This 

move, however, did not give rise to any major counter-protest. According to the New York 

Times, there were only around 40 counter-protesters carrying signs declaring, “'Build Up or 

Freeze to Death'' and ''Peace Is a Soviet Weapon of Conquest.”340  

Following the rally, the USCP issued a brochure titled The New Red Scare: An Open 

Letter, in which it defended communist involvement in the peace movement, stating that 

communists "also bring to the movements in which they work a sometimes-missing sense of 

organization, direction, and ideological cohesiveness." 341 This brochure was distributed to 

nearly all the major peace organizations in the United States, claiming that the USCP played “a 

key role in the development of the June 12 demonstrations.”342 After the march, the USPC 
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continued to push Soviet-friendly arms control initiatives and engaged in the peace movement 

throughout North America.343  

 

3.6   Successes and failures of the AMWG’s Approach 

The WPC presents an interesting lens for evaluating the AWMG, as the WPC operated 

prior to the establishment of the AMWG. Therefore, the success of WPC’s activities before the 

AMWG was established, offers a decent baseline to compare and assess the success that the 

group experienced after its creation.  

 As elucidated at the beginning of this chapter, the WPC’s anti-ERW campaign was 

highly successful. The campaign successfully shifted public opinion and influenced various 

government officials. Moreover, while it is not clear that the WPC is solely responsible for this 

outcome, the neutron bomb was never developed en masse or deployed to Europe. This was 

a tremendous success for the Soviet Union. 

 In comparison, the WPC’s campaign against the expansion of Theatre Nuclear Forces 

in Western Europe, which had begun prior to the establishment of the AMWG but had 

continued after the AMWG was established, was only moderately successful in shaping public 

opinion and failed to stop the program. To effectuate this campaign, the WPC targeted 

European NATO countries and fomented public discontent against nuclear weapons. The 

WPC successfully exploited the intrinsic vulnerabilities in free and open societies to sway 

public opinion. Although the campaign was able to accomplish this purpose, its influence did 

not carry over to influence government decisions. Ultimately, this may have been caused by an 

increased understanding of the Soviet Union’s hand in the global peace movement brought 
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about by the AMWG. Indeed, despite significant public pressure, the TNF plans were 

implemented throughout the 1980s. Likewise, though the WPC successfully turned public 

opinion against the SDI, the strategic program continued until the Clinton era.  

 Against this backdrop, the following section assesses the successes of the AMWG in 

meeting the goals it appeared to have set for itself. It also draws certain conclusions about the 

overarching ramifications of AWMG’s work. 

 

3.7   The Success of AMWG in relation to its broad goals 

Based on the AMWG’s work, it appears that the group approached the WPC (and front 

organizations more generally) with a few broad goals: (1) collecting information about the WPC 

and publishing information about their activities to educate the public about its connections to 

the Soviet Union; (2) collecting sufficient information to enable the government to recognize, 

anticipate, and combat active measures; and (3) understanding structures, funding, and 

leadership of front group organizations, in order to highlight ties to the Soviet Union and point 

out the WPC’s biased approach to nuclear disarmament. 

 

3.7.1   Information collection and dissemination efforts 

The Reagan administration attached great importance to understanding Soviet 

spending and disinformation activities. Consequently, the AMWG received senior-level support 

to carry out counter-disinformation activities, mainly to expose Soviet active measures in an 

unclassified setting. The AMWG tracked the WPC from 1981 through 1987, produced three full 
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foreign affairs notes addressing the WPC,344 and discussed the WPC and its activities in other 

Foreign Affairs Notes.  

The AMWG’s first report addressing the WPC took only four months to complete, having 

been published in October 1981. The report was likely written rapidly as an unclassified effort 

parallel to a Top-Secret study published in July 1981 by the CIA and DIA, entitled Soviet Active 

Measures. The latter had an immediate “impact in the war of ideas” among the intelligence 

community and in the new Reagan administration.345 The AMWG’s unclassified report 

supported the Top-Secret report since it allowed specific findings from the classified study to 

be made public, demonstrating the administration’s priority to expose active measures to the 

public.  

In general, the AMWG’s reports on the WPC were high-level, descriptive, and thorough. 

However, they required an underlying grasp of foreign affairs, Soviet policy, and tools used by 

the Soviets to be comprehensible. Much of the information published by the AMWG was closer 

to raw data than finalized analysis. The reports were dense, fact-filled, and failed to include 

compelling investigative narratives.  

 Nevertheless, while the AMWG’s reports did not reach a broad public audience, their 

work was occasionally cited in a manner that allowed them to achieve the same purpose. For 

example, President Ronald Reagan stated during a 1982 press conference that global peace 

movements were being controlled by “some who want the weakening of America,” rather than 

“sincere, honest people who want peace.”346 When journalists later requested further 

information, the White House press office pointed toward AMWG reports to support President 

 
344 These reports were published in April 1982, May 1983, and April 1985. 
345 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 27.  
346 ("President Says Foes Of U.S. Have Duped Arms Freeze Group", New York Times, (1982), A22.) 
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Reagan’s comments.347 Similarly, the AMWG’s reports on front group activity, forgeries, and 

disinformation elicited the attention of Congress. In July 1982, Congress held hearings on 

Soviet active measures, during which the AMWG’s Foreign Affairs Notes were cited.348 These 

hearings proved to be highly important in combating the work of the WPC: the following month, 

the House of Representatives voted on a resolution, calling for an immediate freeze of the 

entire United States nuclear arsenal. This resolution almost passed with a 202-to-204 vote.349 

The outcome of this vote, and the future of American nuclear programming, may have been 

significantly different, had it not been for the recent hearings on Soviet active measures and 

the information some representatives trusted and absorbed during the hearings. 

The AWMG’s work reached a wider audience through U.S. officials, journalists, and 

academics on a few occasions. For example, during a public address in September 1985, DCI 

William Casey used data provided by the AMWG to describe the disparity in the propaganda 

themes used in the Soviet campaign against the SDI.350 Separately, a Washington Post 

journalist scolded residents and officials from the town of Reston, Virginia, for “jumping” at the 

offer to receive a 30-foot “peace statue” from a Soviet sculptor “who also happened to be a 

vice president of the Soviet Peace Committee.”351 Relying on the May 1987 Foreign Affairs 

Note, the journalist highlighted that the Soviet Peace Committee was closely affiliated with the 

WPC, which itself was a “front group that had never criticized Soviet foreign policy while 

continually attacking US ‘imperialism.’”352 The article highlighted that the Fairfax County official 

 
347 (Joanne Omang, "Magazine Articles Cited in KGB-Freeze Link", The Washington Post, (Washington, DC, 1982), A5.)  
348 See U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee "Soviet Active Measures: Hearings", (1982).  
349 (Margot Hornblower, "Alternate A-Freeze Plan Passes: House Approves Reagan-Backed Bill, 204 to 202", The Washington 
Post, (Washington, DC, 1982), A1.) 
350 U.S. Department of State, Current Policy No. 761: Soviet Active Measures, 4. 
351 (Stephen Miller, "Glasnost in Reston; Should the town accept a `peace statue' from the Soviets?", The Washington Post, 
(Washington, DC, 1988), C08.) 
352 Miller, "Glasnost in Reston", C08. 
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who appointed the committee tasked with evaluating whether to accept the gift was scheduled 

to be a guest of the Soviet Peace Committee during a “10-day trip to the Soviet Union.”353 

Ultimately, the town did not accept the statue.354 As this article itself would not have been 

possible without the work of the AMWG, it represents a success on the part of the working 

group. 

The products and assessments of the AMWG were made available to an international 

audience and often cited in foreign academic works. For example, in 1988, a thesis written at 

the University of Alberta in Canada described how Soviet active measures functioned as 

“political instruments of [Soviet] foreign policy.”355 Referring to AMWG reports on the WPC, the 

thesis pointed to the hypocrisy underlying front groups’ arguments that the United States alone 

should be held responsible for threatening world peace and the détente, adding that it would 

be nonsensical to contend that “American missiles were potentially destructive”, yet “Soviet 

missiles were somehow not.”356 Similarly, a dissertation dated May 1989 utilized data from the 

AMWG to argue that “the Soviet political campaign against the US Strategic Defense Initiative 

[was] designed to prevent the US from deploying a BMD [ballistic missile defense] system 

capable of redressing the imbalance in US-Soviet SNF [Soviet nuclear force] vulnerabilities.”357 

The dissertation mentioned prominent Soviet scientists who were “instrumental in the 

development of Soviet ballistic missile defenses” while also participating in front groups and 

supporting Moscow with the spread of propaganda and disinformation against the SDI.358 

 
353 Miller, "Glasnost in Reston", C08. 
354 (John Bohn, "Delegation Turns Down 'Ramboesque' Soviet Gift", The Washington Post, (1988), VA22.) 
355 (Keenan Harry Hohol, "Soviet Communication: Active Measures and Information Management" (Master's thesis, University 
of Alberta, 1988), 2.)  
356 Hohol, "Soviet Communication: Active Measures and Information Management", 58. 
357 (Mark Thomas Clark, "The Soviet Political Campaign Against the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative," (PhD diss., University of 
Southern California, 1989), 3.) 
358 Clark, "The Soviet Political Campaign Against the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative", 65. 
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Finally, and perhaps most importantly, Soviet government officials read the AMWG’s 

reports and knew that the United States government was aware of its activities. 

 

3.7.2   Aiding the U.S. government to anticipate Active Measures  

 The AMWG was only partially successful in using the information it had compiled about 

the WPC to anticipate and prevent active measures operations. As a case in point, the AMWG 

reported about the 1981 marches against the United States military presence in Greece after it 

had taken place, simply reporting that negotiations over the military bases collapsed. 

Unfortunately, this information did not provide the United States government with the 

necessary tools to combat the campaign.  

 Additionally, the AMWG failed to fully address the WPC’s work on American soil. For 

example, major American news outlets published stories in early 1982, documenting instances 

in which Congressmen and local government officials traveled to WPC events on the WPC’s 

dime: this information was never documented by the AMWG, at least not in the public reports it 

published. Had this information been documented (or detected), the United States government 

could have taken swift action to warn federal, state, and local government officials about the 

potential dangers of affiliating with peace organizations without vetting their background, 

accepting travel funds from peace organizations, and participating in such conferences. 

Similarly, while the WPC members were “deeply engaged” with preparations for the June 12, 

1982, protests in New York City, the AMWG did not report on the protests before or even after 

the event.359  

 
359 Congressional records show that the full active measures apparatus was involved with the June 12, 1982, rally that 
coincided with the Second Special Session on Disarmament at the United Nations (SSOD II). A KGB officer, assigned as a 
correspondent for TASS in New York City, wrote several articles on the anti-war movement and disarmament campaign in the 
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 Further, it does not appear that the AMWG investigated the work of the United States 

Peace Council until 1986 when information about the sub-front was distributed during an 

AMWG meeting. Between 1981 and 1986, the AMWG’s reports do not provide any convincing 

evidence that the Soviets were involved in directing, managing, or manipulating the anti-

nuclear movement in the United States, although a historical perspective suggests that they 

were. One plausible explanation for this oversight is that the FBI was responsible for 

investigating foreign intelligence activities in the United States. While the FBI was represented 

in the AMWG, it had stricter information-sharing requirements as intelligence collections in the 

U.S. could be used in criminal prosecutions. Meanwhile, the CIA collected intelligence mainly 

to keep policymakers informed. It is highly probable that the FBI did not share a sufficient 

amount of relevant information with the AMWG, or that it did not authorize the declassification 

of information for the group’s reports since it did not want to compromise law enforcement 

investigations.  

There are two notable exceptions to the AMWG’s general failure to detect, anticipate, or 

combat front group activity: the first occurred on American soil and the second in Germany. 

First, in 1982, the State Department, based on information compiled by the AMWG in its April 

1982 Foreign Affairs Note titled “World Peace Council: Instrument of Soviet Foreign Policy”, 

classified the World Peace Council as a proscribed organization, in line with the Immigration 

and Nationality Act.360 Section 212(a)(28) of the Immigration and Nationality Act defined the 

“memberships” or “affiliations” that constituted ineligibility to obtain visas; these included 

 
United States. Additionally, the World Peace Council met with representatives of UN Missions and with elected representatives 
of trade unions. See, U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee "Soviet Active Measures: Hearings (1982), 232-
234. 
360 The files of NSC staffer, Kenneth deGraffenreid, contain a note with guidance for speaking to the media about this issue. 
See, (U.S. Department of State, “CA Press Guidance: Visa Refusals of Japanese Applicants to SSOD, June 2, 1982”, Files of 
Kenneth deGraffenreid, Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.) 
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“Communist Parties and other organizations affiliated with Communist Parties.”361 The State 

Department conveniently used this classification to bar World Peace Council members from 

attending United Nations disarmament sessions in New York in June 1982.362 While the State 

Department did not ban all the WPC members from attending the conference, it only granted 

“restricted-travel visas to 32 members of who received official invitations from the United 

Nations to the disarmament sessions.”363 These visas did not permit WPC attendees from 

leaving the 25-mile radius around Columbus Circle in New York City.364 These preventive 

measures were likely to have stopped WPC members from traveling to other states to meet 

with affiliated groups or conduct recruitment activities. Additionally, reducing the number of 

WPC-affiliated individuals in the U.S. may have supported the FBI’s surveillance efforts, if any, 

by diminishing the number of people it had to track.  

In Europe, the AMWG depended on its network to warn German youth groups planning 

to attend the 12th World Youth Festival in Moscow of potential Soviet disinformation and 

influence attempts during the event.365 In this instance, after the AMWG published the July 

1985 Foreign Affairs Note, the U.S. Information Service (USIS) in Germany printed and 

distributed approximately 13,577 copies of the report in English and German languages to 

“German youth organizations, union officials, state governments, the media, and academic 

institutions” before the festival took place.366  

 
361 U.S. Department of State, “CA Press Guidance: Visa Refusals,” 3. 
362 (Jane Perlez, "State Dept. Says A 'Soviet Front' Won't Get Visas: Denial for Peace Council Made on U.N. Session", New 
York Times, (1982), 25.) 
363 Perlez, "State Dept. Says A 'Soviet Front' Won't Get Visas", 25. 
364 Perlez, "State Dept. Says A 'Soviet Front' Won't Get Visas", 25. 
365 The 12th World Youth Festival was planned by World Federation of Democratic Youth, one of Moscow’s largest 
international fronts. This example is being highlighted because, as the AMWG noted, leaders of the World Federation of 
Democratic Youth also had leadership responsibilities at the World Peace Council. Moreover, the fronts attended each other’s 
events and helped with the planning efforts. For historical information on WPC assistance to WFDY efforts, please see, U.S. 
Department of State, Soviet Active Measures: The 12th World Youth Festival in Moscow, (Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of State, 1985b). 
366 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 54. 



 96 

One youth organization official responded, remarking: “This report greatly expanded my 

knowledge about the work of the Soviet Union’s front organizations and offered me an effective 

tool for my political work in the Jung Union of Germany. I can only characterize as especially 

positive the efforts the United States is taking to counteract Soviet Propaganda. Your efforts 

against the artificially exaggerated “anti-Americanism” cannot be emphasized enough.”367 

This feedback received by the AMWG is considered important for a couple of reasons. 

First, it demonstrates that AMWG members were significantly contributing to the group and not 

just offering to help. For instance, the USIS office in Germany is known to likely have 

responded to direct taskings from USIA Director Charles Wick or Herbert Romerstein, 

supplying the AMWG with information and disseminating their reports. Second, the feedback 

signifies that the group carried out its report-analyze-publicize cycle successfully and took a 

step toward achieving a major Reagan administration priority - countering active measures. At 

the same time, the feedback challenges public commentary alleging that Soviet involvement in 

the peace movement was not as intense as Reagan claimed. Since 1982, leaders of the U.S. 

Nuclear Weapons Freeze movement and civil rights organizations had criticized President 

Reagan for his statements that the Soviet Union was manipulating the American peace 

movement.368 The feedback from the German group showed that Reagan’s assertions were 

not misplaced. 

 
367 This quote is taken from a Department of State telegram dated September 1985. See Schoen and Lamb, Deception, 
Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 54. 
368 (Judith Miller, "President Says Freeze Proponents May Unwittingly Aid the Russians", New York Times, (1982a), 9.) and 
(Miller, "Soviet Role in Freeze Movement Found Minor", New York Times, (1982b), A15.) 
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3.7.3   Highlighting Soviet Ties to WPC 

 The AMWG was more successful in documenting the WPC’s ties to the Soviet Union, 

having tracked several instances where these associations were publicly exposed or where the 

differences between the Soviet and Western peace movements became very apparent.  

The AMWG wrote about an incident in December 1982, in which Yuri Zhukov, the 

president of the Soviet Peace Committee, published an open letter to all European Peace 

Movements decrying their “‘crusade’ against the Soviet Union and other socialist countries.”369 

The letter expressed the concern that some groups involved in the peace movement, such as 

the Bertrand Russell Foundation, were hoping to “split the anti-war movement” by turning it 

“into an arena of open ideological struggle” and shifting the focus away from discussions on 

“the major task of preventing nuclear war.”370  

The Bertrand Russell Foundation, an organization focused on peace and disarmament, 

unaligned with the Soviet Union, wrote an open letter in response, pointing out that “the price 

of a non-aligned movement is that it is not aligned” with any government at all, and that “a 

peace movement composed of only [the USSR’s] uncritical admirers in the West would consist 

of relatively few people, who would in no way constitute a force adequate to prevent the 

installation of cruise and Pershing II missiles, or to compel the United States and others to 

negotiate seriously to reverse the arms race.”371 The AMWG pointed out that Zhukov’s 

statements, which suppressed free thought and free speech, alienated Western European 

 
369 (Yuri Zhukov, "The Soviet Peace Committee Criticises", in the Zhukov File, (Bertrand Russell Foundation, 1982), 60.) 
370 Zhukov, The Soviet Peace Committee Criticises, 61. 
371 (Ken Coates, "The Russell Foundation Replies", in the Zhukov File, (Bertrand Russell Foundation, 1983), 67.) 
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peace groups, starting to push them away from the WPC.372 The AMWG also highlighted the 

“tactical and ideological” differences between Western and Eastern peace movements.373  

For example, the AMWG highlighted the June 21, 1983, “World Assembly for Peace 

and Life against Nuclear War,” sponsored by the WPC and the Czechoslovak Communist 

Party in Prague.374 The stated goal of the conference was to “unify disparate elements of the 

peace movement in opposition to the deployment of US intermediate-range nuclear missiles in 

Europe.”375 However, during the conference, the Czech hosts actively tried to prevent “criticism 

of Soviet SS-20 missile deployment” in Europe to avoid having anyone publicly associate their 

similarity to American intermediate-range nuclear missiles.376 In addition, the AMWG reported 

that during the assembly, Czech police suppressed a peace rally in downtown Prague; a rally 

that consisted of roughly 300 youth demonstrating for “peace and freedom for all nations.”377 

After learning about the suppression of the demonstrators, representatives of the West 

German Greens Party “walked out [of the assembly] in protest . . . .”378 Additionally, a Czech 

human rights organization was denied admission to the event, possibly since they noted that 

“[t]rue peace will not be reached without true trust, and true trust will not exist as long as the 

particular interests of various establishments [Moscow] play a bigger role in politics than the 

true well-being of all people.”379 380  

By 1985, the WPC was markedly suffering from a decrease in credibility and support. All 

the while, the AMWG continued to publish information documenting the WPC’s connections to 

 
372 (U.S. Department of State, Special Report No. 110: Soviet Active Measures, (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 
1983a), 2.) 
373 U.S. Department of State, The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, 1. 
374 U.S. Department of State, The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, 1. 
375 U.S. Department of State, The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, 1.  
376 U.S. Department of State, The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, 2. 
377 U.S. Department of State, The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, 1. 
378 U.S. Department of State, The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, 2.  
379 (Jan Kavan and William Shawcross, "Uninvited Chartists", New Statesman, (1983), 19.) 
380 U.S. Department of State, Special Report No. 110: Soviet Active Measures", 2. 
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the Soviet Union and issued a classified memorandum on June 18, 1986, discussing structural 

changes within the WPC and highlighting vetting procedures the council planned to employ 

before upcoming conferences. For example, the WPC required any attendee who hoped to 

participate in the October 1986 Copenhagen World Peace Congress to be recommended by a 

preparatory committee in their home countries.  

While these preparatory committees were touted to the public as “independent,” they 

were controlled by local or national WPC affiliates, and ultimately managed by the CPSU 

International Department. The AMWG reported the WPC’s concern that “independent and 

dissident groups” who planned to attend the conference would “speak against the Soviet 

line.”381 In the same memorandum, the AMWG noted that the Soviet Peace Committee, the 

openly-Soviet affiliate of the WPC, called for “structural changes” within the WPC to improve 

the “effectiveness” of its operations.382 It expressed frustration over the “high cost and 

ineffective results” of previous WPC efforts, calling for measures to limit the power of the WPC 

President, Romesh Chandra. It also documented the fact that dissension was rising within the 

WPC.383  

Ultimately, the WPC’s unwavering support for “controversial Soviet policies” and “refusal 

to criticize Soviet actions” gradually alerted independent peace groups who were critical of the 

nuclear arms policies of both the United States and the Soviet Union, of Moscow’s strict control 

over the WPC.384 Therefore, legitimate peace groups began distancing themselves from the 

WPC’s activities. Though it is impossible to determine the extent to which the AMWG played 

 
381 U.S. Department of State, Active Measures Memo #9 of 1986, 1. 
382 U.S. Department of State, Active Measures Memo #9 of 1986, 2.  
383 U.S. Department of State, Active Measures Memo #9 of 1986, 2. 
384 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Active Measures: The World Peace Council, 5. 
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into this, their work was most likely helpful in exposing the Soviet Union’s influence within the 

anti-nuclear movement. 

 

3.8   Evaluation of Group Performance and Outlook 

The efforts of the AMWG to counter the Soviet “peace movement” campaign may have 

led to the increase in political and economic costs of using active measures. By exposing 

covert Soviet action in connection with the WPC and the international peace movement, the 

AMWG diminished the WPC’s credibility and maimed the reputation of the Soviet Union. 

Moscow understood that the United States would not halt its efforts to expose the Soviet 

Union’s manipulation of the global peace movement and probably began withdrawing from 

these efforts to mitigate the risk of worsening relations with the United States.385  

The AWMG’s work certainly increased the economic cost of utilizing front organizations, 

although the absence of records makes this figure nearly impossible to define. However, a 

reasonable assumption is that as the AMWG exposed the WPC’s ties to the Soviet Union, the 

front was required to work harder and spend more of the funding to pass itself off as a 

legitimate independent and apolitical group focused on world peace. As the WPC’s prestige 

began to wane and the WPC experienced challenges in attracting non-communist members, 

Moscow had little choice but to create new proxy organizations and sub-fronts under the WPC 

to continue the campaign, which would increase the cost of conferences, activities, 

publications, and management of international fronts. For context, in 1980, the WPC received 

 
385 By 1987, Gorbachev’s biggest priority was ratifying the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty between the 
Soviet Union and the United States, which he thought “represented the first well-prepared step” toward ending the Cold War. 
Gorbachev understood that the WPC’s status as a front organization was impeding progress towards this goal. See, 
(Gorbachev, Memoirs, (New York: Doubleday, 1996), 443.) Gorbachev was aware that the arms race and the Cold War were 
precipitating the economic collapse of the Soviet Union, and that the Soviet economy was “strained by high defense 
spending.” See, (Colleen E. Kelley, “The Public Rhetoric of Mikhail Gorbachev and the Promise of Peace.” Western Journal of 
Speech Communication: WJSC 52, no. 4 (Fall 1988): 331.) 
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an estimated $63 million for disinformation and influence activities, and this amount did not 

include contributions from communist parties in Eastern Europe or separate donations.386 

Further, between 1980 and 1985, Moscow’s budget for propaganda and active measures grew 

from approximately $3 billion per year to somewhere between $3.5 and $4 billion per year.387 

The AMWG’s work denoted success for the United States government in two respects: 

first, it instigated the government to pursue and counter Soviet active measures. During the 

1970s, the United States largely ignored active measures. However, the AMWG demonstrated 

that Soviet front groups were damaging U.S. political objectives and that it was possible to 

combat them in a unified manner by leveraging the top Soviet and active measures experts in 

the federal government.  

Second, the AMWG represented a successful and historical interagency collaboration 

within the government. The AMWG’s ability to collect information on the WPC is significant to 

note, especially in wake of the telecommunications standards in the 1980s. While the AMWG 

never explicitly stated the methods it used to capture data for upcoming WPC activities, its 

ability to track WPC global events and internal personnel movements, as well as follow the 

WPC’s changes in tactics and procedures, speak to the broad reach of the small working 

group. The AMWG could not search the internet or afford to travel abroad to gather this 

information in person. Instead, they successfully leveraged a mixture of United States 

government intelligence and Department of State personnel stationed in the field to aggregate 

data on the WPC.  

 
386 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee "Soviet Active Measures: Hearings (1982), 58. 
387 Compare (Soviet Covert Action: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Oversight of the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, 60) with (Soviet Active Measures: Hearings before the Subcommittee on European Affairs, 25) 
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This is significant for two reasons. First, the AMWG was faced with the enormous 

challenge of overcoming compartmentalization and jurisdictional issues within the federal 

government. When the AMWG was established, the primary collectors of foreign intelligence 

were the CIA and several Department of Defense agencies - the DIA, NSA, Defense Mapping 

Agency, and the Service Components, each with their specific mission and limitations for 

sharing intelligence. Before the establishment of the 9/11 Commission, the Office of the 

Director of National Intelligence, and the Information Sharing Environment (ISE), information 

sharing between agencies was limited strictly, shared only upon need-to-know circumstances. 

Oftentimes, this left agencies in the dark, even on matters that assumed great significance for 

their missions. While the Goldwater-Nichols Act of October 1986 substantially reorganized the 

Department of Defense and aimed to integrate the military and intelligence communities, it 

marked the first significant effort in the 1980s to address these concerns. However, 

memoranda from the AMWG suggest that it overcame information-sharing limitations much 

earlier than that, and managed to share information among its members efficiently.   

Before the establishment of the AMWG, the task of countering Soviet front group activity 

fell to the CIA, which was responsible for collecting, assessing, and disseminating information 

to the President, Congress, and other senior policymakers, as well as responding to Soviet 

intelligence operations. This had been the case since at least the end of World War II. 

However, the top-level support afforded to the AMWG enabled it to cut through the “red tape” 

of the information-sharing bureaucracy, enabling it to perform a duty that had previously 

belonged almost exclusively to the CIA.  

Furthermore, by hosting experienced analysts and intelligence officers from various 

intelligence agencies, the AMWG was able to circumvent “stove-piping” issues, which 



 103 

stemmed from burdensome inter-agency communication procedures, by leveraging the 

relationships of its members back at their home agencies. To illustrate, memoranda revealed 

that the FBI attended most working group meetings in 1986 and provided classified and 

unclassified information on front group activity in the United States.388 Before 1987, the 

AMWG’s reports almost entirely focused on Soviet front group activities, with the WPC playing 

the most prominent role. Group members, such as the FBI, could only contribute to these 

studies due to the importance their parent organizations attached to the group's work. 

Nowhere was this more apparent than with the CIA, who preferred the State Department 

working group to perform this work and disseminate the products as they “would be more 

credible than those of the Agency.”389 

Secondly, tasking and collaborating with United States embassy offices abroad was a 

tremendous feat. The AMWG could interact directly with the offices and levy their assistance in 

tracking Soviet front group activity, collecting local media articles, and actively countering 

disinformation efforts, characterizing both the AMWG’s effectiveness and the level of support it 

elicited from senior leaders. Nevertheless, the AMWG was still able to motivate officers 

stationed abroad390 along with their capable, locally-employed staff, to make time to pore over 

piles of media articles, talk to newspaper editors, and educate host-nation politicians on issues 

fomented by Soviet active measures. 

However, despite these gains, there is little evidence to suggest that the AMWG 

countered front organization messaging with the public in an absolute manner. The working 

group does not seem to have combated Soviet disinformation with the same intensity the 

 
388 See, U.S. Department of State, AMWG, Minutes of Working Group Meeting of May 22, 1986, 2. 
389 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 32. 
390 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 72. 
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Soviet Union was pushing for disinformation. Indeed, while the WPC was very effective at 

influencing public opinion, the AMWG’s efforts appeared to be directed at a different audience 

- perhaps government elites. For instance, the AMWG followed the same process that the rest 

of the State Department adopted to make information publicly available, thus implying that the 

AMWG’s reports received scant public attention but were probably scrutinized closely by 

foreign governments. Further, there is very little public evidence that the AMWG’s reports were 

printed in languages other than English.  

In summation, it can be inferred that the Soviet campaign exercised elements of 

propaganda theory, playing on deeply emotional and socio-cultural themes, leveraging 

respected public figures to strengthen its image, and successfully circumventing critical 

decision-making or in-depth analysis of the information it presented. In contrast, the AMWG’s 

response, which mainly comprised dense, comprehensive studies, triggered a government 

response but was unsuccessful in reaching the average person who may have been swayed 

by the WPC’s messaging.  
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Chapter 4 — AIDS Disinformation Campaign 

The AIDS disinformation campaign, also known as Operation Infektion, was created by 

the Soviet Union to implicate the United States in creating the AIDS virus and causing a 

subsequent pandemic in the 1980s. The overarching theme of the campaign focused on the 

development of the virus, in alleged violation of the 1972 Convention on Biological Weapons, 

at Fort Detrick, Maryland,391 and its spread via American agents and the United States 

military.392 The campaign is considered one of the most successful disinformation operations in 

history, the effects of which continue to be felt even to this day. The latter is especially true 

when evaluating the level of public confidence in the American government within the African 

and African American communities.393 

The significant resources devoted by the Soviet Union to this campaign highlight the 

importance Moscow ascribed to its success, and thus, was one of the primary reasons for the 

involvement of the AMWG. Moreover, Moscow’s final objective appeared to be much broader 

than simply convincing the world that the United States had illegally created a killer virus in a 

military laboratory and then deployed it to pursue a perverse grand strategy. The campaign, as 

the AMWG described it, is too complex and touches on a plethora of themes for it to be 

 
391 On November 25, 1969, U.S. President Richard Nixon officially ended the U.S. offensive biological weapons program and 
announced that the U.S. would confine future “biological research to defensive measures such as immunization and safety 
measures.” Nixon also “reaffirmed” U.S. renunciation of the “first-use” of chemical weapons. Further, with the signing of the 
National Cancer Act on December 23, 1971, Nixon ordered for the areas that had previously hosted offensive biological 
research to be turned over to the National Cancer Institute for cancer research. (Nixon, "Statement on chemical and biological 
defense policies and programs, November 25, 1969", Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Richard M. Nixon, 
(1968)) and (National Cancer Institute, "History of NCI Frederick", National Institute of Health, (2021)) 
392 (U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 
1987c), 1.) 
393 According to a 2015 study entitled “Rumors and Realities: Making Sense of HIV/AIDS Conspiracy Narratives and 
Contemporary Legends,” the prevalence of HIV within the African-American community in the United States was 1715.1 per 
100,000, whereas the rate for Whites was 224.3 per 100,000. The study attributes the high rates of HIV among African-
Americans to the community remaining “stubbornly resistant” to intervention. The study correlates the stubbornness to a lack 
of trust in both AIDS program sponsors, as well as the sources of information about the disease. See (Heller, "Rumors and 
Realities: Making Sense of HIV/AIDS Conspiracy Narratives and Contemporary Legends," American journal of public health, 
(2015), 105(1), e43-e50).  
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reduced to addressing just one issue. Indeed, it was likely that Moscow intended to use the 

campaign to whittle away the faith in the United States while shifting focus away from its 

nefarious activities. In this vein, the campaign reinforced claims that the U.S. was engaged in 

illegitimate biological warfare activities and tried to undermine the country’s defense 

agreements with allies, exerting pressure to remove its military bases.  

Thus, when evaluating the success of the AMWG, we should consider the outcome of 

this campaign as a whole, rather than simply assessing Moscow’s success in depicting the 

United States as the creator of the AIDS virus. As discussed in Chapter 2, the United States 

publicly criticized the Soviet Union’s deployment of nuclear missiles and, by 1983, increased 

its defense spending and rearmament programs. By this point, Moscow may have feared that 

the United States had no interest in transitioning into a more modest global role and was on 

track to overcome nuclear parity. Consequently, the architects of the AIDS campaign looked to 

exploit the sensitivity of the topic to accomplish a more comprehensive set of priorities.   

This campaign is an excellent case study of the working group’s response because, 

unlike in the previous chapter that described the influence of the activities of the World Peace 

Council, the AIDS campaign targeted the U.S. through the media. The differences in the 

campaigns help us compare AMWG’s methods against a different set of Soviet techniques and 

determine whether the group operated as an effective unit and whether it was successful. On 

this issue, findings show that the AMWG furthered national security while undertaking its role 

as the Administration’s tool for strategic communication. Through its actions, the AMWG 

inflicted a political, economic, and public health burden on the Soviet Union, which partly led to 

its decision to end the campaign and reduce disinformation operations. However, from an 

operational perspective, the AMWG also inflicted damage that reduced the campaign's 
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effectiveness and ultimately resulted in its end.  

As in the previous chapter, lessons drawn in this section demonstrate that the AMWG’s 

response was often at odds with Soviet techniques, thus raising the question of who the 

intended audience of the AMWG was. Although the Soviets targeted a global audience through 

the media, the primary component of the AMWG’s response appears to be its long studies, 

which it tried to disseminate abroad through U.S. diplomatic offices. Judging through the 

framework of propaganda theory, the working group’s methods led to shortcomings in reaching 

the public which was most vulnerable to AIDS disinformation. Ironically, the same techniques 

were properly aligned to get the Kremlin’s attention, which included Mikhail Gorbachev. This is 

in line with arguments in earlier chapters that put forth that AMWG’s methods targeted 

individuals who were personally invested in the topic; those who assigned greater cognitive 

effort to understand the group’s arguments. This brings the heuristic versus systemic methods 

for decision-making back into the debate, challenging previously-held notions that writing 

compelling studies about Soviet disinformation was enough to undo the damage caused by the 

active measures program.  

The following sections describe Moscow’s priorities through the lens of the AMWG’s 

observations and reports. At the same time, the chapter weaves observations of group 

performance while also measuring the achievements of the group in relation to U.S. strategic 

priorities. On this, the author judges that the AMWG effectively exposed the AIDS campaign as 

a Soviet ploy and succeeded in convincing the Kremlin that the campaign was 

counterproductive to reaching Moscow’s goals. However, the AMWG’s methods seemed only 

moderately effective in reaching segments of the public and did not fully succeed in turning the 

global tide of the media campaign. 
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4.1   Goals and Objectives of the AIDS Disinformation Campaign 

In the July 1987 Foreign Affairs Note, the AMWG highlighted the four primary goals the 

Soviets may have sought to accomplish with the AIDS campaign, most of which had little to do 

with AIDS itself: (1) undermining the United States’ reputation; (2) perpetuating allegations that 

the United States was developing biological weapons; (3) interfering in the United States’ 

relationships with its allies; and (4) discouraging contact with Americans.  

First, the AWMG surmised that the AIDS campaign meant to “discredit the United 

States and generate anti-American sentiment abroad,” an objective that posed tremendous 

consequences for the United States and the Soviet Union.394 Not only must the Soviets have 

expected that the United States’ creation of such a lethal virus would evoke a scathingly critical 

reaction from the average global citizen; the campaign’s deep racial and social undertones 

seemed designed to steer support away from the United States and deem it as an 

irredeemably racist and homophobic country. On this, Moscow circulated propaganda and 

disinformation saying that the AIDS virus was an “ethnic weapon” targeting people of African 

origin and that it had also been tested on “homosexuals.”395 The AMWG concluded in reports it 

submitted to Congress that while the Soviet AIDS campaign had side effects worldwide, due to 

Moscow’s efforts to paint AIDS as an ethnic weapon, it is clear that the campaign’s “major 

focus and impact have been in Africa,” where Moscow sought to hobble U.S. influence in the 

region.396 

Second, the campaign attempted to reinforce Moscow’s claims that the United States 

 
394 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 1. 
395 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 71.  
Referencing charges from an article that appeared in the July 16, 1986, edition of Dakar’s weekly Afrique Nouvelle.  
396 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 71.  
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was engaging in “biological warfare activities,” intending to counter United States government 

reports claiming that the Soviets had violated the 1925 Geneva Protocol on Chemical 

Weapons and the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention.397 In 1982, the Department of State 

published a report charging the Soviet Union with maintaining offensive chemical and 

biological weapon programs. The report claimed that the Soviets used toxins created by these 

programs “in Laos, Kampuchea, and Afghanistan.”398 The AMWG highlighted that the AIDS 

campaign started after this report was issued.  

Further, the United States and its allies continued to monitor Soviet biological research 

programs. They identified installations capable of producing “disease agents and toxins” on a 

large scale, something that they underscored in a subsequent 1987 report.399 The report 

specifically highlighted the Soviet Sverdlovsk facility, which accidentally released anthrax-

causing substances in April 1979, leading to “a very high death rate among Soviet citizens who 

were exposed.”400 401 

In this context, the Soviet campaign did not simply look to divert attention from its 

biological weapons programs by discrediting the United States government abroad. The 

campaign also tried to leverage the politically and culturally sensitive subject of chemical and 

biological warfare within the United States. Prior accusations that the United States military 

had stationed or used biological warfare weapons made the U.S. public particularly sensitive 

toward the conduct of their government. Fresh accusations against the United States implied 

 
397 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 1. 
398 (U.S. Department of State, Chemical Warfare in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan: An Update, (Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of State, 1982), 2.) 
399 (U.S. Department of Defense, Soviet Military Power 1987, (Washington, DC, 1987), 109.) 
400 U.S. Department of Defense, Soviet Military Power 1987, 110. 
401 For more information regarding Soviet violations of the 1925 and 1972 Acts, see U.S. Department of State, Chemical 
Warfare in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan: An Update, (November 1982). See also, Special Report No. 163: Soviet 
Noncompliance with Arms Control Agreements, (March 1987). 
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bad publicity in domestic papers, deeper scrutiny of government operations, and a possible 

bout of congressional investigations. All of these possibilities threatened to grind the already 

convoluted American bureaucratic process to a halt as Congress split over foreign defense 

decisions. 

Third, to remove United States bases from strategic overseas locations, Moscow sought 

to undermine defense partnerships between the United States and its foreign allies. Moscow 

used propaganda and disinformation to link the spread of AIDS to the presence of United 

States military personnel at foreign military bases.402 It focused its efforts in key NATO-allied 

countries such as West Germany, Turkey, and Asian countries where the United States 

maintained a strategic military presence - including Japan, South Korea, and the Philippines.403  

A final, later goal of the campaign was to “discourage contacts with [all] Americans” by 

proving that “American imperialism” was responsible for the creation and spread of such a 

“frightening disease,” which had then found its way to Eastern Europe, Asia, and Africa.404 The 

AMWG pointed out in multiple reports that the Communist Party of the Soviet Union was 

paranoid that Soviet and Eastern Bloc people would become enamored by the West. This was 

especially true among the Soviet youth, which were closely watched by the KGB. Viktor 

Chebrikov, Chairman of the KGB, wrote a report asserting that the Soviet youth was a 

“principal target” of the “enemies of socialism” and that Western governments were 

“endeavoring with ideological sabotage” to steer them away from communist ideals.405 Thus, 

the AIDS campaign was an effort to quelch the youth’s appetite for the West. 

Later, Moscow also hoped to divert attention away from the Soviet Union’s AIDS crisis 

 
402 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 1.  
403 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 7. 
404 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 2. 
405 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Active Measures: The 12th World Youth Festival in Moscow, 2. 
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and public health response. The emergence of AIDS in the Soviet Union went against the spirit 

of the original disinformation campaign, which claimed that the United States designed the 

virus to target specific ethnicities and that it was deadliest against African people. Indeed, as 

AIDS spread throughout the USSR, Moscow internally started “shifting the blame” for 

spreading AIDS within the Soviet Union toward African exchange students studying there.406  

 

4.2   Identifying and Tracing the AIDS Campaign 

The tools the AMWG identified as critical for the Soviet AIDS campaign include efforts 

to control media services in foreign countries, dissemination of propaganda and forgeries, and 

influence operations. The AMWG points out that Moscow overwhelmingly relied on its control 

of news media services - print, radio, and television - to distribute propaganda and 

disinformation to the public. As a result, press articles, journals, magazines, and books 

received special attention from the AMWG and were the primary focus of the group’s official 

reports.  

The AMWG followed the media campaign from 1985 to 1988, when it disappeared in 

the aftermath of repeated embarrassing exposures carried out by the AMWG and the 

diplomatic pressure from the United States government that followed. Nevertheless, the 

AMWG monitored the campaign closely as it spread through media channels, beginning with 

an October 1985 Literaturnaya Gazeta article by Soviet journalist Valentin Zapevalov. He had 

heavily referenced a story published in 1983 by Patriot, a pro-communist daily publication in 

New Delhi, India (see Appendix A).  

The AMWG relied on the vast network of support that it had built, composed mainly of 

 
406 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 9.  
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the U.S. embassy and consulate personnel stationed abroad, to find and collect AIDS 

disinformation surfacing in various parts of the world. Tracking the campaign provided the 

group with a clearer picture of the scope of the AIDS campaign, allowing it to draft 

comprehensive studies exposing the issue. According to Romerstein, the USIA was receiving 

routine reports of disinformation appearing in local newspapers from American embassies 

worldwide.407  In the case of the Zapevalov article, U.S. embassy personnel in Moscow is likely 

to have identified it first and forwarded it to the AMWG in Washington for review.  

The AMWG also maintained close contact with members of the Western press and 

utilized diplomatic relationships abroad to interact with editors of newspapers in Asia and 

Africa. Due to the AMWG’s relationships, editors often contacted them with stories that they 

were about to run in their papers, involving Soviet disinformation. For example, in August 

1986, Romerstein received a call from a Washington Post reporter regarding a letter he 

received from an anonymous individual purporting the existence of a U.S. government 

disinformation campaign against the Soviet Union.408 Of course, the allegation ended up being 

a total farce, but this allowed the AMWG to discontinue the propagation of the story before it 

received any more attention. On this issue, Romerstein and Todd Leventhal were especially 

adept at identifying disinformation in print and did their best to “punch holes in the [AIDS 

disinformation] story.”409 

The AMWG was likely to have relied on classified intelligence collected by the 

intelligence community. However, publicly available records of the AMWG do not specify 

whether it depended on this to identify any aspect of the AIDS disinformation campaign. Yet, 

 
407 Romerstein, "The Interagency Active Measures Working Group,” 164.  
408 Romerstein, "The Interagency Active Measures Working Group,” 168.  
409 (Alvin Snyder, Warriors of Disinformation: American Propaganda, Soviet Lies, and the Winning of the Cold War : an 
Insider's Account, (New York: Arcade Publishing, 1995), 93, 113.) 
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the AMWG was chaired by a Deputy Assistant Secretary in the State Department’s Bureau of 

Intelligence and Research (INR), so it is highly probable that INR analysts helped gather 

information for this campaign, just as they had for others. Additionally, the AMWG included 

representatives from the CIA, FBI, and DOD, all of whom have intelligence collection or 

analysis responsibilities. Thus, it can be reasonably inferred that the AMWG was leveraging 

the tools available through its members to receive and gather classified intelligence.  

Much of the AWMG’s work remains classified; however, the publicly released meeting 

minutes and memoranda include redactions and declassification markings, indicating that the 

information contained within was previously classified. Moreover, while the AMWG relied solely 

on unclassified or declassified information to combat disinformation publicly, classified 

intelligence is highly likely to have provided them with a better understanding of the issues.410 

 

4.3   “AIDS may invade India” – the Origin of the Charges 

According to Soviet media, the charges against the U.S. first appeared in the Patriot 

newspaper on July 17, 1983, in a letter to the editor titled “AIDS may invade India.”411 If that 

was indeed the case, the campaign’s start was a lackluster and uneventful affair, perhaps by 

design. The Patriot, which had long “served as a vehicle for Soviet disinformation,” was a 

 
410 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 4. Additionally, it is highly probable that the 
AMWG actively advocated to declassify information to better enable it to combat active measures. For example, notes from an 
AMWG meeting held on July 31, 1986 indicate that the group received a visitor from the Army’s 1st Psychological Operations 
Battalion, whose identity was redacted. The guest briefed the group on a recent classified case study of a disinformation 
campaign “alleging U.S.use of chemical and biological weapons” in Central America. According to the AMWG’s notes, Dr. 
Kathleen Bailey thanked the guest for the information and “expressed hope” that some portion of the report would be 
declassified in the future, probably so it could be used in the group’s unclassified reports. (U.S. Department of State, Minutes 
of Working Group Meeting of July 31, 1986, (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986c), 2.) 
411 The Patriot, had a circulation of about 35,000. Soviet media often placed stories or paid advertisements in Patriot, then 
cited to Patriot as the source for their own stories. According to defected KGB officer Ilya Dzhirkvelov, the KGB set up the 
Patriot in 1962 “to publish disinformation.” (U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 1987c, 
3.) Dzhirkelov testified in a public libel suit, brought by To Ethnos, a Greek newspaper, against The Economist, which had 
accused the Greek newspaper of “being a Soviet propaganda mouthpiece.” See The Economist, (April 18, 1987), pp. 19-22. 
Dzhirkelov’s testimony about Patriot was published in The Economist and later appeared in Disinformation: Soviet Active 
Measures and Disinformation Forecast, Summer 1987, U.S. Department of State, Chapter V – Appx. A, (August 1987).  
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perfect vehicle to introduce the AIDS campaign. After the article was published, the Soviets 

simply allowed it to incubate quietly.412 The article itself left much to be desired from a 

journalistic perspective and contained blatant errors and omissions. For example, the letter to 

the editor, datelined New York, was supposedly sent by a “well-known American scientist and 

anthropologist” who requested to remain anonymous.413 

The Patriot could never prove to the U.S. government that it received such a letter, nor 

did it try to identify the author. The unknown “scientist” claimed that the AIDS virus resulted 

from United States military experiments “to develop new and dangerous biological 

weapons.”414 The scientist also implicated the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) by alleging 

that it had sent scientists to Africa and Latin America to identify “highly pathogenic viruses” not 

found in Europe or Asia and bring them back for analysis at Fort Detrick.415 It also reintroduced 

the accusations that the United States had indulged in unauthorized biological warfare activity. 

While the article intended to introduce the new allegation - that the United States 

developed AIDS, a significant part of the article elucidated matters unrelated to AIDS. For 

example, the article said that AIDS, “the deadly mysterious disease which has caused havoc in 

the US,” was first registered in the United States, where it had infected “large sections of the 

American population.”416 Moscow would later use this piece of information to support multiple 

Soviet claims that the virus was created in a United States military laboratory and that it had 

somehow been released, either on purpose or by mistake, by the government. On a similar 

 
412 It is unclear if Patriot publicly released the AIDS article in July 1983, or if it printed it for the Soviet Union but did not publish. 
Evidence points to the latter as the AMWG remained unaware of this article until after Literaturnaya Gazeta referenced it in 
October 1985. Similarly, roughly around October 1985, the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi sent a public affairs officer to speak 
with the editor of the Patriot about the article. The editor declared that his newspaper did not publish that article. Yet, the 
Soviet embassy in Dhaka provided a copy of the article to the public affairs officer. See “The USSRs AIDS Disinformation 
Campaign”, 2-3.  
413 (“AIDS may invade India”, Patriot Magazine, July 17, 1983.)    
414 Patriot Magazine, "AIDS may invade India".  
415 Patriot Magazine, "AIDS may invade India". 
416 Patriot Magazine, "AIDS may invade India".  
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note, the article alleged that the United States was preparing to transfer the AIDS program to 

more “pliable” and “easily persuaded” developing countries – Pakistan, for instance, as the 

experiments had gone “out of control”.417 Again, this information reinforces the claim that it 

began in the United States and that the U.S. cared little about foreign countries, especially 

developing countries.  

Moreover, the article highlighted and twisted publicly available information. For 

example, it mentioned that the United States was rocked by a “bombshell” revelation from the 

Church of Scientology, which revealed that the Pentagon and the CIA “tested new types of 

biological weapons” in major urban areas in the United States.418 In reality, the information, 

which the Church of Scientology had obtained through a Freedom of Information Act request, 

merely pointed out that the United States government performed classified tests in the 40s, 

50s, and 60s, to “gauge the vulnerability of American metropolitan areas to possible Soviet 

chemical and bacteriological warfare,” and not to test chemical or biological weapons on 

unsuspecting Americans.419  

Nevertheless, the Patriot article built off this theme to harvest a strong emotional 

response from its audience. It underscored prior allegations against the Pentagon and the CIA 

of conducting viral tests of “dangerous diseases” on volunteers, prisoners, and drug addicts.420 

This insinuated that if the United States had done this in the past, it could and presumably did 

the same thing with AIDS. Moscow may have included this information to substantiate the new 

allegation, providing building blocks for topical and emotional themes that would be utilized 

throughout the life cycle of the AIDS disinformation campaign.  

 
417 Patriot Magazine, "AIDS may invade India".   
418 Patriot Magazine, "AIDS may invade India".   
419 (“CIA May Have Tested Biological Warfare in New York in '50s, Church Says”, The Washington Post, (1979), A7.) 
420 Patriot Magazine, "AIDS may invade India".   
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4.4   Soviet Public Messaging – The Media 

In October 1985, approximately 27 months after the letter to the editor was allegedly 

published in Patriot, the AMWG became aware of Zapevalov’s article titled Panic in the West, 

or What is Hidden behind the Sensation About AIDS, which was published in the Soviet weekly 

Literaturnaya Gazeta.421 The article claimed to trace “the history of AIDS” and collated all the 

facts.422 Zapevalov said that he relied heavily on an article published in 1983 by the Indian 

newspaper Patriot, remarking that this was a “well-respected Indian newspaper.”423 This 

comment is critical as it demonstrates how Moscow was using propaganda techniques to 

bypass the critical thinking process of its audience. In this instance, Zapevalov’s comment 

used a “transfer positive” heuristic technique to convince his audience that the Patriot was 

reputable without providing any evidence to burnish this statement. Zapevalov also did not 

include the date of the Patriot article publication or the source of its information, “making it 

seem,” as the AMWG pointed out, “as though the Patriot’s ‘revelations’ had just appeared.”424  

Zapevalov’s article reintroduced themes used in the Patriot article, which carried a 

longstanding history in Soviet disinformation and propaganda theory. Zapevalov stated that the 

United States’ creation of AIDS was another example, “albeit a more heinous and far-reaching 

[example],” of the United States' biological warfare activities.425 This comment alone uses four 

propaganda methods. First, he used a name-calling device that misleadingly labeled the 

United States as a militaristic country that did not abide by international norms, given that it 

“pursued” biological warfare research despite the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention. This 

 
421 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 3. 
422 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 3. 
423 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 3.  
424 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 3. 
425 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 3. 
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device encourages the reader to assign a negative response toward the subject being 

described - the United States. 

Second, Zapevalov indicated that this was “another example” of U.S. biological warfare 

research, trying to make it seem as if this was not the first time the U.S. was “caught” doing 

something unethical. This heuristic device relies on repetition to lend credibility to the 

information. Third and fourth, Zapevalov’s comment used words such as “heinous” or “far-

reaching” to alarm the reader and evoke an emotional response. The comment also exploits 

these two terms as a “transfer negative” device, which employs the process of association to 

assign negative qualities to the issue discussed. In other words, by positioning these words 

with a context related to “United States,” the reader is, in a subliminal way, prompted to 

associate them with each other and in the future as well.  

Following this, the immediate response from the U.S. was a coordinated Department of 

State attempt to protest the information in the article. On November 15, 1985, the U.S. 

Ambassador in Moscow, Arthur A. Hartman, sent a letter to the editor-in-chief of Literaturnaya 

Gazeta, to this very end. Hartman’s letter addressed the Zapevalov’s Panic in the West article, 

pointing out that “Zapevalov failed to note the date and source [of the anonymous letter] of his 

information.”426 Hartman’s letter also questioned the journalistic integrity of the Gazeta, 

indicating out that the paper was obligated to ensure that the information being used was 

“accurately reported and fully cited.”427 Hartman requested that his letter be published as a 

letter-to-the-editor; however, it was not published, and the paper did not respond. 

On June 25, 1986, Hartman wrote again to the editor-in-chief of Literaturnaya Gazeta, 

conveying his dismay at the paper’s inaccurate reporting and “absurd claims that AIDS is a 

 
426 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 13. 
427 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 13.  
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chemical warfare agent developed by the CIA and the Pentagon.”428 Hartman highlighted the 

work of Soviet virologist Dr. Viktor Zhdanov’s work in the letter, contradicting the information 

published in Zapevalov’s article. He also accused the article of attempting to “sow hatred and 

fear of Americans” among the Soviets, arguing that it was abusing a medical tragedy that was 

affecting the whole world equally.429 He asked the editor to publish his responses a letter-to-

the-editor. Unfortunately, this time as well, the letter was not published.430 However, these 

letters still represent a coordinated effort between the AMWG and the State Department to 

dismantle the AIDS campaign. 

Another example of the AMWG’s response to Zapevalov’s article is the dialogue 

between the Public Affairs Officer at the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi and the editor of the 

Patriot after the article appeared in October 1985. The public affairs officer met with the editor 

to confirm that Patriot had actually received, or even published, the anonymous letter 

containing the original AIDS allegations. According to the editor, “he could not recall having 

published anything on the subject that Soviet media were attributing to his paper.”431 The 

embassy then circulated the editor’s response to the press, where it later appeared in 

newspapers across “India, Bangladesh, and Brazil.”432  

The interaction between the U.S. public affairs officer and the editor of the Patriot is 

consistent with the understanding of Moscow’s disinformation campaigns. The U.S. embassy 

in New Delhi paid close attention to information that surfaced in India’s newspapers; therefore, 

it is unlikely that they would have missed the Patriot article in 1983. That Moscow asked Patriot 

 
428 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 14. 
429 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 14.  
430 Ambassador Hartman wrote a similar letter to Valentin Chikin, Editor-in-Chief of the Soviet paper Sovyetskaya Rossiya, on 
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to print the article for Moscow but not publish it makes for a much more feasible possibility. 

Despite initial efforts to prevent Zapevalov’s article from spreading, it began to surface 

in other countries. Between October and December 1985, the article, or versions that carried 

the same themes, appeared in the media of twelve additional countries, including Brazil, the 

Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Finland, France, India, Nicaragua, Peru, the Philippines, 

Poland, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. At first, the article was circulated slowly; however, 

the story began to spread like wildfire in 1986. This may have been Moscow’s attempt to 

amplify the effectiveness of the message by increasing the number of times its audience was 

exposed to the information. Moscow was probably also attempting to stay in front of the U.S. 

government’s counter-disinformation efforts, which had successfully exposed the work of 

Soviet front groups, such as the World Peace Council.  

 In 1986, the AMWG documented appearances of some iterations of the story in the 

media of 49 different countries. By mid-1986, the story had “evolved into a full-fledged 

disinformation campaign.”433 The disinformation was being published in news articles, letters to 

the editor, government reports, and even “scientific” pamphlets. 

Between April and November 1986, numerous articles appeared in Soviet media 

repeating these claims. The Telegraph Agency of the Soviet Union (TASS) and Novosti, state-

owned news agencies with national and international interests, replayed these articles. The 

stories subsequently appeared “in scores of sympathetic as well as unsuspecting 

newspapers,” often prompted by [communist] friendly groups.434 For example, “letters to the 

editor” from a small leftist group, the Patriotic Youth Movement of Nigeria, appeared in 

publications across Kampala (Uganda), Dakar (Senegal), and Nairobi (Kenya) in July 1986. 

 
433 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 4. 
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The AMWG noted that one of the articles was written “under the auspices of the Roman 

Catholic Church,” implying that it could have been a forgery.435  

 

4.4.1   Evolution of Media Campaign 

As mentioned above, the AIDS disinformation campaign spread quickly in 1986, 

primarily due to the sensational claims and concerted efforts by the Soviets to ensure that it 

was seen in every major region of the world. Once this goal was achieved, the campaign 

received more exposure from witting and unwitting media services. Additionally, articles about 

the origin of AIDS were blended to bolster the allegations from previous campaigns through 

the AIDS media campaign, which generally focused on a central theme - that the United States 

developed the AIDS virus. For example, in January 1987, the Soviet foreign affairs magazine, 

New Times, carried an article that accused the United States of trying to develop an “ethnic 

bomb” capable of killing people “only in the developing world.”436 The same report also 

mentions that the country was engaged in “gene splicing” to create a DNA molecule capable of 

controlling human “behavior and mind” and posited that AIDS was “engineered” in a similar 

way.437 

Between January and June 1987, the AMWG documented 32 instances where the 

information was published or broadcast “by a host of leftist and Soviet front publications,”438 

some of which were highlighted by the AMWG in their reports. For example, in January 1987, 

the Soviet magazine, New Times439, published an interview with Professor Yurky Rychkov, 

 
435 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 71.  
436 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7. 
437 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7. 
438 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.  
439 Before the fall of the Soviet Union, New Times magazine closely followed the Communist Party of the Soviet Union party 
line. However, from 1988, the magazine published articles that appeared more liberal in nature and were critical of President 
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Chief of the Human Genetics Lab at the Nikolai Vavilov General Genetics Institute, who stated 

that scientists “could not rule out the likelihood that AIDS had been manufactured by gene 

manipulation.”440 The TASS news agency broadcasted the Rychkov interview on January 10 

and Patriot on January 14,441 demonstrating Moscow’s systemic use of disinformation and 

propaganda techniques. Rychkov’s statements, as a professor and scientist, use “transfer 

positive” heuristic methods to bypass the audience’s need for evidence. Thus, if the professor 

said AIDS was created in a laboratory, then it must be true.  

Further, in January 1987, Sovyetskaya Rossiya, a political Soviet paper, published an 

article stating that most AIDS cases in Western Europe were “registered in the places where 

U.S. troops are stationed.”442  This article reinforces Moscow’s claims that U.S. service 

members were endangering public health by tapping into people’s visceral fears and concerns 

to drive the message home. An example of this was evidenced in February when TASS 

reported that Japanese people were panicking due to growing AIDS concerns and the heavy 

presence of the U.S. military. They added that Japanese businesses were “closing the doors” 

to U.S. service members, likely out of fear.443  

The following month, TASS added to these fears by claiming that U.S. military 

personnel were “notorious for their loose morals” and had spread AIDS in South Korea and the 

Philippines.444 Similar stories found their way to Nicaragua and Panama, where they found an 

eager purveyor of disinformation in the local communist and government-controlled 

 
Vladimir Putin’s regime. More recently, the magazine narrowly avoided bankruptcy after receiving a 22 million ruble ($370,000 
USD) fine for failing to disclose information about its financing. Supporters of the media outlet crowd-sourced the money in 
four days. See AFP, "Crowdfund lifeline for Russia opposition magazine hit by record fine," France 24, (2018). 
440 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7. 
441 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7. 
442 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7. 
443 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.  
444 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.  
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newspapers.  

 

4.4.2   U.S. Response to the Media Campaign 

The AMWG combatted AIDS disinformation by providing foreign media with “as much 

factual information [about] the Soviet campaign and on AIDS as possible.”445 In this context, 

the U.S. Information Agency, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and the 

U.S. Department of State played vital roles in the dissemination of information on behalf of the 

AMWG. These efforts were met with varying levels of success. 

Broadly, the work of diplomatic personnel posted in the countries where Soviet 

disinformation surfaced in the local press, contributed to the U.S. government’s success by 

countering the campaign and enhancing the capacity of the AMWG. In many cases, 

ambassadors and public affairs officers wrote letters to newspaper editors carrying the AIDS 

disinformation stories to express dissatisfaction with the news stories and provide evidence of 

Soviet influence. The AMWG reported that the editors of papers carrying disinformation were 

often unaware that the information had originated in Communist media. In many instances, 

foreign media “did not intend to discredit the United States.”446 Other times, editors conceded 

that the stories appeared in their papers without their knowledge, pointing to an uncomfortable 

reality wherein the Soviets were circumventing the editors by making use of agents of 

influence. These were employees of the news agencies which were either compromised or 

easily corruptible to publish disinformation.  

Maintaining relations with these editors proved to be highly beneficial for the AMWG; 

and “retractions and factual material” exposing the Soviet campaigns were often published 

 
445 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 9.  
446 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 9.  
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following such exchanges.447 Even communist papers published retractions. For example, the 

Moroccan Communist Party daily, Al Bayane, published an article on April 12, 1987, which 

contained disinformation. However, on April 18, it printed an article correcting the matter.448 

The relationships also helped the AMWG identify themes and trends, which were then used to 

develop better responses by the U.S. To illustrate using a geographic perspective, the AMWG 

started paying more attention to news media in India after noticing that Moscow relied on 

Indian press services to spread disinformation more than any other country in Asia.449   

While these relationships proved beneficial to the group, there are no indications that 

the working group ever transitioned from a reactive posture to a proactive role in identifying 

trends and preventing the spread of stories before they surfaced. While it could be argued that 

the U.S. embassies did carry out these tasks, receiving notifications from editors is not the 

same as identifying the next location a story might appear in. The latter allows for a quicker 

and more well-prepared response, while the former still impels the U.S. to quickly formulate an 

appropriate response. The group’s memoranda show that this was a known goal of the 

AMWG; however, its size and limited capacity probably hindered its ability to fulfill this 

objective.450  

The AMWG also believed that writing about Fort Detrick - its activities and history - 

could help to reduce the conspiracy theories generated by the AIDS campaign. Therefore, the 

AMWG compiled and published accurate information about Fort Detrick in their July 1987 

Foreign Affairs Note to demystify the research center. The report acknowledged that Fort 

 
447 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 9. 
448 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 9. 
449 In 1985, the AMWG Chairman, Lucian Heichler, told Congress that Asia was “a particularly fertile field for [Soviet] active 
measures and for forgeries… including some of the most absurd allegations imaginable.” He added, “India has been a 
particularly fertile field for the latter.” See, statement of Lucian Heichler before the Subcommittee on European Affairs, 
(September 12 and 13, 1985), 89. 
450 U.S. Department of State, AMWG, Minutes of Working Group Meeting of May 22, 1986, 2. 
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Detrick had indeed been a biological warfare research and development center from 1943 to 

1969. However, in 1969, these facilities focused on cancer research and “research for 

defenses against biological warfare.”451 Since then, no offensive biological weapons research 

had been conducted at Fort Detrick. 

The working group also shared that two government organizations conducted AIDS 

research at Fort Detrick. The first was the U.S. Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious 

Diseases (USAMRID) which was, at the time, leading an unclassified “antiviral drug 

development effort” to evaluate ribavirin as a possible counter-viral for AIDS.452 The second 

was the National Cancer Institute - Frederick Cancer Research Facility (NCI-FCRF), which 

researched for ways to prevent and counter AIDS. The NCI-FCRF also produced HIV-I 

samples “for research aimed at finding a cure for the [AIDS] virus,” supplied through the 

Centers for Disease Control (CDC) to “medical experts all around the world.”453 The AMWG 

revealed that in late 1986, “at the request of visiting Soviet virologists,” the CDC provided the 

Soviet Union with samples of HIV-I, produced at Fort Detrick by NCI-FCRF, for their AIDS 

research program.454 

In a way, the working group helped to lift the veil of secrecy surrounding Fort Detrick 

and thwart Moscow’s ability to continue using it as a source of contention. However, aside from 

the group’s official reports, it is unclear how this information was shared with people on the 

receiving end of Moscow’s campaign. This makes it difficult to accurately assess whether the 

group wasted resources. 

  

 
451 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 11.  
452 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 11. 
453 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 11.   
454 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 11. 
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4.5   Spreading AIDS Disinformation in Berlin – Forgeries   

Besides highlighting the AIDS campaign in the media, the AMWG channeled its efforts 

into identifying propaganda and forgeries that the Soviets used to support the campaign. 

Although for the AIDS campaign, these were often disseminated through media manipulation 

efforts, the Soviets viewed them as separate from their media operations. Unlike situations 

where the general public was the target audience of the disinformation campaign, the Soviets 

utilized propaganda and forgeries to employ a more direct approach and targeted specific 

segments of the population. 

The AMWG’s July 1987 Foreign Affairs Note describes an instance in which the Soviets 

used a propaganda campaign and a forgery to seemingly target the heavy presence of the 

U.S. military in West Germany by stirring unrest and inducing fear against American military 

personnel stationed there in the same way it did for Japan. On May 20, 1987, leaflets 

appeared in Berlin and other areas of West Germany, advertising “free AIDS testing” at the 

U.S. Army hospital in Berlin for members of the new “Berlin-American friendship group.”455  

Two days later, on May 22, the U.S. Embassy in Berlin issued a press release 

countering the allegations from the leaflet campaign, stating that the U.S. Army had not offered 

to test any group for AIDS.456 The swift action taken by the United States embassy in response 

to the leaflet indicates the procedures which the AMWG helped put in place to counter active 

measures.  As noted in Chapter 2, the previous summer, Under Secretary of State Armacost 

sent a cable to all the U.S. embassies, urging their cooperation in identifying and countering 

active measures. These procedures maximized the AMWG’s capacity by leveraging existing 

 
455 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.   
456 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.   
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resources in the field.457 Here, the rapid action was likely due to a series of choreographed 

events that took place when the leaflet was identified.  

The embassy understood that countering this event was a priority to the Reagan 

administration and thus, it remained agile and ready to respond. The embassy’s quickness to 

act also indicated that it had devised an appropriate triggering mechanism to identify active 

measures operations in its area of responsibility. While the AMWG did not state the triggering 

agent in its report, it could have involved a combination of diplomatic personnel and locally 

employed host-nation staff who worked and lived in Berlin, and saw the leaflet. It may have 

also included some elements of U.S. intelligence. On this, the AMWG was silent - presumably 

out of caution to avoid disclosing sources and methods to the public. Regardless, the speed of 

the response is surprising, demonstrating the effectiveness of this technique even though it 

does not reveal if it was successful.  

Around May 25, just days after the U.S. Embassy issued a statement exposing the 

leaflet campaign, a forged document bearing the official stamp and stationery of the Berlin 

Senate press office surfaced, carrying a message associating “the AIDS epidemic with the 

U.S. military.”458 The fake press report incited panic after alleging that German Senator Ulf 

Fink stated that “the U.S. Army Hospital was unable to treat civilian AIDS cases because it was 

overflowing with its own AIDS victims.”459 Senator Fink, who was Berlin’s Senator for Health 

and Social Affairs in 1987, and an authoritative voice on matters related to public health, had 

not said that. Nevertheless, the use of Fink’s character in this forgery shows a mastery of 

influence techniques.  

 
457 Here, the “field” refers to all places outside of agency headquarters in Washington, D.C. 
458 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.   
459 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.   
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Certainly, Fink’s voice was important. In 1985, he had played a central role in re-

orienting the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) political party’s health policies toward “speedy 

and more flexible” responses to social issues and public health concerns.460 Fink created a 

special section within the Senate’s budget to fund “self-help” activities associated with social 

and health policies, which, in turn, provided AIDS self-help groups access to government 

funding. Fink’s innovative approaches, which helped the sizable gay community in Berlin, had 

set the stage for future “reformist policy-making” in Germany.461 Here, Moscow leveraged 

Fink’s reputation to lend credence to the disinformation campaign.   

On May 29, the Berlin Senate press office contacted “all local newspaper editors” to 

notify them that the press release was a forgery - presumably after being told by the U.S. 

embassy.462 Moreover, the AMWG had traveled to Europe to deliver active measures 

“roadshows” to U.S. embassies, foreign governments, and news agencies since Dennis Kux’s 

tenure as group Chair. Therefore, by 1987, the embassy was likely to have developed a 

system for alerting the West German government, and vice versa, upon encountering 

suspicious information.  

Fortunately, most papers accepted the news and refused to publicize the forgery. 

Unsurprisingly, the West Berlin Communist Party daily, Die Wahrheit, reported the forgery in its 

May 30 edition, although this was the only newspaper to do so.463 The AMWG’s report 

provided evidence confirming their hypothesis that the Senate press report was a forgery. The 

document in question used the standard German Democratic Republic and Eastern Bloc 

reference for the city, which they spelled in one word as “Westberlin” instead of “West 

 
460 (Aggleton et al., AIDS: Rights, Risk, and Reason, (London: Taylor & Francis, 1992), 58.) 
461 Aggleton et al., AIDS: Rights, Risk, and Reason, 58. 
462 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.   
463 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.   
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Berlin.”464  

This example demonstrates the efficient use of resources, which were immediately used 

to limit the spread of false narratives. This event was particularly demonstrative of personal 

relationships at the local levels being more beneficial when time is of the essence. Moreover, 

the swift measures undertaken by the U.S. embassy and the Berlin Senate press office may 

have helped to allay feelings of anxiety or fear among the German public. This example also 

shows that it is not enough to counter disinformation from Washington; instead, an in-country 

effort is sometimes required to address a situation.   

 

4.6   Bolstering the AIDS campaign with “science” – Agents of Influence 

As with other active measures campaigns, Moscow relied on the complete set of active 

measures tools at its disposal to launch the AIDS disinformation campaign. This section 

focuses on the use of agents-of-influence to support the campaign, particularly highlighting the 

efforts of Prof. Jakob Segal, his wife, Dr. Lilli Segal, and a third scientist, Dr. Ronald Dehmlow - 

the only group of scientists who consistently singled out Fort Detrick as the source of the AIDS 

virus.465 While other agents of influence, such as the editor of the Patriot newspaper, were 

involved in this campaign, the amount of information the AMWG collected and recorded on the 

Segals makes them a compelling case to observe. This section also addresses how the 

Segals’ scholarship advanced Moscow’s AIDS disinformation campaign, whether complicit or 

not. It also shows the AMWG’s understanding of how Moscow used agents of influence to 

support the campaign and the information the working group chose to disclose to the public. A 

separate section discusses how the AMWG countered these efforts in greater detail.  

 
464 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 7.    
465 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 4.    
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The Soviets used both witting and unwitting agents of influence in their campaigns. In 

other words, many agents of influence were unaware that their actions were controlled by the 

Soviets. As a result, there has been extensive debate as to whether the Segals knew they 

were directly advancing the Soviet campaign. This debate centers on whether the Segals were 

witting agents of the KGB or the East German Stasi, or were being controlled without their 

knowledge, or simply that their scholarship happened to coincide with Soviet priorities.466  

A principal tool of all Soviet active measures campaigns includes bolstering the 

campaign's credibility via direct or indirect methods to sway the opinion of different segments 

of their target audience. Depending on the targeted audience’s susceptibility for accepting 

information as factual, this involves various methods. For example, individuals within the 

Soviet Union might be preconditioned to accept information from the government: an 

information campaign targeting that group could simply accomplish its goals by publishing its 

message through state media or the speech of authoritative government figures. However, 

those who viewed the stories with skepticism required additional ingenuity.  

Segal published a report in 1986 titled AIDS—Its Nature and Origin, which he co-

authored with his wife Lilli467 and Dr. Ronald Dehmlow.468 The report was an attempt to prove 

that the U.S. government engineered the AIDS virus at Fort Detrick from two “naturally 

 
466 In “Soviet Bloc Intelligence and Its Aids Disinformation Campaign”, Thomas Boghardt claimed that Jakob Segal may have 
received “evidence” of the U.S.origins of AIDS from the East German Ministry of State Security Department X of the 
Hauptverwaltung Aufkläru, the branch responsible for disinformation and other active measures. The East German Ministry of 
State Security fully cooperated with the KGB and was considered the KGB’s “junior partner” and “main ally” in the AIDS 
disinformation campaign. See Boghardt, "Soviet Bloc Intelligence and Its Aids Disinformation Campaign", 8. However, Geissler 
and Sprinkle did not find any evidence supporting the theory that Segal worked for or was influenced directly by the KGB, 
although they also could not rule out the possibility. See Erhard Geissler and Robert Hun Sprinkle, "Disinformation Squared: 
Was the HIV-from-Fort-Detrick Myth a Stasi Success?”, Politics and the Life Sciences, Vol. 32, No 2 (2013), 2.  
467 Records found show interesting connections between the Segals and the Soviet Union that date back to 1911. This 
information was included as an appendix as it does not pertain directly to the topic at hand. See Appendix B.  
468 The Active Measures Working Group described Dr. Ronald Dehmlow as a member of Humboldt University’s Chemistry 
Department, and as Jakob Segal’s colleague. However, subsequent studies revealed that this was not the case. Dr. Dehmlow 
was not a professor at Humboldt University; instead, he was head of the Research Group for Medical Biophysical Chemistry of 
the East Germany Ministry of Health. See Geissler and Sprinkle, "Disinformation squared”, 34, for more. 
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occurring viruses,” VISNA and HTLV-I.469 Segal’s central hypothesis was that the two viruses 

were spliced together in some fashion to create HIV-I. The report went to great lengths to 

refute the “natural origins theory”470 - the widely accepted hypothesis in the international 

scientific community that AIDS had occurred naturally.  

Though the report recounted accurate and well-known facts about AIDS, it refuted the 

theory of the natural origins by focusing on reports that claimed that the first cases of AIDS 

were seen among groups of homosexual people in New York and San Francisco, arguing that 

this proved the virus was indeed fabricated in the United States. Segal maintained that the 

U.S. government’s experimentation going wrong had led to the rapid spread of the virus within 

the gay communities in those two large cities, subsequently spreading outside the United 

States.471 Segal’s theory implied that the U.S. could create a virus, similar to the AIDS virus, 

that could survive in nature “in the absence of [a] specific, preexisting DNA blueprint.”472 He 

claimed that this was based upon “assumptions” and a “chain of circumstantial evidence.”473 

Moscow prominently featured Segal’s claims - which were sufficiently scientific to be 

believable to an uneducated public member - through direct distribution and by citing and 

reviewing the report in Soviet and other communist-affiliated media. For example, a pamphlet 

titled AIDS: USA Home-Made Evil; Not Imported From Africa474 was distributed in Zimbabwe 

 
469 (Segal, Segal, and Dehmlow, AIDS: Its nature and origin, (1986), 10.) 
470 The natural origin theory generally comprises arguments that the AIDS virus was caused by one or more naturally 
occurring retroviruses. On May 4, 1987, at the 40th World Health Assembly of the World Health Organization, 165-member 
countries, including the Soviet Union, unanimously adopted resolution WHA 40-26, entitled “Global Strategy for the Prevention 
and Control of AIDS.” The resolution stated that the AIDS virus, caused by “naturally occurring retroviruses of undetermined 
geographical origin” had “assumed pandemic proportions affecting all regions of the world.” See, World Health Assembly, 
“Global Strategy for the Prevention and Control of AIDS.” Resolution WHA 40.26, (40th World Health Assembly, 4-15 May 
1987), 1. 
471 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 4.    
472 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 4.    
473 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 4.    
474 There appears to be conflicting information regarding the second pamphlet. Information from AMWG reports suggests as 
though the second pamphlet was different from the first. However, Geissler and Sprinkle argued that the second pamphlet was 
probably a copy of the first one, simply with a different name, re-printed or re-packaged by a different entity. See Geissler and 
Sprinkle, "Disinformation Squared,” 34, for more. 
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before the September 1986 Nonaligned Movement475 summit in August 1986, conceivably to 

focus the topic of conversation on this alleged act by the United States. The AMWG noted that 

soon after the pamphlet was distributed, a Zimbabwean magazine titled The Journal on Social 

Change and Development printed a book review of the booklet and reiterated Segal’s claims, 

spreading them further. At the same time, the review also “cast doubts about the acceptability 

of his conclusions.”476 

Reportedly, KGB and East German Stasi officers were among the parties that 

distributed copies of the pamphlet to the summit’s delegates and press members.477 This 

information denotes Moscow's importance to the Nonaligned Movement summit, proving that it 

was willing to expend the necessary resources to accomplish its goals. While this took place, 

however, there were no signs of an American counterreaction to disseminate factual AIDS 

information.  

On November 2, 1986, the Soviet newspaper Sovetskaya Rossiya cited a scientist 

named “J. Segal” in support of an article accusing the United States of developing new kinds of 

“bacteriological weapons.”478 The AMWG points out that the article referenced Segal as a 

French scientist and posits that this was most probably an intentional choice made to distance 

Segal from his ties to the German Democratic Republic and East Berlin. The June 3, 1987, 

edition of the Latvian tabloid newspaper, Sovyetskaya Molodezh, a Soviet youth newspaper 

that originated from the official newspaper of the All-Union Leninist Young Communist League, 

 
475 The Non-Aligned Movement is a forum “for political coordination and consultation after and within the United Nations,” that 
is composed by 120 nations from the developing world. Member States are not aligned with or against any major power bloc 
(e.g., NATO, Warsaw Pact, etc.). See, "About NAM." MNOAL.org, Updated March 20, 2019, 
https://web.archive.org/web/20190323135155/https://mnoal.org/nam-about/. 
476 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 5.    
477 (Boghardt, "Operation INFEKTION: Soviet Bloc Intelligence and its AIDS Disinformation Campaign", Studies in Intelligence, 
(CIA, 2009), 53(4), 9.) 
478 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 4.  

https://web.archive.org/web/20190323135155/https:/mnoal.org/nam-about/
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also misidentified Segal as a French researcher.479 The AMWG mentioned that this 

misidentification occurred repeatedly throughout the campaign, illustrating the value that 

Moscow assigned to his “scientific” report. 

Segal also made his rounds of interviews. For example, on February 7, 1987, Segal’s 

claims played a central role during an interview he gave to Blitz correspondent, Kunhanandan 

Nair, in East Berlin. Like the Patriot magazine, Blitz was a pro-Soviet Indian publication, titling 

its interview with Segal “AIDS - A U.S. Military Monster: Yankee Business, Not Money 

Business.”480 The entire text of this interview surfaced in the Kenyan Nairobi Times (June 21, 

1987) and in the Senegalese monthly Le Devoir (July 1987).  

Curiously, both papers removed records that connected Segal’s interview with Blitz. 

This was probably Moscow’s attempt to disassociate the pro-Soviet Indian paper from the story 

to make it appear as if the Kenyan and Senegalese papers were conducting interviews directly 

with Segal. The intended effect is that Segal had unearthed powerful evidence, and many 

newspapers were seeking out his “expert” conclusions. This approach would have been hard 

to prove in 1987 and would have easily misled a loyal audience.  

 

4.6.1   Discrediting “Scientific Theories” 

The Soviets relied heavily on Segal’s report to bolster the credibility of the AIDS 

disinformation campaign. The AMWG responded by dismantling the science behind Segal’s 

theory that the AIDS virus was manufactured at Fort Detrick, and publishing these facts in its 

reports. The working group coordinated with reputable scientists who were genuinely involved 

in AIDS research and relied upon legitimate scientific studies to combat the theories in Segal’s 

 
479 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 4.  
480 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 5.    
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report. These synergistic efforts were aimed at developing a scientific explanation that the 

typical reader could easily understand and publicizing it as much as possible. In the U.S, for 

example, the AMWG received a report from Dr. Matthew Allen Gonda, who worked at the 

Laboratory of Cell and Molecular Structure at the Frederick Cancer Research Facility, having 

provided the most current and internationally recognized position on the origin of AIDS. This 

report was appended to the AMWG’s July 1987 report, titled The USSR’s AIDS Disinformation 

Campaign. 

The group also relied on prominent foreign scientists and international health 

organizations, such as the World Health Organization,  whose work contradicted Moscow’s 

claims. Thus, it was not enough that the information contradicted the AIDS campaign; it was 

also necessary to show that theories peddled in the media were so far removed from reality 

that they were dangerous when absorbed by the masses.  

The AMWG astutely identified Soviet scientists whose research demonstrated that AIDS 

was a naturally occurring virus. This allowed the AMWG to highlight that Soviet scientists’ 

views on AIDS “contrast[ed] starkly with the disinformation appearing in Soviet media.”481 

Prominent members of the Soviet health community consistently provided “factual information 

on AIDS” and “stressed the natural origins of the disease” along with its dangers to the Soviet 

public.482 

In particular, the AMWG featured the work of Dr. Zhdanov, who was not only the 

Director of the Ivanovskiy Institute of Virology in Moscow but also the leading Soviet expert on 

AIDS. He provided scientific guidance on AIDS in the Kremlin. Dr. Zhdanov publicly declared 

that “the etiology of the AIDS virus [was] uncertain” and that “no evidence exist[ed] that it was 

 
481 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.  
482 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 1.  
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artificially synthesized.”483 His work proved to be highly relevant in countering the AIDS 

disinformation campaign, notably because some of his public statements coincided with Soviet 

operational activities supporting the disinformation campaign.  

This was made evident when the Communist Party of the Soviet Union’s cultural 

publication Sovyetskaya Kultura printed an interview with Dr. Zhdanov on December 7, 1985, 

only a month after the Zapevalov article was published in the Literaturnaya Gazeta. In the 

interview, Dr. Zhdanov stated that the virus was not a “recent phenomenon,” but that it was 

most probably native to Central Africa and may have existed for “many hundreds . . . if not 

thousands of years.” He added that “several clinicians in the USSR had recalled patients with 

symptoms identical to those produced by AIDS but simply did not know how to diagnose it.”484 

According to the AMWG, this was the first time a publication, let alone a Soviet publication, 

acknowledged any AIDS cases in the USSR.485 

The following year, on May 7, 1986, during an interview with Literaturnaya Gazeta, Dr. 

Zhdanov downplayed the possibility that AIDS was deliberately released and instead shared 

scientific facts about the original source of the AIDS virus. He specifically stated that “studies 

testify [that], the virus itself might have existed in nature for a long time.”486 During the June 

1986 International Conference on AIDS, he was asked whether it was “true that the Soviet 

media had blamed the growth of AIDS in the USSR on the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency?” 

Zhdanov replied, “[t]hat is a ridiculous question. Perhaps it was the Martians….”487 Later that 

year, on October 4, Dr. Zhdanov told a TASS news correspondent that “[d]espite different 

points of view on the origin of AIDS, one thing is indubitable: an AIDS virus has not been 

 
483 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.  
484 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.  
485 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 8.  
486 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.  
487 (Brenda Large, “AIDS Education is Vital”, the Whig – Standard, (1986), 1.) 



 135 

obtained artificially.”488 The AMWG highlighted each of these statements in its July 1987 

report.  

On February 6, 1987, the New York Times reported that Dr. Zhdanov had briefed the 

CPSU’s national party secretaries (senior administrative officers) about the public health 

implications of AIDS, and stated, “[t]he disease is sure to reach us, and we must be ready.”489 

Notably, this report was not published in the Soviet press. In June 1987, Dr. Zhdanov briefed 

the CPSU Central Committee on the origins of the AIDS virus, stating that a “similar virus was 

discovered in African green monkeys” and that a similar virus caused “serious infectious 

anemia in horses.”490 Most importantly, he informed the CPSU Central Committee that “[i]t was 

long ago proven that a wide family of viruses that infect animals adapted themselves to the 

human organism and not infrequently caused similar illnesses. That is how it was with AIDS. It 

can be supposed that this pathogen arose from a similar virus of apes. When this happened is 

not yet known.”491 

The AMWG’s approach systematically used scientific methodology to refute every 

aspect of Segal’s theory. In doing so, the AMWG weakened all subsequent arguments that 

tried to use the same principles. This ended up creating a situation where newspapers would 

have to choose between safeguarding their reputation or knowingly spreading Soviet 

disinformation. Lastly, the AMWG added credibility to its counter-disinformation campaign by 

using the statements of Dr. Zhdanov in its reports. Zhdanov was a trusted member of the 

scientific community in the Soviet Union, so this created an instance where Moscow needed to 

choose between continuing the campaign or risk discrediting its top AIDS scientist.  

 
488 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.   
489 (Philip Taubman, "AIDS Peril Worries Soviet Leaders: Factual reporting about the disease has been sparse", New York 
Times, (1987), A3.) 
490 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.  
491 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 6.  
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4.7   “Timing” as a Tool of Disinformation 

This section introduces a variable significant across all Soviet active measures 

campaigns: time - specifically, Moscow’s calculated decisions to carry out activities at specific 

times. The AMWG repeatedly pointed to Soviet operations that occurred immediately prior to 

significant international events. The working group presumably wanted to illustrate how the 

Soviets timed their actions to coincide with specific events in order to affect the outcome of 

events in favor of the Soviet Union.  

In this context, time is not a passive or random construct. Instead, it is a well-calculated 

element used by the Soviets to ripen and spoil elements of active measures campaigns and to 

influence situations external to their direct control.492 Moscow manipulated situations by 

dictating the annual schedule of events for its front organizations, planning protests to coincide 

with Western-led events, publishing disinformation, and disseminating forgeries ahead of 

international conferences. In all these cases, the timing was deftly used as a tool to encourage 

a beneficial outcome.  

For example, the AMWG noticed a linkage between the publication of Zapevalov’s AIDS 

article and the release of two United States Department of State reports in 1985 that charged 

the Soviet Union with sustaining an offensive chemical, biological and toxin weapons program. 

The AMWG reported that the Soviet Union engaged in a campaign, conducted primarily 

through radio and print media from March to October 1985, in an apparent effort to combat 

 
492 The terms “ripen” and “spoil” are taken from the field of conflict resolution. The terms are often used in reference to 
international negotiations between world actors, i.e., governments or organizations. The theory of ripeness is intended to 
explain “when” and “why” parties engaged in conflict are susceptible to efforts to turn a conflict toward resolution. See, W illiam 
Zartman, "Ripeness: The Hurting Stalemate and Beyond." International conflict resolution after the Cold War, (2000), 228. The 
generally accepted definition of spoiling is a “violent obstruction of a peaceful settlement by actors directly involved in a 
conflict.” See (Edward Newman and Oliver Richmond, The Impact of Spoilers on Peace Processes and Peacebuilding, (United 
Nations University Press, 2006), 1.) 
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these accusations. First, Moscow sponsored a series of radio broadcasts and news articles in 

the Soviet Union, accusing the United States government of “seeking various loopholes” to 

circumvent arms control agreements and research biological weapons.493 This series of 

operations may have served two purposes: the first was to directly counter U.S. accusations 

and push the Soviet Union out of the negative spotlight cast upon it. The second reason may 

have been to facilitate the ultimate retaliation: introducing the disinformation campaign.   

Zapevalov’s article was also conspicuously timed to have coincided with the November 

1985 Geneva Conference summit between President Ronald Reagan and Soviet General 

Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev. Though the outcome of the Reagan-Gorbachev summit was 

viewed positively as it signified a de-escalation of tensions and renewed dialogue between the 

countries, the Soviet Union was not in a position of political strength while heading into the 

summit. Before the meeting was held, Gorbachev’s negotiating position was negatively 

affected by verified charges of chemical weapon use, criticism over the Soviet Union’s 

involvement in the war in Afghanistan, and bad press regarding human rights violations. Not 

surprisingly, “regional conflicts and human rights” were part of Reagan’s agenda for the 

summit, and he planned to raise these with Gorbachev.494  

The start of the AIDS disinformation campaign may have been timed to increase 

Gorbachev’s negotiating position during the Geneva summit. Indeed, the timing of the release 

of the article acted as a spoiler event for the United States and diminished the brunt of 

accusations against the USSR by promulgating separate allegations against the United States. 

The release of the AIDS accusations must have been intended likely to compel the U.S. 

 
493 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 3.  
494 (Don Rojas and Andrew Salkey, "REFLECTIONS ON THE GENEVA SUMMIT: THE PERSPECTIVE OF A JOURNALIST 
FROM THE DEVELOPING WORLD", The Black Scholar (1986), 17: 29.) 
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government to adopt a defensive stance in the days leading up to the summit. The Soviet 

Union was likely to have deployed these measures to accelerate the ripening factor of the 

negotiations and facilitate balanced negotiations between the U.S. and the USSR. Also, the 

effectively timed deployment of disinformation may have resulted in the United States 

questioning whether it could bear the political cost of escalating tensions with the Soviet Union 

during such a sensitive time.  

 

4.8   Additional Efforts to Counter the Campaign 

The following section details additional efforts taken by the AMWG to combat the AIDS 

disinformation campaign. While the approach was tailored to combat Operation Infektion 

specifically, it exemplifies how the AMWG operated. 

 

4.8.1   Tracking the Soviet Response to AIDS in the Soviet Union 

The AMWG was very keen on capturing the Soviet Union’s response to their own AIDS 

outbreak, primarily underscoring the contrast between the Soviets’ internal accusations and 

the information they were publicly broadcasting through the disinformation campaign. This 

showcased many significant inconsistencies. For example, Operation Infektion claimed that 

AIDS was an “ethnic weapon” designed to kill African people, yet non-African residents of the 

Soviet Union were contracting the virus. Furthermore, the first publicly recorded case of AIDS 

in the USSR appeared just five weeks after Zapevalov’s article in Literaturnaya Gazeta, and 

the USSR’s reported AIDS numbers proliferated afterward.495  

Additionally, some Soviet scientists made a public declaration that there was “no 

 
495 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 8. 
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danger” of AIDS spreading like a pandemic in the Soviet Union.496 Nevertheless, the 

government was extensively preparing for an outbreak. According to the AMWG, Dr. Zhdanov, 

understandably concerned about the spread of AIDS, pushed the Soviet response into 

overdrive by 1987. The Soviet health administration “increased production of disposable 

syringes and needles” and involved roughly 40 scientific institutions within the Soviet Union in 

AIDS research.497 As of June 9, 1987, the Soviet Union worked to establish an “AIDS 

telephone hotline” and open “45 AIDS diagnostics laboratories.”498 Additionally, blood banks 

and foreign citizens were being tested for the virus.  

The AWMG’s efforts on this front exemplified the fact that Moscow was internally 

grappling with the same public health crisis affecting the rest of the world. Moreover, the 

AMWG’s efforts to expose this reality helped to demonstrate that the Soviet Union was 

manipulating a public health crisis to advance its geopolitical purposes. The glaring contrast 

between Moscow’s statements and actions had been portrayed accurately in the reports 

prepared by the group, informing government officials who wondered if Moscow believed in the 

things it said, much to the chagrin of the Soviets. Indeed, the USSR was deeply concerned 

about the virus’s spread and worried its citizens might hold the government responsible for the 

fallout. 

 

4.8.2   Publicizing the Truth—the Active Measures Working Group Foreign Affairs Notes 

The AMWG’s July 1987 Foreign Affairs Note, The USSR’s AIDS Disinformation 

Campaign, was the first U.S. government report to reveal the magnitude of the Soviet 

 
496 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 8.  
497 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 11.  
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disinformation campaign and the damage it inflicted. This report laid the groundwork for three 

subsequent reports499 provided to Congress, also suggesting plausible theories and reasons 

for the AIDS campaign.  

The AMWG’s July 1987 report also offered some critical assessments. Firstly and most 

importantly, there was no element of truth to the Soviet AIDS disinformation campaign: the 

underlying theories behind the campaign’s messages were based on “unscientific grounds” 

that were in direct conflict with “internationally renowned medical and scientific experts.”500 

Second, the Soviet media’s internal handling of the AIDS crisis was at variance with the 

messaging promulgated through the disinformation campaign, making it clear that the 

messaging was being handled at two different levels of the Soviet government. The AMWG 

highlighted this striking effect by juxtaposing the opinions of some eminent members of the 

Soviet health community on the legitimate origins of AIDS against disinformation which 

contradicted the Soviet’s official scientific position  - often in the same publication, merely days 

apart of one another.   

Indubitably, the group’s reports did provide a compelling study of the AIDS campaign. 

However, there are concerns regarding the methods the group chose to disseminate its 

findings, which do not appear to match the Soviet’s ability to reach the public effectively. This 

gives rise to the question: who was the intended audience of the AMWG? Was it government 

elites or the public? While Moscow based its approach on deeply emotional and politicized 

communication strategies, the AMWG responded with technical and evidence-laden academic 

studies. Thus, it appears that Moscow’s propaganda was aimed at a global audience while the 

 
499 These reports were titled: “Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87,” dated 
August 1987; “Soviet Active Measures in the Era of Glasnost, a Report to congress by the United States Information Agency,” 
dated March 1988; and “Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1987-1988,” dated August 
1989. 
500 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 1.  
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group’s responses were aimed at government institutions. This is puzzling as the question 

continues to persist: who exactly were they trying to convince? Perhaps the reports were only 

intended to get Moscow’s attention. 

On this, there is little evidence that the public read the AMWG’s reports or that they 

were well-received. Worse, it seemed that the AWMG did not even have an eager audience 

within the U.S. government. For example, in November 1987, The New York Times referenced 

the group’s congressional report from August 1987, remarking that if the Kremlin had not 

called attention to it, it was likely to have remained unread and forgotten, much like other 

government reports.501 Nevertheless, because Moscow paid attention to it, it suddenly became 

a must-read in Washington.  

The New York Times raised an interesting point. The Kremlin read at least one of the 

AMWG’s reports, though this is not surprising. Unlike Moscow’s disinformation campaign, 

which extensively relied on propaganda theory, the AMWG’s methodology is both technical 

and academic. Both methods excel at communicating a message; however, the former method 

targets a mass audience while the latter targets a smaller niche group - analysts, government 

officials, and academicians. On account of being too technical even for an educated audience, 

the group’s reports on AIDS required a thoughtful approach that employed critical reasoning to 

evaluate its findings. Moreover, the reports would be challenging to follow without a 

foundational understanding of foreign affairs.  

 

4.9   Bringing Pressure to Bear and Effecting a Heavy Toll 

The most prominent contributions during the AMWG’s response to the AIDS 

 
501 (David K. Shipler, "Little Report, With Right Spin, Makes Big Splash", New York Times, (1987b), A32.) 
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disinformation campaign can be narrowed to three critical outcomes: (1) the U.S. government 

raised the public health concern in the Soviet Union by threatening to withhold scientific 

research; (2) the AMWG brought diplomatic pressure to bear against the Soviet Union and 

enacted heavy political consequences; and (3) the AMWG raised the financial cost of the 

active measures program by continuously exposing how it operated.  

 

4.9.1   Raising the Public Health Concern 

While the AMWG’s efforts to directly combat disinformation were critical, its efforts to 

collect information about the disinformation campaign and publish factual information in 

response provided U.S. government officials, and even scientists, with the authority to 

negotiate from a position of power. 

During the Eighth Session of the US-USSR Joint Health Committee, which took place in 

Washington DC from April 13 – 16, 1987, the U.S. delegation “advised Soviet delegates of 

strong U.S. displeasure over the Soviet-inspired campaign and the use of a grave international 

public health problem for base propaganda purposes.”502 The American scientists told their 

counterparts that they needed to convince their government to adopt the “scientific 

community’s view that the AIDS virus is of natural origin”, thus effectively dropping the AIDS 

disinformation charges against the United States.503 The scientists warned that there would be 

no further “direct US-Soviet collaboration” on AIDS research if the disinformation campaign 

continued.504  

In this example, the working group worked within the U.S. government interagency to 

 
502 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 1.  
503 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 9.  
504 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 9.  
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educate medical and scientific community members on challenges relating to disinformation. 

Moreover, this community was actively collaborating with members of the international 

scientific community, including the Soviet Union. Therefore, from a messaging perspective, it 

was necessary for them to know that Moscow had launched an aggressive disinformation 

campaign.  

For example, the Department of State-led a federal interagency working group “on the 

international aspects of AIDS and HIV infection,” which met with individuals from the 

Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and USIA.505  The primary focus of this 

interagency group was to support the World Health Organization (WHO) with “AIDS-related 

requests for technical assistance or support from foreign governments.”506  In addition, the 

U.S. government employed this group, as a parallel effort with the AMWG, to “aggressively 

counter” Soviet AIDS disinformation “by making available to media and foreign government 

representatives as much factual information on the Soviet campaign and on AIDS as 

possible.”507    

As mentioned above, the U.S. engaged in bilateral cooperation with Soviet scientists to 

break barriers between the countries and stem the flow of false AIDS information. In November 

1986, U.S. Surgeon General, C. Everett Koop, wrote to the Soviet Minister of Health, Sergey 

P. Burenkov, thanking him and his staff for hosting the U.S. delegation in Moscow. In this 

letter, he also provided him a copy of the AIDS report the U.S. published after the trip. 

However, the rising number of disinformation attempts led the U.S. to make the calculated 

decision to use Koop’s position to send a warning, as demonstrated in the April 1987 meeting. 

 
505 (Institute of Medicine and National Academy of Sciences, Confronting AIDS: Directions for Public Health, Health Care, and 
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He followed up with another warning in 1988 after informing the Soviet scientists that “direct 

U.S.-Soviet collaboration on AIDS research would be impossible as long as the disinformation 

campaign continued.”508 Romerstein said that “[t]he effect was as if a faucet had been turned 

off.” As a result, the stories “practically” disappeared in the media.509  

It is not known what happened after the Soviet scientists returned to Moscow in April 

1987; nevertheless, it is assumed that they relayed Koop’s warnings in their entirety. It is also 

possible that Zhdanov intervened and used his reputation as the Soviet Union’s leading expert 

on AIDS to pressure the CPSU to abandon the disinformation campaign. As Moscow was 

confronting its own issues with AIDS, it could not afford to be cut off from the international 

scientific community in this regard. Moreover, Soviet scientists valued U.S. cooperation and 

did not want to lose access to it. For example, during a visit to the U.S. in late 1986, Soviet 

virologists requested HIV-I samples from the CDC “for the Soviet AIDS research program.”510  

The Soviet magazine New Times acknowledged this event, adding that the USSR Institute of 

Virology “borrowed the first AIDS pathogen from abroad” to help Soviet scientists study the 

virus.511 

The AMWG’s contributions to the understanding of the disinformation campaign and its 

collaboration with the interagency led the HHS and the Surgeon General to make informed 

decisions about AIDS messaging outside U.S. government circles. Further, this dual approach 

made effective use of the interagency process and U.S. government assets, as it used existing 

resources to communicate that it would not put up with any more disinformation attempts.  

 
508 Romerstein, "The Interagency Active Measures Working Group,” 164.  
509 Romerstein, "The Interagency Active Measures Working Group,” 164.  
510 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 11.  
511 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 11. Referenced from New Times #25 (published 
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4.9.2   Raising the Political Cost of Disinformation 

 The public reports of the working group functioned as a sustained attempt to run a 

counter-disinformation effort. The pieces were designed to convince Moscow that its 

disinformation efforts were counterproductive to international order and cultivate a better 

relationship between them. Eventually, the AWMG’s reporting had the intended effect: on 

October 23, 1987, when U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz and Mikhail Gorbachev had a 

“rather acrimonious discussion” on the AWMG’s August 1987 report.512  

Shultz had initially traveled to Moscow to conclude negotiations for the INF Treaty and obtain 

Gorbachev’s cooperation in setting a date to sign the agreement. However, Gorbachev’s mood 

soured during the meeting; he told Shultz that he “resent[ed] the fact that there were critical 

comments in [the AMWG’s report]” about the Soviet Union.513 He appeared bothered by said 

report’s contents and had it “all marked up” in places.514 Gorbachev was indignant and 

probably wondered how anyone could be so critical of the Soviet Union. To this, Shultz replied: 

“Really, it is very easy. After all, you invaded Afghanistan, you shot down that Korean airliner, 

and then Mr. Gromyko went to Madrid and said that they’d do it again, so they sent a chill 

through the audience. And then you've been spreading all this bum dope about AIDS, so you 

can see that it's possible to be upset.''515   

 Two months later, during his first trip to Washington, Gorbachev’s behavior was 

noticeably different. He had visited the United States to meet with President Reagan and sign 

the INF Treaty, which the countries had been negotiating since 1981. However, curiously, 

Gorbachev pulled the USIA Director, Charles Wick, aside to tell him there would be no more 
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disinformation, promising to end the practices as he did not want “politicians and bureaucrats” 

getting in the way of progress and adding tension.516 Wick and Gorbachev also discussed 

setting up a joint mechanism for improving communication, reducing conflict, and dispelling 

false information.517 

Although this shift in Gorbachev’s attitude is puzzling, it is possible that after Shultz’s 

meeting in October, he realized that the AIDS campaign had worked against Moscow’s goals 

as much as it hurt the American side. In the October meeting, Shultz refused to back down or 

apologize, posing a powerful statement that the U.S. was unwilling to acquiesce to Moscow’s 

misdeeds even when such an important treaty was on the line. Worse, it signified that the U.S. 

was confident in its accusations and would continue to expose unethical Soviet behavior as 

long as it took to prevent it altogether.  

 This example makes it abundantly clear that the AMWG’s reports elicited a strong 

reaction after having effectively exposed Moscow’s connection to the AIDS campaign and may 

very well have contributed to Gorbachev’s decision to stop the disinformation campaign. It also 

demonstrates that the working group did not need to use many resources to run an effective 

operation. Instead, it could elicit the attention of the Soviet government merely by writing and 

publishing factual reports on this critical topic.  

 

4.9.3   Raising the Economic Cost of Disinformation 

 The hypothesis that the AMWG effected a financial cost against the Soviet active 

measures apparatus follows the simple premise that Moscow was compelled to employ more 

resources as the working group exposed Soviet operations. The working group tracked the 
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media campaign from the time it appeared in Soviet media in October 1985 to approximately 

October 1988, after it tapered out. Throughout this time, the group worked with American and 

foreign media outlets to expose the AIDS campaign as a malicious Soviet ploy. Prominent 

Western press agencies such as The New York Times, The Washington Post, and The Wall 

Street Journal, provided ample coverage of the disinformation campaign between 1986 and 

1988. The working group also worked through U.S. diplomatic channels to connect with foreign 

media outlets, in an attempt to prevent the spread of disinformation and expose the Soviet 

connection. Lastly, the group wrote extensively about the AIDS disinformation campaign in its 

official reports starting from July 1987. 

 Although there is insufficient information to surmise that these actions directly 

contributed to a rise in the cost of active measures, one can infer that there was at least a 

moderate chance that they did. In addition, however, there appears to be a link between the 

AMWG’s actions and the growth of the Soviet campaign. For instance, the working group 

noted that after the AIDS story emerged in Soviet media in October 1985, it only appeared in 

13 other countries. However, by the end of 1986, the AIDS story had spread to 49 countries. 

Furthermore, the disinformation campaign had appeared in 55 countries between January and 

July 1987.518 The working group also noted that the Soviets had initiated a new effort to push 

back against the US government’s attempt to counter disinformation. The Soviets wrote 

articles critical of foreign newspapers that had listened to the United States and published 

stories correcting previous articles that contained AIDS disinformation.519 

It appears that as the working group moved to expose the campaign, the Soviets also 

worked to stay ahead of the exposures, achieving this by increasing the volume of the stories it 
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planted in the foreign press. The lack of access to Soviet records makes it difficult to discern 

the true impact of the working group. However, increasing the size of a media campaign is not 

an inexpensive task. For context, a Russian newspaper revealed in April 1992 that the KGB’s 

budget for conducting active measures in India in 1985 was 320,000 rubles ($266,544).520 521 

While this is specific to the conducting of active measures in India, it provides a semblance of 

how much it would cost to leverage the media resources of 55 countries.  

This was a costly operation for the KGB. In countries where the Soviet Union did not 

own the media service, KGB officers identified ways of exploiting local news organizations. 

This included spotting and assessing agents of influence for their access and ability to plant 

fake stories, all of which required significant money to set up and train individuals. The KGB 

did not only rely on disinformation stories to spread by themselves. Instead, they were 

personally involved in passing disinformation directly to facilitators working at the news 

agencies.522 

With this in mind, Moscow could not risk underproducing disinformation stories as the 

U.S. government was becoming increasingly adept at exposing those activities, as it had 

before with the World Peace Council. It had to come to terms with the fact, that at some point, 

the working group would outpace the Soviet’s ability to plant stories in the press. Thus, it had 

to increase its efforts in reaching a larger audience. 

 
520 (U.S. Information Agency, Soviet Active Measures in the ‘Post-Cold War' Era 1988-1991, (Washingont, DC, 1992), 80.) 
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522 Congressional testimony by Herbert Romerstein revealed that disinformation campaigns do not just hop to other countries 
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He added that editors in other countries only carry the story “because it is being orchestrated by the KGB people.” See, 
statement of Herbert Romerstein before the Subcommittee on European Affairs, (September 12 and 13, 1985), 81. 
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4.9.5   Evaluation of Group Performance and Outlook 

In July 1987, the AMWG portended that the AIDS disinformation campaign carried 

significant consequences for U.S. diplomacy and “far-reaching” implications for relations 

between the United States and its “allies and friends around the world.”523 It also found that the 

disinformation campaign had transformed the origin of AIDS from a medical issue for the 

global health community into a “controversial and politicized” subject.524 While the AMWG’s 

assessment was ahead of its time, it could not have known the extent to which the AIDS 

disinformation campaign would affect the United States for decades to come.  

As explained in the previous sections, the architects of the active measures campaign 

employed the services of Soviet and Soviet-bloc news agencies. They manipulated the press 

services of foreign nations to cast a wide net and broadcast these accusations to a larger 

audience. According to the AMWG, in 1987 alone, the allegations appeared roughly 40 times 

in Soviet media and were replayed “in more than 30 languages” in over 80 countries.525 

Undeniably, the vast proliferation of disinformation caused incalculable damage to the United 

States’ reputation. However, even before the explosion of technology and internet 

communications, it was impossible to measure the number of individuals exposed to the Soviet 

campaign. Moreover, while there was no way to know the actual number of people who 

believed the disinformation or felt deep resentment toward the United States, the broad reach 

of the disinformation leads to a reasonable assumption that the campaign caused a significant 

global impact.  
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There is also evidence that Soviet actions caused the United States to lose credibility 

internationally. The AMWG’s records detailed the foreign media organizations that apologized 

for their complicity in Moscow’s ploy. While many news services apologized for their errors and 

even published articles retracting statements about AIDS, other news services either ignored 

letters from local U.S. embassies or simply could not be feasibly reached. Contacting 

publications in 80 countries would have required a tremendous effort compounding regular 

embassy operations, and follow-up was not always possible. Even where publications issued 

retractions, the AMWG believed that the campaign’s message was readily accepted by people 

who were “stunned by a tragedy not easily comprehended as stemming from natural causes” 

and who were looking for something to blame.526  

This statement was particularly relevant to Africa, where the AIDS pandemic hit hardest 

and the disinformation campaign had a profound impact. The Soviet campaign sparked a wave 

of resentment throughout Africa, especially in Kenya, Uganda, and Central Africa, the hardest-

hit area in Africa.527 AIDS was ravishing this continent in the 1980s. Indeed, a 1986 study 

concluded that a large percent of Nairobi’s sex workers carried the AIDS virus, remarking that 

the virus had “spread extensively” in sex worker circles. 528 

The Soviet disinformation campaign provided African nations with a possible 

explanation, based on the widespread media reports, that the United States was responsible 

for creating AIDS. A furious member of the Kenyan parliament demanded that all U.S. sailors 

that were authorized to take shore leave in Mombasa be tested for the AIDS virus before 

 
526 U.S. Information Agency, Soviet Active Measures in the Era of Glasnost, 4. 
527 (Arthur Hartman, U.S. Ambassador Hartman’s Letters to Mr. Aleksandr Borisovich Chakovskiy, Editor in Chief, 
Literaturnaya Gazeta, (Moscow: U.S. Department of State, 1985)) 
528 (Joan J. Kreiss, et al., "AIDS Virus Infection in Nairobi Prostitutes. Spread of the Epidemic to East Africa",  N Engl J Med 
314, no. 7 (Feb 13, 1986), 414-8.) 
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entry.529 This shows that the AIDS disinformation campaign turned the emotional tide in Africa 

from fright to anger as Africans came to believe that the virus had been “manufactured” in a 

U.S. government laboratory. The United States’ foreign policy in Africa was already fraught 

with challenges, as the country controversially armed rebel forces in Angola, was involved in 

confrontations with Libya, and refused to disengage from the racist government of South Africa 

or even pass the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. At the time, Department of State 

officials in Africa believed that the Soviet campaign had dealt a swift blow to the already fragile 

U.S.-Africa relationship. 

The AIDS disinformation campaign produced dozens of secondary effects, which 

helped advance Soviet foreign political objectives, many of which were outwardly disconnected 

from AIDS. One particular outcome was reduced public scrutiny of the USSR, coupled with 

elevated criticism of the United States.  

A key example is the Soviet Union’s use of the AIDS disinformation campaign carried 

out before the 1986 Summit Conference of Heads of State or Government of the Non-Aligned 

Movement in Harare. As previously discussed, Moscow released a book review of Segal’s 

report before the summit.530 The study was also explained in the Harare Sunday Mail and 

distributed to conference attendees.531 In addition, the conference’s communiqué included 68 

instances of criticism of the United States532 and encouraged the country to follow in the 

footsteps of the Soviet Union.533  

The AIDS disinformation campaign was a vital piece of a broader significant effort to 

 
529 ("Propaganda Warfare: Soviet disinformation campaign fuels anti-Americanism in Kenya", Afro-American, (1987), 8.)  
530 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 5. 
531 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 71. 
532 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 4. 
533 (United Nations Security Council, 8th Summit Conference of Heads of State or Government of the Non-Aligned Movement, 
(New York, 1986), 310.) 
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leverage the profound social issue of racism in the United States. The Soviet Union utilized the 

AIDS disinformation campaign to perpetuate deep mistrust against the United States 

government and its agencies.  Before the AIDS campaign, the Soviets had “paved the way” for 

the campaign by spreading accusations, claiming that the United States was working with 

South Africa to develop an “ethnic bomb” targeting only Black victims. This theme received 

significant publicity in the Soviet press throughout 1984 and carried on through until 

approximately 1987.  

The AIDS campaign was not the only Soviet active measure that leveraged racial 

undertones to generate anti-American sentiments in Africa. For example, several publications 

accused the U.S. of attempting to “sabotage” the 1986 Summit Conference of the Non-Aligned 

Movement and suspending millions of dollars in aid for Zimbabwe after the nation criticized the 

Reagan administration for maintaining ties with the “racist regime of South Africa.”534 These 

allegations sought to align United States foreign policy with the objectives of South Africa’s 

pro-apartheid government.  

 On June 5, 1987, after a series of articles imbued with racial charges, the chairman for 

the Soviet news agency Novosti went on the record to guarantee that their reports were 

accurate and “pledged to produce evidence” for them.535 Two days later, on June 7, 1987, the 

Patriot published an article accusing the United States military of conducting experiments in 

Africa to understand the “depopulating effect” of AIDS in “strategically important areas,” such 

as Zaire.536 These racist charges circulated from Africa to Europe and even to Latin America, 

where Peruvian and Dominican Republic papers claimed that the U.S. had found a way to 

 
534 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 73. 
535 U.S. Information Agency, Soviet Active Measures in the Era of Glasnost, 17.  
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create toxins which “kill a race or ethnic group, leaving others alone,” and that some biological 

agents “cause death to blacks and Asians,” leaving “whites” untouched.537  

On June 17, in a quote for Moscow News, Valentin Falin, Novosti chairman, said: “It is 

no secret that the United States has been working on various ‘exotic’ weapons, including the 

so-called ethnic ones. These are biological and chemical agents with selective action against 

people of different races, populating the same areas yet having different genetic susceptibility 

or vulnerability to these agents.”538  

The Segal-Dehmlow report furthered these notions by explicating sensational theories 

that the U.S. Army had been conducting AIDS experiments with prisoners. Segal hypothesized 

that the criminals, who were previously heterosexual, engaged in homosexual behavior during 

the “long time of their imprisonment,” and upon being released, “obviously concentrated in the 

nearest big cit[ies]” and infected gay communities in New York and San Francisco.539 

According to him, this transpired before 1979 as it lined up with the first reported AIDS cases in 

New York. In 1987, Novosti repeated the charges on four different occasions, however, it 

added that it was the CIA - not the U.S. Army, as reported by Segal – that were carrying out 

AIDS experiments on prisoners.540  

The AIDS disinformation campaign had significantly harmed the relationship between 

the United States and African governments by 1987, stifling the United States’ ability to meet 

its political objectives in the region and allowing “Soviet and Cuban influence” to dominate.541 A 

1987 U.S. Department of State study, The Report of the Secretary of State's Advisory 

Committee on South Africa, confirmed that Reagan’s “constructive engagement” policy had 

 
537 U.S. Information Agency, Soviet Active Measures in the Era of Glasnost, 17.  
538 U.S. Information Agency, Soviet Active Measures in the Era of Glasnost, 17. 
539 Segal, Segal, and Dehmlow, AIDS: Its nature and origin, 13.   
540 U.S. Information Agency, Soviet Active Measures in the Era of Glasnost, 65.  
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“failed to achieve its objectives” in Southern Africa.542 The United States failed to achieve the 

following initiatives in the near term: an internationally accepted settlement in Namibia543; the 

removal of Cuban troops from Angola544; the elimination of the apartheid system in South 

Africa545; and increasing regional security and supporting economic reconstruction in southern 

Africa.546 Having said that, the United States had reversed some of these issues by 1990.547  

By no stretch of imagination can it be claimed that Moscow was single-handedly 

responsible for the challenges created for the United States. Nevertheless, Moscow 

complicated these dynamics by launching the AIDS disinformation campaign. 

Also, the Soviets did not invent racism in the United States; rather, they exploited it. 

Further, conspiracy theories connecting the U.S. with the origins of AIDS surfaced in American 

communities that had been disproportionately affected by the virus before the launch of the 

disinformation campaign.548 The Soviet Union’s efforts to manipulate racial and social 

cleavages captured the world’s attention and helped keep the movement alive, even after 

agreeing to shut it down.  

In the United States, the AIDS disinformation campaign inexorably deepened mistrust 

between Black Americans and the government, which was already fractured by deep 

disparities and discrimination in the American healthcare system. For example, in 1999, a 

study of 520 Black adults concluded that 27 percent of the subjects were convinced that the 
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U.S. government had manufactured the AIDS virus to “kill and wipe out” Black people.549 In 

2005, another study of 500 Black Americans concluded that a “significant proportion of 

respondents” endorsed AIDS conspiracy theories, also believing that the United States 

government was “withholding a cure for AIDS.”550  

  

 
549 (Klonoff and Landrine, "Do Blacks Believe That HIV/AIDS Is a Government Conspiracy against Them?", Preventive 
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Chapter 5—Key Assessment and Takeaway 

 

5.1   Introduction to Chapter 

The primary purpose of this chapter is to extract pertinent findings from earlier sections 

concerning the AMWG. This section particularly focuses on the causal mechanisms that led to 

the group’s effectiveness and achievements or inefficiencies and shortcomings. The secondary 

objective of this chapter is to discuss lessons learned from the performance of the AMWG and 

discuss how they may be employed today. It aims to distinguish between lessons that could be 

applied today and the ones that should be avoided. Much has changed over 30 years since the 

dissolution of the working group. Therefore, this chapter attempts to incorporate significant 

changes, such as the evolution of culture and technology, into the portion that addresses the 

lessons learned. The goal is not to cast critical judgment on what the group did in the 1980s, 

but to reconcile what the group might look like if it were operational today. Through such a 

lens, we judge which of its elements would be successful and which would not. Altogether, the 

sections seek to answer the following question: What can the U.S. learn today from the 

experience of the AMWG? 

Before getting started, it is worth highlighting that the AMWG succeeded beyond 

expectation. One may compare the group’s progress to the flora that grows in busy city streets. 

In Washington, small plants often grow through gaps in the pavement, squeezing through 

minuscule cracks on the city’s sidewalks. When this happens, many conditions need to be in 

sync for the plant to survive and bloom, and they do so against the odds. Similarly, the AMWG 

benefited from a once-in-a-lifetime alignment of circumstances to become as effective and 

successful as they were. Some of these alignments came down to chance. For instance, with 

Dennis Kux at the helm, the group attracted experts who felt their work would make a 
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meaningful contribution to the war of ideology with the Soviet Union. Although the group 

benefited from Kux’s leadership during this time, what would have happened if the group had 

Thomas Thorne as its Chair instead of Kux? Thorne, who replaced Kux in 1984, was not 

interested in the interagency process or active measures, having given up his leadership role 

of the AMWG to Lucian Heichler.551 If Thorne had been Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

coordination in 1981, it is very unlikely that the group would have existed at all, or else, it may 

have operated in a more subdued capacity.  

Still, attributing the group’s success to luck is reductive of the talent and professional 

rigor of each of its members. Nevertheless, the role of chance in the performance of the group 

cannot be downplayed. In today’s environment, there is very little reason to imagine how a 

group with no authorities, no budget, and no full-time members, could be as influential as the 

AMWG. In the post 9/11 era of “enhanced” interagency cooperation, a week does not go by 

without reports that a government agency failed to communicate or coordinate appropriately 

with others. At the time of writing, the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) had just 

issued a report on the Department of State’s effort to repatriate American citizens during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. The report noted that State did not follow its policies and lacked 

guidance for certain aspects of the repatriation effort. The report also charged that, as of May 

2021, an interagency group created by the State to “coordinate plans to evacuate U.S. citizens 

abroad in emergencies” had not met since April 2019.552 It added that the lack of support for 

this group hindered “interagency communication early in the crisis.”553 This illustration 
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demonstrates the fate of U.S. government working groups in 2021, and this is just one 

example among many.   

In its apogee, the AMWG’s work was respected by journalists and acknowledged by 

Secretary-General Gorbachev. In this vein, the AMWG played a critical part in holding a mirror 

up to the Soviet Union to show how active measures were counterproductive to its goals. More 

so, it showed Moscow that spreading disinformation would be costlier – both economically and 

politically - every year going forward until it stopped. On the American front, the AMWG 

demonstrated that active measures were not merely a pesky nuisance. To its credit, the group 

showed how the outcomes of major international negotiations could be swayed. Further, it 

demonstrated how opposing active measures could be an effective tool of diplomatic statecraft 

and also be used to protect national security interests.  

 

5.2   Main Findings 

This section focuses on the AMWG’s contributions toward addressing Moscow’s hostile 

manipulation of global opinion during the AIDS disinformation campaign and the influence 

campaign to manipulate the international peace movement in the 1980s. In addition, this 

section extends beyond the immediate goals of the working group and evaluates the group’s 

actions against the broader framework of American foreign policy.  

While this thesis only examined the working group’s efforts in relation to the AIDS and 

peace movement campaigns, it is important to note that the group’s accomplishments exceed 

the frame of the observed cases. Nevertheless, they are worth looking into from the broader 

perspective of the group’s accomplishments. For example, the AMWG successfully 

established U.S. policy for countering Soviet active measures early on, thus contributing to its 
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highest performance between 1986 and 1987.554 The early establishment of policy kept the 

group on track to accomplish its goals and generated positive responses from senior personnel 

in the NSC and Congress. This, in turn, created favorable conditions for the group to continue 

performing at a high level during the campaigns addressed in this thesis. The group’s policies 

may also help establish a roadmap for future iterations of the working group.  

In addition to establishing counter-disinformation policy, the group changed how the 

United States and the Soviet Union viewed active measures. In the U.S., the group’s reports 

and briefings helped to convince the upper echelons of the national security apparatus as well 

as the legislative that active measures could inflict serious damage upon American interests. In 

a few cases, active measures could actually determine how a foreign political objective is 

achieved or not achieved. Moreover, the way the AMWG exposed the Soviet Union’s 

techniques changed the culture of the federal government. People who believed that active 

measures were irrelevant were now convinced that they should be included in the planning 

process.  

Within the national security community, the working group reignited the curiosity of 

officials and encouraged them to take a proactive stance against active measures. Under 

Director Casey, for example, the CIA began collecting and analyzing more intelligence on 

Soviet techniques. It was due to Casey that the CIA initiated the process of reorienting itself 

toward this threat in 1981. However, the working group’s need for information encouraged the 

CIA to do more to accommodate rising demands. In this context, the CIA fulfilled its manning 

“requirement” at the AMWG until the dissolution of the group in 1989, following which CIA 

personnel returned to the agency as disinformation experts. Similarly, the group’s readiness 
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encouraged the USIA to counter disinformation. To this end, they provided two bodies and 

remained heavily involved in countering disinformation even after the AMWG disbanded. As a 

result, USIA published the last two significant reports attributed to the AMWG in 1989 and 

1992.  

 

5.2.1   Political Cost 

The first major finding is the most significant because it changed the way people viewed 

the working group. In the case studies discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the working group 

enacted a high political cost upon the Soviet Union by exposing its connections to 

disinformation and malign influence activities worldwide. The working group systematically 

exposed these activities through its reports, which were disseminated to foreign audiences, 

and during its “roadshows” abroad. These public exposures exposed Moscow during a critical 

time when Gorbachev was trying to secure American cooperation in arms agreement 

negotiations. As a result, Moscow learned that active measures were working against its 

political objectives rather than augmenting its capacity. Thus, it stopped using disinformation 

operations to advance false narratives, at least in the case of the AIDS campaign.  

The United States also learned that it did not need to threaten Moscow militarily or 

economically to change its behavior. Instead, the working group managed to do that 

objectively, cheaply, and without dedicated authorities or resources. Furthermore, the AMWG 

demonstrated how a small working group could bring diplomatic pressure to bear against an 

opponent as prominent as the Soviet Union.  

Though it is impossible to measure the exact cost incurred without access to Soviet 

files, we can infer some of the results by relying upon public reactions after the working group 
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exposed the campaigns. For example, during the AIDS disinformation campaign, the working 

group published honest and non-polemic reports that exposed the Soviet Union’s connection 

to the campaign and discredited its false “scientific theories.” In the July 1987 Foreign Affairs 

Note, the working group accused the Soviet Union of misusing the public health concern to 

advance its own goals and generate anti-American sentiments abroad. It also accused 

Moscow of using the campaign to mask its own biological and chemical warfare programs, 

which had been the topic of multiple U.S. Department of State reports. Further, the group 

alleged that the Soviet Union was only interested in hurting U.S. defense arrangements with 

allies and creating pressure to remove U.S. bases from overseas locations. Thus, the primary 

and overarching focus was never concerned with the AIDS virus. Instead, the campaigns were 

a means to strike a blow against the United States without relying on violence. 

In the campaign to manipulate the peace movement, the working group exposed 

connections between Soviet intelligence and “peace organizations” such as the WPC. 

Exposing Soviet connections to the WPC diminished the credibility of the organization and its 

effectiveness as this made it harder to attract non-Communist groups. Additionally, knowing 

that Moscow curated everything the WPC did or said reduced its credibility among Western 

groups. Consequently, Moscow made efforts to avoid at every major peace conference, 

negative media attention that highlighted the hypocrisy of the WPC’s messaging. This 

messaging was generally anti-American, although never critical of the Soviet Union. The 

working group also exposed Soviet forgeries that supported this campaign during its 

roadshows in Europe, Africa, and Asia. These trips were significant as they gave the U.S. an 

ability to speak to people - foreign governments and foreign journalists – in person to explain 

how Moscow conducted active measures operations. 
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The AMWG’s methods were successful, as in October 1987, during a high-level official 

visit by the United States to Moscow, Gorbachev angrily complained about the group’s August 

1987 report. According to Secretary Shultz, Gorbachev seemed genuinely puzzled that the 

United States would publicly portray the Soviet Union in such a manner. Nevertheless, instead 

of backing down or apologizing, Shultz did object to Soviet efforts “to spread rumors that the 

United States had invented AIDS and was trying to spread it.”555 Gorbachev was stunned that 

the United States would use an approach that contradicted what the Soviet Union would do in 

the same place. Notably, Gorbachev thought that the U.S. had conducted an American version 

of active measures against the Soviet Union. After all, active measures were not merely 

intelligence activities; to the Soviets, they were an ordinary piece, albeit a guarded piece, of 

the foreign diplomacy apparatus. Therefore, to Gorbachev, it was odd that the United States 

would expose the Soviet Union. 

However, Gorbachev’s attitude had completely reversed a few months later, during the 

next high-level engagement between the U.S. and the USSR. On his trip to Washington DC, 

Gorbachev told Wick that the Soviet Union would stop conducting disinformation campaigns. 

He also agreed to set up regular meetings “for the purpose of improving communication, 

reducing conflict, and putting our information relations on a basis of truth, fact, and 

reciprocity.”556  

Up to this point in time, the change in Gorbachev’s behavior contradicts Soviet policy 

related to active measures. However, between October and December 1987, Gorbachev 

probably realized that Washington was not engaged in disinformation activities in the same 

way Moscow was. It is also likely that his perspective on the AIDS disinformation campaign 
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changed from appreciation to reluctance. It is equally possible that Soviet analysts interpreted 

the group's reports as a warning to stop, or else, face the consequences. Shultz’s refusal to 

apologize for the information contained in the reports seemed to have the effect of a line drawn 

in the sand. In other words, the U.S. was no longer willing to put up with Moscow’s antics. 

While not explicitly stated, it was possible that active measures could cost Moscow the nuclear 

arms agreement, or at least their chance of having a negotiating advantage.  

Gorbachev’s biggest priority was ratifying the INF Treaty between the United States and 

the Soviet Union. He believed that this agreement would help end the Cold War and ease 

economic woes in the country. He was very conscious that the arms race needed to end, not 

necessarily for altruistic reasons, but because the race was precipitating the economic 

collapse of the Soviet Union. The Kremlin comprehended that, in reality, Soviet citizens faced 

more imminent danger from starvation than from nuclear radiation, and their economy was 

“strained by high defense spending.”557 Perpetual involvement in a Cold War with the United 

States threatened the survival of the country.  

It is possible that Gorbachev and the Kremlin viewed the working group reports as a 

punitive form of public diplomacy or as a coercive tool of American statecraft, aimed at 

correcting Soviet misbehavior. The reports, coupled with the visit from Shultz to Moscow, 

presented a real and credible political threat to the Soviet Union. It signified that the U.S. was 

confident in its accusations and that combating disinformation was extremely crucial, such that 

the U.S. would not stop exposing it even when critical bilateral agreements were on the line. 

The working group had established a pattern for exposing Soviet active measures since 

October 1981 and did not appear to be stopping or even slowing the operations. Moreover, the 
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U.S. was becoming more proficient in exposing Soviet activity, as indicated by the evidence 

and the analysis found in the working group’s report to Congress.  

The working group’s methodology on this specific issue seems to have effectively used 

their time and resources and can be partially attributed to the change in Gorbachev’s attitude. 

The use of prominent scientists is considered a well-informed choice as it only required finding 

published works or media quotes that referenced genuine AIDS scientific research to discredit 

the Soviet campaign. Further, the academic and technical nature of the group's reports 

effectively targeted a specific audience composed of policymakers, analysts, academicians, 

scientists, and journalists. It is assumed that Soviet government personnel was expected to 

identify and scrutinize reports published in the United States that were concerned with Soviet 

matters. In the case of the working group’s August 1987 report, it probably caught the attention 

of the KGB or the Ministry of Foreign Affairs first, before being forwarded up the chain of 

command. 

However, not every aspect of the group’s methodology was well-thought-out. The report 

to Congress was deeply critical of the Soviet Union during a precarious period in U.S-USSR 

relations. When Secretary Shultz traveled to Moscow in October 1987, he was trying to secure 

Gorbachev’s cooperation with the INF treaty, hoping to settle on a date to travel to 

Washington. The plan was for Gorbachev to join President Reagan at an INF treaty summit, 

where they would hopefully sign the treaty. Instead, Shultz faced an indignant Gorbachev who 

wished to know why the United States published a report this critical of the Soviet Union.  

Shultz walked a diplomatic tightrope with Gorbachev. On the one hand, he sought 

Gorbachev’s consent to participate in a joint U.S.-USSR summit while simultaneously trying to 

counter Gorbachev’s attempts to add new language to the treaty. On the other hand, Shultz 
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was forced to defend a report he knew nothing about and learned its contents amidst the angry 

rants of Gorbachev. He defended the AMWG’s report as it represented an official U.S. 

government position. While Shultz did handle this situation with admirable tact, this could have 

ended much more tragically. Shultz’s memoirs show that he was bothered by Gorbachev’s 

strong reaction and his lack of care for setting a date for the summit.  

Though not much is known about the group’s publishing approval process, the fact that 

Shultz knew nothing of the report suggests that senior officials at State were not in the loop or 

failed to be informed of the group’s work. This was problematic because it was inconsistent 

with the need for presenting a unified American front during critical periods in bilateral 

relations, to Moscow. This case is particularly troublesome as it depicted Secretary Shultz 

extending an olive branch to Gorbachev while a separate office in his organization pummeled 

them in an uncoordinated diplomatic effort. Finally, after the bungling of the October meeting, 

Shultz dealt his blow after ordering the working group to stop publishing reports. 

 

5.2.2   Economic Cost 

The working group raised the economic cost of employing active measures in the same 

way for both campaigns by its continued effort to publicly expose Soviet techniques and their 

connection to disinformation and influence attempts. For example, in the AIDS campaign, the 

working group mentioned Soviet tactics in practically every report after July 1987, including its 

last report in June 1992.558 It also worked with Western media outlets and foreign news 

organizations to prevent this information from spreading, protest and correct the record, and 

 
558 The working group’s last report, titled “Soviet Active Measures in the ‘Post-Cold War’ Era 1988-1991,” was ostensibly 
written by the group’s remaining member, Todd Leventhal, under the auspices of the U.S. Information Agency. The report 
describes last ditch efforts by the Soviets to spread disinformation, including about AIDS, as the Union broke apart. See, 
Soviet Active Measures in the ‘Post-Cold War’ Era 1988-1991, (June 1992), 41. 
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publish legitimate information about AIDS and the campaign. In the peace movement 

campaign, the working group’s reports and “roadshows” exposed how the WPC meddled with 

the international peace movement and how it was manipulated to advance Soviet objectives.  

Without access to Soviet files, it is not possible to evaluate the exact impact of the 

group’s actions. However, by considering the changes in active measures over time, one can 

estimate certain economic costs associated with the working group’s responses.  

For instance, the Soviets increased the size and scope of the AIDS disinformation 

campaign between 1985 and 1987. As mentioned in Chapter 4, the stories only appeared in 13 

countries in 1985, and by the end of 1986, the stories had spread to 49 countries. However, 

over the six months between January and July 1987, the stories had appeared in 55 

countries.559 Even though the working group did not publish its first AIDS report until July 1987, 

the group had been working with the press and foreign U.S. diplomatic posts to identify and 

refute this Soviet campaign since as early as November 1985.560 For this reason, as the 

working group moved to expose the campaign, the Soviets also made efforts to stay ahead of 

the negative coverage by increasing the volume of stories it planted in the foreign press. 

It can be assessed that the working group’s tasks with foreign editors-in-chief negatively 

affected Moscow’s position as it launched a new effort to push back against the U.S. 

government’s attempts to “set the record straight.”561 On this, Soviet media wrote critical 

articles about foreign newspapers that had decided to retract articles they had published 

containing AIDS disinformation.  

 
559 U.S. Department of State, Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, 46. 
560 See U.S. Ambassador Hartman’s letters to Soviet media editors-in-chief described in Chapter 4. 
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 Moreover, increasing the size of a campaign was not cheap and required many moving 

parts. To put this into perspective, note that when the KGB set up the Patriot newspaper in 

New Delhi in 1962, it presumably had to provide funding to purchase or rent a brick-and-mortar 

establishment, pay the staff, purchase printing equipment, and cover operating costs. This was 

not the only newspaper in India that Moscow controlled; it controlled more, like the Blitz.562 In 

instances where Moscow did not own the media service outright, KGB officers spotted and 

assessed newspaper employees with good placement and access in their organizations, and 

then used them to plant fake stories in the press. While it may not be as expensive as setting 

up a new organization, facilitators did require payment to continue working for Moscow. 

Indeed, payments could take different shapes - money, gifts, and favors. However, people 

required incentives to place themselves at risk.  

Though we do not know what Moscow’s entire active measures budget was, records 

provide a semblance of the finances involved in propaganda and disinformation operations. 

For instance, a record shows that the KGB spent its allotted annual budget for active measures 

in India in 1985, being roughly 320,000 rubles ($266,544).563 A congressional hearing also 

revealed that Moscow spent between $3.5 billion and $4 billion on active measures in 1985.564 

Moreover, the way active measures were carried out appeared to be expensive as they 

required constant involvement by KGB officers, who needed to be present to relay 

disinformation directly to facilitators. According to Romerstein, Moscow had a penchant for not 

leaving things to chance. Thus, they would rely on KGB officers stationed at different Soviet 

embassies to carry out this task in person.565 In the case of the 8th Non-Aligned Movement 
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565 U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee, Soviet Active Measures, 81. 
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Summit in Harare (September 1986), as referenced in Chapter 4, the KGB and the East-

German intelligence services sent roughly 24 officers to Zimbabwe to support the 

disinformation effort.566  

In determining the amount of money budgeted to support active measures in India in 

1985 along with the spread of the AIDS media campaign between 1985 and 1987, it cost the 

Soviets roughly 3.8 million rubles to conduct active measures in 12 countries in 1985, 15.4 

million rubles for 48 countries in 1986, and 17.3 million rubles for 54 countries in 1987.567 This 

marked an approximate rise of 355.3 percent between the AIDS campaign that began in 

October 1985 and August 1987, when it started to taper away. Of course, this number does 

not directly speak to the AIDS disinformation campaign. Instead, it is a rough approximation of 

what it cost to conduct active measures in the countries chosen to proliferate the campaign 

between 1985 and 1987. While these numbers may not be exact, the rise in countries during 

this period signifies an increase in financial expenses for Moscow.  

In Moscow’s “peace campaign”, multiple exposures of the WPC as a Soviet proxy may 

have led it to become less effective and push prospective members away. As the status of the 

WPC began to wane in the 1980s, Moscow created new organizations and sub fronts under 

the WPC to continue the campaign. This was an expensive process as Moscow needed to 

fund the activities of new fronts, which included travel, salaries, recruitment drives, and 

planning conferences. Using the framework from before, the working group’s response to the 

global “peace campaign” may have contributed to the increase of the financial cost associated 

with the active measures program.  

 
566 Boghardt wrote that the summit was attended by four HVA and 20 KGB officers, “who were busily distributing Segal’s paper 
to the press and delegates.” See, Boghardt, "Operation INFEKTION”, 9. 
567 These numbers only account for the number of countries other than the Soviet Union that printed AIDS disinformation.  
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As mentioned in earlier chapters, the CIA believed that the Soviet Union spent roughly 

around $3 billion a year on active measures in 1980.568 However, this number grew to 

approximately $4 billion a year by 1985.569 As noted by Schoen and Lamb, some “insiders” in 

the U.S. government thought that Moscow spent “three to five times that much” by 1989.570 

This was a significant increase of about 566 percent in nine years. Given the AMWG’s success 

in other areas, it seems reasonable to give it some credit for increasing the cost of active 

measures.  

In both of the studied campaigns, Moscow could not risk underproducing the actions 

that made them successful. As it was, the working group was becoming increasingly adept at 

exposing Soviet operations year after year. Therefore, at some point, the U.S. would outpace 

Moscow’s capacity to plant fake stories or manipulate social movements. Simply put, Moscow 

would start seeing a negative return on its investment into active measures. 

  

5.2.3   Public Health Cost 

 The working group observed the public health concern that the Soviet Union faced from 

the AIDS pandemic after the U.S. government threatened to withhold AIDS research 

information and end scientific collaboration between the countries. The AMWG worked within 

the interagency to educate medical and scientific community members on the ongoing 

disinformation challenges. At the same time, the Department of Health and Human Services 

actively collaborated with the State and USIA to aggressively counter AIDS misinformation by 

 
568 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee, Soviet Covert Action (the Forgery Offensive), 60. 
569 U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee, Soviet Active Measures, 25.  
570 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 105. 
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“making available to media and foreign government representatives as much factual 

information on the Soviet campaign and on AIDS as possible.”571  

 It was important for the diplomatic and scientific communities to be on the same page 

regarding Moscow’s campaign, so as to present a unified front while exposing disinformation 

and disseminating accurate AIDS information to the general public. As of late 1986, the U.S. 

attended bilateral meetings with Soviet scientists on the issue of AIDS, which were intended to 

break barriers between the countries and stem the flow of incorrect AIDS information. 

However, this changed in April 1987, after the U.S. Surgeon General warned Soviet scientists 

that the U.S. would stop providing research material and engaging in scientific exchanges if 

the Soviet Union did not halt the disinformation campaign.  

After this exchange, there was a noticeable decline in AIDS disinformation stories in the 

press. Moscow was facing problems with the AIDS pandemic within the Soviet Union, thus, 

Soviet scientists such as Zhdanov may have relayed the warnings to the CPSU after returning 

from the trip. Zhdanov was well-regarded by the CPSU and was considered the top AIDS 

scientist in the Soviet Union. It is possible that he used his reputation to put pressure on 

Moscow to abandon the disinformation campaign.  

 The AMWG’s contributions to the understanding of the disinformation campaign and its 

collaboration with the interagency led the HHS and the Surgeon General to make informed 

decisions regarding AIDS messaging outside U.S. government circles. Moreover, while the 

working group exposed the disinformation campaign, the scientific community threatened to 

block the Soviets from accessing any future research. This dual approach made effective use 

of the interagency process and U.S. government resources because it used existing efforts to 

 
571 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 9.  
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convey the message that the U.S. would not tolerate any further attempts by Moscow to 

spread AIDS disinformation.  

As observed from the outcome of Gorbachev’s exchange with Wick in December 1987, 

this technique was partly responsible for encouraging Moscow to stop the campaign. However, 

the outcome also demonstrates that this hybrid approach, which used non-traditional partners, 

was successful in countering the campaign. It also showed that it was not necessary to keep 

the function of countering active measures solely within intelligence channels.  

 

5.3   Reducing Moscow’s Effectiveness and Measuring Success 

The findings highlighted above show the impact of the working group’s actions from the 

point of view of national strategy. However, the working group also had operational objectives 

that impacted the active measures apparatus and rendered Moscow’s campaigns ineffective. 

The sections below describe how the group’s initiatives fared against Soviet techniques and 

ascertain whether they denoted an effective use of their time and resources, and were 

successful in rendering the campaigns less effective. 

In the AIDS disinformation campaign, the AMWG made the campaign less effective by 

(1) identifying and tracking the disinformation campaign as it spread; (2) providing factual 

information to the media and the public; (3) discrediting the science underlying the Soviet 

campaign; (4) demystifying U.S. government institutions; and (5) tracking the Soviet response 

to the AIDS pandemic in the Soviet Union.  

In the Soviet campaign to manipulate the peace movement, the working group made 

the campaign less effective by (1) identifying trends and anticipating active measures; (2) 
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compiling facts about front groups and tracking their activities; and (3) identifying illegitimate 

connections between the Soviet Union and the peace process. 

   

5.4   AIDS Disinformation Campaign 

 

5.4.1   Identifying and Tracking the Campaign 

 One of the primary ways in which the working group combated the AIDS campaign was 

by identifying and tracking the AIDS story as it surfaced and spread from one country to 

another. The working group relied on a vast network of support provided by U.S. diplomatic 

missions and USIA offices abroad to identify and collect AIDS-related disinformation in the 

media. Concerning this last point, Romerstein mentioned that USIA HQ would receive reports 

nearly every day from around the world containing disinformation published in local 

newspapers.572 The working group also benefited from maintaining close contact with 

members of the Western press; U.S. journalists whom they would sensitize to Soviet active 

measures and request to be notified in case they come across stories that appeared to carry 

disinformation.  

Collecting reports may have been the most crucial aspect of countering the AIDS 

disinformation campaign. Without data, the working group would not have been able to track 

how it was spreading or pinpoint the regions experiencing the largest concentration of 

disinformation stories. Collecting data helped the group identify themes and trends, which were 

then used to improve U.S. responses. For example, after the working group noticed that 

Moscow relied on the Indian press to surface bogus stories, they started paying more attention 

 
572 Romerstein, "The Interagency Active Measures Working Group,” 164. 
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to the media and collaborated with the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi to stop false information 

from being published in the first place. As a result, the U.S. Embassy public affairs office 

developed a good working relationship with some of India’s most prominent newspapers, such 

as The Hindustan Times and The Times of India. 

  

5.4.2   Providing Factual Information to the Media and Foreign Governments 

Developing relationships with newspaper editors and the host-nation government 

signified a highly effective use of resources. Apart from the fact that Moscow’s stories stopped 

circulating, media groups took the proactive stance to publish analytical pieces that adopted a 

critical approach to Soviet actions. U.S. diplomatic posts and USIA offices were key 

intermediaries between the working group in Washington and its foreign audience. The 

diplomatic posts acted as a force multiplier which carried the working group’s message to 

media organizations and foreign governments within reach. They shared the group's reports, 

evidence of disinformation, and factual scientific data, issued protests, and requested 

corrections.  

The Hartman letters described in Chapter 4 are a great example of collaboration 

between the working group and the field. In this instance, the U.S. Embassy in Moscow had 

been briefed to the needs of the working group, keeping a close vigil on Soviet media. Though 

it is unclear who spotted the October 1985 article in Literaturnaya Gazeta, it is evident that the 

embassy took swift action to protest the false information and demand a correction. Moreover, 

the letter to the editor-in-chief of the Gazeta was sent by the U.S. ambassador himself, thus 

representing the severity of the situation and boldly relaying that the U.S. government would 

not tolerate such behavior.  
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Meanwhile, the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi employed the same approach, which 

elicited comparatively successful results than their colleagues in Moscow. For example, in 

November 1986, The Times of India published information provided by the U.S. Embassy in an 

article titled AIDS – a Soviet propaganda tool: news and analysis. The article offered an in-

depth assessment of the origin of the disinformation campaign. In addition, it singled out the 

Patriot’s connection to the Soviet Union and explained how it helped to initiate the 

disinformation campaign.573 This last example exemplifies the effective use of Department of 

State resources to counter the campaign and accomplish the larger objective of terminating 

Moscow’s reliance on active measures. 

In the United States, the AMWG collaborated with journalists to ensure that Soviet 

propaganda and disinformation would not reach prominent newspapers. Moscow’s goal 

included successfully planting a forgery, propaganda, or disinformation within a widely read 

and prominent Western newspaper. Campaigns would begin with small and inconsequential 

newspapers in the developing world, following which the Soviet media would pick up the 

articles and add their spin on them to make them more believable, hoping that the Western 

press would choose to cover the story. Although records fail to indicate which news agencies 

the working group contacted, one can infer their identities by the fact that their articles contain 

language that closely mirrors the group's reports. This included the DC-based political news 

magazine Human Events, The Washington Post, The New York Times, and The Wall Street 

Journal. 

The group’s effort appears to have successfully reversed the course of the AIDS 

disinformation campaign in some hard-hit areas such as India. However, the AMWG constantly 

 
573 (Bharat Bhushan, "AIDS - a Soviet propaganda tool: News Analysis", The Times of India, (1986), 1.) 
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seemed to be on the defensive, reacting to new allegations instead of proactively collaborating 

with the media to get in front of the Soviets. This was likely due to the group’s small size and 

limited capacity, and not a judgment of their effort, which we have proven to have far exceeded 

their original mandate. Nevertheless, the U.S. could have resolved this by emphasizing 

evaluating trends and forecasting where disinformation would surface. It could also have 

depended on U.S. posts’ relationships with local news organizations and the host government 

to disseminate early warning indicators of imminent disinformation campaigns.  

It is also abundantly clear that the working group’s reports did not match Moscow’s 

ability to reach the public effectively. There were significant discrepancies between Moscow’s 

techniques and the way the working group responded to them. While Moscow relied on deeply 

emotional and politicized communication strategies, the AMWG responded with technical and 

evidence-heavy academic studies. However, only one of these seemed likely to make the 

evening news. For this reason, disinformation may have remained unchecked among the 

public, and conspiracy theories regarding the U.S. involvement in the creation of AIDS persist 

even today.  

Moreover, while there is no clear evidence to indicate whether the public received the 

reports well, there is evidence indicating that sometimes, not even the U.S. government read 

the working group’s reports. For example, in November 1987, The New York Times printed 

that no one in the government had bothered to read the AMWG report that angered 

Gorbachev, including the Secretary of State, Shultz. The article added that before Gorbachev’s 

outburst, the AMWG’s report “seemed headed for the oblivion that describes the fate of most 

government reports.”574  

 
574 Shipler, "Little Report, With Right Spin, Makes Big Splash", A32. 
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The New York Times article does not definitively declare that this had been the case for 

all the working group’s reports. However, it does underscore a more significant issue: despite 

its media connections, the working group did not secure a large readership. Unfortunately, 

there is no polling data available that helps to evaluate if the public read the reports, or 

whether these reports helped educate public opinion (if they were read in the first place). 

Instead, it seems more likely that the public received a distilled version of the working group’s 

reports from the news. Nevertheless, news reports provided a high level and broad 

understanding of the U.S. government's arguments. Often, news articles pointed to the working 

group’s reports to substantiate claims but failed to provide anything significant in the context of 

evidence or analysis. Nevertheless, even if the working group successfully delivered its reports 

to every household, it is uncertain whether they would be effective in reversing public opinion 

manipulated by Soviet messaging.  

From the perspective of propaganda theory, Soviet disinformation practices relied on 

rhetorical devices and cognitive heuristics to obviate the need to offer evidence to corroborate 

claims or accusations. This practice allowed Moscow to make broad arguments and pass them 

along as facts without prompting its audience to analyze them further. For example, as 

explained in Chapter 4, Moscow used name-calling terms like racist, militaristic, and imperialist 

to define the conduct of the U.S. government. Labeling techniques such as this one take 

advantage of expressions whose meanings are widely known and accepted to circumvent 

providing evidence or an in-depth examination of the facts.575  

 
575 (Elspeth Tilley, "Responding to Terrorism Using Ethical Means: The Propaganda index", Communication Research 
Reports, (2005), 22 (1): 70.) 
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Further, the AIDS disinformation campaign relied on “affect heuristics”576 or the 

consequences of emotional decision-making to sway public opinion. As mentioned, Moscow’s 

stories used emotionally charged narratives to impact the readers’ attitudes and behavior 

based on their understanding of right and wrong. This technique activates the intuitive and 

reactive elements of decision-making, leading to an emotional decision rather than a logical 

response. For example, news stories that alleged that the AIDS virus was an ethnic weapon 

designed to target members of a specific race relied on emotion to convince certain audiences 

that they were under attack by the United States. These stories were predominately effective in 

Africa.  

Lastly, Moscow’s campaign relied on “fluency heuristics”, a process that assigns greater 

credibility to information that is repeated most often. To this end, the working group provided 

comprehensive data on how Moscow relied on the media services of other countries to publish 

its assertions and overexpose its audience to disinformation. Under fluent processing logic, if 

two messages exist, “but one is recognized faster,” one can surmise that the latter would hold 

more significant weight in the audience's minds.577  

The AMWG disseminated information using an approach that required a systematic 

processing model. In other words, the working group reports demanded an audience that was 

invested in the topic and willing to approach the information with an open mind; one that would 

use critical reasoning to conclude that the Soviets used deceitful techniques to manipulate 

global opinion against the United States. Neither is everyone inclined to do this nor do they 

have the time to read long reports. Instead, the AMWG’s primary audience was most likely to 

 
576 For more information on the “affect heuristic” see Finucane et al., “The Affect Heuristic,” European Journal of Operational 
Research, (2007), 177, No. 3. 
577 (Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier, "Heuristic Decision Making", Annual Review of Psychology, (2010), 462.) 
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have consisted of industry specialists who were professionally predisposed to seeking out and 

evaluating information, such as government officials, scientists, and journalists.  

Thus, it can be inferred that the people who needed the least amount of convincing 

were the ones reading the group’s report; and yet, the people who needed convincing were not 

seeing it.  

 

5.4.3   Discrediting the Science Underlying the AIDS Campaign 

 Developing professional relations with U.S. scientists also helped reduce the 

campaign’s efficacy. The working group collaborated with prominent U.S. scientists who 

worked on the cutting edge of AIDS research to gather needed information for the group's 

public reports and send legitimate AIDS information to U.S. embassies abroad. For example, 

the July 1987 Foreign Affairs Note contains information provided by Dr. Matthew Allen Gonda, 

who conducted AIDS research at the Frederick Cancer Research Facility. Moreover, the group 

relied on prominent international health organizations and the work of respected Soviet 

scientists whose research was consistent with internationally accepted theories about AIDS. 

These sources were instrumental in discrediting Segal’s theories, which the Soviets used as 

their central argument.  

 This technique used scientific data to refute every aspect of Segal’s theory. By 

dismantling Segal’s theories, the working group weakened the very foundation of the 

disinformation story and all subsequent accusations that tried to associate AIDS with the U.S. 

government. Any newspaper that continued to carry the Soviet version of the “AIDS origin” 

story would only embarrass itself if it contradicted the international scientific community’s firmly 

established opinion. Furthermore, the use of Dr. Zhdanov’s statements in the group’s reports 
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added credibility to the message it was trying to convey. This is because it would be irrational 

for Moscow to continue issuing baseless accusations when its leading AIDS scientist publicly 

declared that AIDS was not an artificial virus.  

 In this example, it is clear that the AMWG appropriately countered Soviet techniques. 

The Soviets used “transfer positive” heuristic techniques to increase the influence of the 

AIDS disinformation messaging. For instance, Moscow heavily relied on the work of a 

“prominent” scientist, Jakob Segal, to transfer his “expert theories” and reputation to the 

campaign's central message. This technique would lead most who read the articles to 

conclude that the information was correct as it was a scientist supporting the claim. However, 

the AMWG effectively countered this practice by relying on a more significant number of 

scientists and institutions that were more prominent, trusted, and credible than Segal was. 

  

5.4.4   Demystifying Fort Detrick 

 The Soviet campaign took advantage of the lore built around Fort Detrick. For a long 

time, the Army installation was core to various rumors and conspiracy theories about the 

secretive work that was taking place therein. In a sense, the AMWG helped to lift the veil of 

secrecy at Fort Detrick by writing about it in its July 1987 Foreign Affairs Note. This made the 

facility more relatable to the public, especially as it turned out that the areas that Moscow 

claimed were used to create the AIDS virus were instead used to study cancer. The working 

group also provided evidence that AIDS research was carried out at Fort Detrick, but not for 

the reasons cited by Moscow. Instead, civilian and military researchers were working to find a 

cure for AIDS.  



 180 

The working group’s reports make compelling arguments about Fort Detrick’s current 

use in the legal limitations that bind the facilities to conduct only certain types of research. 

Moreover, given the freedom of the press in the West, it is easy to surmise that elements of the 

press would have unabashedly exposed any illegal activity unfolding at Fort Detrick– especially 

if it violated a major international convention, as the Soviets charged.  

The working group's information about Fort Detrick should have had a dulling effect on 

the disinformation campaign. However, aside from the group’s reports, not much else is known 

on the way the group delivered this information to the public. This makes it difficult to judge 

whether this was an effective use of the group's time or successful in countering the 

disinformation campaign. 

 

5.4.5   Tracking Moscow’s Response to AIDS in the Soviet Union 

As explained in Chapter 4, the working group cataloged Moscow’s response to the 

AIDS epidemic within the Soviet Union and published it in the July and August 1987 reports. 

There is a probability that the idea behind this was - that by demonstrating how Moscow was 

reacting to the AIDS virus within the Soviet Union, it could demonstrate how this contradicted 

many of the central arguments in the AIDS campaign. For example, a popular Soviet theme 

was that the U.S. engineered AIDS as an ethnic weapon to kill people of African descent. 

However, the actual AIDS virus did not discriminate based on color and targeted Soviet 

citizens with the same virulence.  

Another important juxtaposition that the working group highlighted was within the public 

declarations by Soviet scientists who claimed there was no real danger of AIDS spreading 

within the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, the Kremlin mounted a substantial public health 
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campaign to combat the spread of the disease in the USSR.578 The contradiction between 

what Moscow said and how it responded to the actual crisis was detailedly recorded in the 

working group’s reports, which would have been apparent to anyone who read them. Western 

government officials may have appreciated knowing the internal issues Moscow dealt with 

(related to AIDS), as it helped confirm that the USSR did not believe its allegations. Indeed, 

Moscow was alarmed over the situation and worried over the public opinion of its citizens. 

 

5.5   World Peace Council and the International Peace Movement  

 

5.5.1   Identifying Trends and Anticipating Active Measures 

 The AMWG considered developing trends a high priority and thus encouraged efforts to 

do so early on. Beginning in the fall and winter of 1981, a working group member noticed an 

increase in the number of reports about Soviet officials being expelled from countries.579 The 

group realized that analyzing these reports could reveal trends of what the Soviet Union could 

have been strategizing, and demonstrate that the Soviets were not as innocent as they liked to 

portray themselves as. The analysis concluded that officials at some Soviet embassies 

conducted subversive activities to manipulate the international peace process. Moreover, they 

did this by recruiting agents of influence in local governments, planting disinformation in the 

local press, and directing the actions of grassroots peace groups through subterfuges, like the 

WPC and its affiliates.  

 The group also recorded trends on WPC-related activities, such as conferences, and 

the outcome of the same. The group’s memoranda show at least one instance where the 

 
578 U.S. Department of State, The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, 8. 
579 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 39. 
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group compiled a calendar of events for the WPC, which supported internal discussions 

concerning planning efforts. More specifically, the group opined that it was more important to 

capture who attended the WPC’s events, what was discussed, along with the outcome of the 

conferences, to develop a clear picture of Moscow's themes in this campaign and strategize 

more effective ways to counter them. However, while it was proficient at developing trends, it is 

not clear if the group could routinely anticipate active measures operations. However, the 

reports make it apparent that any WPC-related event inevitably corresponded with Moscow’s 

active measures apparatus.  

 Note that this does not mean that the group never anticipated Soviet operations. On the 

contrary, the group led a successful effort leading to the 12th Youth Festival in Moscow (August 

1985). In preparation for this event, the AMWG drafted a comprehensive Foreign Affairs Note 

highlighting international front organizations that were going to participate and Moscow’s 

strategic plans for this event.580 It then disseminated the report to various U.S. embassies in 

Europe, distributing copies of the report to organizations planning to attend the festival. In 

addition, the U.S. Information Service distributed thousands of copies of the report in German 

and English to select groups, including “German youth organizations, union officials, state 

governments, the media, and academic institutions.”581 The AMWG received positive feedback 

from a German youth organization after the festival, thanking them for “expanding their 

knowledge” on the work of Soviet fronts.582 

 
580 See, U.S. Department of State, Soviet Active Measures: The 12th World Youth Festival in Moscow. 
581 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 54,  
582 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 54. Referencing a cable sent from the U.S. 
Information Service in Germany to the State Department on September 1985. 
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5.5.2   Compiling Facts on Front Groups and Tracking Activities 

 Compiling facts on Soviet front groups was a task that the working group excelled at, 

demonstrating its prowess by its writings on the subject. In particular, the working group 

devoted multiple volumes to the WPC and clearly explicated its position among other tools for 

pursuing Soviet strategy. In addition, the AMWG collaborated with the intelligence community 

and diplomatic posts abroad to collect aggregate information that supported this goal. 

Moreover, AMWG members attended some WPC conferences to gather information in person; 

however, it is unclear how often they could do that. This, in turn, helped to maintain records of 

current techniques and expose new ones. The AMWG successfully contributed to expanding 

the body of knowledge on Soviet fronts in the U.S. government. 

 Although the AMWG did an excellent job cataloging the WPC, it is not immediately 

apparent that this was an effective use of their time and resources. If the group believed that 

aggregating vast amounts of information would sway public opinion, its efforts were misplaced. 

However, if the objective was to add to the U.S. body of knowledge about Soviet front groups, 

it succeeded in doing so. In 1982, for example, President Reagan told veteran groups that 

foreign elements sought to manipulate the American peace movement.583 When journalists 

pressed the White House on Reagan’s comments, it pointed to the working group's reports on 

Soviet front activity as proof that his claims were accurate. In this instance, the group 

supported the Administration’s policies.  

 One concerning trend about the group’s coverage of WPC activities was that most of its 

findings pertained to activities outside the United States. Yet, the WPC was heavily involved 

with its American affiliate, the U.S. Peace Council. For example, WPC members were involved 

 
583 New York Times, "President Says Foes Of U.S. Have Duped Arms Freeze Group", A22. 
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in planning the June 1982 nuclear arms protest in New York City. However, the AMWG waited 

until August 1986 to directly accuse the Soviet Union of interfering in the American peace 

movement. This issue assumes significance as the Reagan administration and the Republican 

Party seemed to be alone in their stance about Soviet manipulation of the American peace 

movement, which then caused divisions in Congress and resentment toward the 

administration’s priorities. Some Democrats believed that Soviet involvement in American 

public opinion and the decision-making process of the U.S. government was greatly 

exaggerated. However, Democrat policymakers knowingly or unknowingly participated in 

events planned by the WPC, thus playing right into the Soviet playbook.  

 It is unclear why the working group waited until 1986 to expose Soviet front group 

activity in the United States. A likely reason was that the FBI, responsible for investigating 

foreign intelligence activities in the United States, had stricter information-sharing requirements 

and could not release information from investigations to the working group. Nevertheless, the 

AMWG could have countered the campaign more effectively if it had provided evidence of 

Soviet involvement in the U.S. peace movement to policymakers early in Reagan’s first term.  

Furthermore, as mentioned above, the group’s long reports were an ineffective method 

for relaying information to the public, although it certainly was successful in eliciting the 

attention of the Soviet government. The winning factor of WPC’s techniques was that it 

connected with people at an interpersonal level across dozens of different countries. 

Nevertheless, the working group hoped to have the same effect from an office in Washington. 

The group’s efforts would have been better served if it had shared its findings directly with 

audiences that Moscow was targeting. For instance, the USIS office sharing a German-

language version of the 12th Youth Festival report is an excellent example of the U.S. 
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government matching a Soviet technique, albeit in a small capacity. However, it is not known if 

any other reports were translated into different languages and distributed to other regions of 

the world.  

 

5.5.3   Identifying Soviet Connections and Exposing Biases 

Aside from adding knowledge to government archives, the AMWG compiled facts about 

the WPC to outline distinct relations that connect its efforts to the Communist Party of the 

Soviet Union. It successfully connected the source of the WPC’s funding to the Soviet 

government and highlighted the backgrounds of senior WPC officials who were associated 

with the CPSU. This was important to demonstrate that the WPC was not the “independent” 

movement that it claimed to be.  

On this last point, the working group paid close attention to the proceedings of 

conferences in search of evidence that discussions leaned heavily toward a pro-Soviet 

outcome. AMWG reports carried instances where members of legitimate peace organizations 

were irritated, complaining that the WPC’s conferences felt biased. For example, some 

attendees believed that the U.S. and the Soviet Union shared equal responsibility for the 

nuclear arms race. However, the WPC did not allow such discord to appear in the conferences’ 

records or final papers.  

 

5.6   Application of Lessons Today 

The working group in its 1980s form would not operate effectively or be successful in 

today’s environment. Therefore, it is best to avoid trying to replicate the blueprint for the 

AMWG in its entirety. Even in the 1980s, the AMWG was unusually effective in terms of its 
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activities in contrast to other working groups of that era, such as USIA’s Project Truth. The 

group benefited from an alignment of all the necessary conditions that guaranteed 

accomplishments beyond modest success. Primarily, senior-level support was integral in 

directing the working group toward success, though it did not necessarily guarantee any 

achievements. Moreover, without the Reagan administration’s aggressive policies and support 

from the National Security Council, the working group would not have enjoyed the freedom to 

operate as proactively as it did.  

Yet, certain group successes were matters of concern to some U.S. officials. For 

example, after the working group learned that its reports had angered Gorbachev, they 

congratulated each other and revealed that their work had been meaningful. However, 

Secretary Shultz viewed the group’s work as potentially catastrophic after it threatened to 

impact the INF Treaty negotiations. In today’s environment, the working group would be 

viewed as a disparate element of the U.S. government and would be disallowed from operating 

in such a manner. The Shultz example highlights that, even during the Reagan administration, 

the group had issues integrating into the greater framework of national security effort, which 

would be unacceptable in today’s vastly more complex environment. It is possible that if the 

AMWG were operational today, it would have been assigned the task of studying active 

measures, evaluating likely responses, and writing policy recommendation papers. 

Nevertheless, the group’s oversized impact does mandate further exploration into the methods 

and procedures that can be applied today and those that should be avoided. 
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5.6.1   Lessons to Avoid 

From the author’s perspective, the primary limiting factors that restricted the group’s 

performance and should be avoided are as follows: (1) the lack of authority, budget, and 

resources; (2) team composition and frequency of collaboration; and (3) shortsighted 

methodology.   

In the context of the first point, the group’s lack of authority constrained its ability to 

carry out its mandate as it could not officially task external agencies. Nevertheless, the concept 

of a working group inherently implies that it will not have authorities, and if it does, they are 

marginal. For this reason alone, the working group would be utterly unsuccessful in carrying 

out proactive counter disinformation operations today. In the past, the group was forced to rely 

on each of its members' personal connections and a fair amount of social engineering to carry 

out its tasks. Though such connections may help today, the group should not have to rely 

solely on the relationships of its members to perform its duties. Personal connections should 

enhance its mission but should not be counted upon to carry the team toward its goals. 

Therefore, to be effective today, the group needs to employ a form different from that of an 

interagency working group. Perhaps something akin to the National Counterterrorism Center 

(NCTC) or the National Counterintelligence and Security Center (NCSC) under the Office of 

the Director of National Intelligence would prove to be ideal. 

Without authorities, the group would lack a budget and appropriate resources. As Bailey 

demonstrated, she could circumvent not having a budget by working with other offices at the 

State Department and receiving a limited amount of funding from each to print the group’s 

reports. However, the group cannot rely on other offices’ budgets to accomplish today’s tasks. 
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This would leave the group without access to office space and computer equipment, for 

starters. In addition, in today’s vastly complex security environment, the working group would, 

at the very least, require access to unclassified and classified networks to conduct research, 

as well as supporting software to conduct analysis. It may even need to contract some of its 

requirements, such as an open-source intelligence analysis that relies on machine learning 

and artificial intelligence, if the host agency is unable to provide these functions. 

Lastly, without dedicated authorities, the working group would not survive changes in 

presidential administrations or alterations in policy. It would receive more attention for some 

years, while the group would be pushed aside and forgotten in other years. For reference, 

NCTC and NCSC have survived four presidential administrations because they were 

adequately established by a presidential decision directive or codified by Acts of Congress.  

The team also struggled with its composition, mainly of part-time members. For this 

effort to succeed today, a cadre of government employees would need to supervise the 

programs full-time on detail or joint duty assignments. Also, government contractors or private 

industry contracts would be required to support the rigors of intelligence analysis. Moreover, as 

noted earlier, the group’s methodology was not always on par with the Soviets. To rectify this, 

the group would also need to include a combination of marketing and social media specialists, 

psychologists, sociologists, and linguists. 

Further, the AMWG’s homogeneity would not meet today’s standards. Though the 

group needs to have subject matter experts, it is not necessary that every member be an 

authority on active measures. Senior personnel and experts provide value by offering historical 

background, managing the bureaucratic process, and leveraging interpersonal relationships 

across a community. However, entry-level and mid-level personnel can provide new ideas and 
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identify new trends. Additionally, involving entry-level personnel provides them the necessary 

experience to replace retiring members and continue operations well into the future. This also 

stimulates interest in the subject, which will continue as individuals transition to other 

government organizations or the private sector. 

Lastly, in the context of the group’s methods and procedures, significant issues should 

be avoided today. For instance, the reporting frequency does not meet today’s fast-paced 

technological environment and cannot compete with autonomous cyber operations. In this 

regard, state-sponsored cyber operations take advantage of developments in technology to 

automate many of its processes. For example, in January 2018, Twitter announced that almost 

4,000 botnet accounts were associated with Russia’s Internet Research Agency and that in the 

10-weeks leading to the 2016 presidential election, the accounts had posted almost 176,000 

tweets.584 Of these, “approximately 8.4%....were election-related.”585 Twitter also announced 

that it had notified approximately 1.4 million people they believed had been in contact with one 

of the identified IRA accounts.586 At such a rate, it is clear that the working group would be out 

of its depth very quickly and would not mount an appropriate response.  

The frequency of contact with allied governments is also insufficient for today’s fast-

moving environment. Conversations to synchronize and deconflict activities need to occur on a 

routine basis so that foreign partners have a chance to present a unified front. The counter-

disinformation process of today benefits from a multi-pronged approach that uses the inherent 

capacity of America’s allies. For instance, the Five Eyes (FVEY) and NATO alliances could 

 
584 (Eli Rosenberg, "Twitter to tell 677,000 users they were had by the Russians. Some signs show the problem continues", 
Washington Post, (2018)) 
585 (Twitter Public Policy, “Update on Twitter’s review of the 2016 US election”, Twitter (2018)) 
586 Twitter Public Policy, “Update on Twitter’s review of the 2016 US election”. 



 190 

offset the number of resources the U.S. would need to produce for such an effort by spreading 

responsibilities equitably.  

Finally, the group’s primary method for disseminating information, the reports, only 

helps educate a small percentage of the intended audience. As mentioned, the technical and 

academic nature of the reports does attract a niche audience, one with a particular type of 

predisposition. However, the working group would instead need to rely on a cadre of experts - 

propagandists, psychologists, sociologists - to devise innovative ways to identify the most at-

risk audiences. In the examples provided in this text, there is no doubt in the fact that the 

Soviet Union successfully reached a more significant segment of the population because the 

techniques it used took advantage of human nature. Efforts to combat active measures today 

need to take the same level of consideration into its planning to avoid wasting time and 

resources.  

 

5.6.2   Lessons to Consider 

Four main lessons should be considered for application into current processes. The first 

and most important one is the issue of senior-level support. Without this, any effort to counter 

active measures today would face several challenges to accomplish even the simplest of its 

tasks. In the case of the AMWG, it required support from the Reagan administration to be 

established and obtain support from sister agencies, such as the CIA. The AMWG also 

benefited from being led by a Deputy Assistant Secretary at the State Department, who was 

integral for it to receive protection from other individuals at the agency that did not care for the 

group, as well as external parties that wanted to shut down its operations. The protection that 
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the group received helped earn the trust of other agencies, who believed the chairs “were 

acting in the national interest rather than the Department of State’s.”587  

Second, the working group's assistance from subject matter experts significantly 

contributed to its efficiency and success. However, in normal interagency working groups, 

groups cannot control which members are assigned by their departments or agencies. This 

could result, as it often does, in receiving inexperienced personnel who cannot leverage the 

resources of their agencies. In contrast, the working group attracted Soviet experts and 

counterintelligence professionals to the group’s mission due to the support it received from 

senior officials.  

Third, a similar effort today would benefit from establishing a fixed and straightforward 

objective. The AMWG was successful as it set modest goals for itself. For example, when it 

was told to counter active measures, Dennis Kux decided to only counter disinformation 

operations. Moreover, he told the team that they should only concentrate on countering those 

operations that could be 100 percent discredited with available public evidence. Similarly, a 

contemporary effort would benefit from a clearly outlined purpose, and taking advantage of 

today’s technical advances to accomplish this at a greater scale. For instance, machine 

learning and artificial intelligence could be used to identify foreign influence efforts on the web, 

aggregating all data into a repository for further analysis. After, the information could be triaged 

into different data buckets corresponding to different mission sets before triggering a response. 

In this case, some disinformation might require an immediate response, while others may 

require additional evaluation. Yet others may need to be forwarded to external organs, such as 

the CIA or the FBI, for a different kind of response.  

 
587 Schoen and Lamb, Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic Communications, 5.  
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Moreover, the team’s markers of success were easily identifiable. For instance, the 

working group’s end goal was to publicize information that countered disinformation 

campaigns. Once it finished publicizing, the cycle would start again. Therefore, this was 

considered an achievement when the AMWG completed one cycle of reporting, analyzing, and 

publicizing. This is important to note since working groups often do not have a clear way of 

measuring progress. This is, unfortunately, not a foreign assessment. There are plenty of great 

ideas for working groups that never receive the support they deserve because the measures of 

success are ill-defined.  

For example, an interagency working group whose goals are to protect critical 

infrastructure may not receive the attention or support it requires if it is unable to clearly show 

how its actions were successful. It is not always readily evident how defensive programs 

advance national security priorities as there are no reliable methods of measuring the number 

of bad actors that shied away from attacking. In cyber operations, it is generally possible to 

identify when someone has tried to penetrate your network. However, how often can this apply 

to actors that tried to carry out a physical terror attack but decided to turn back midway? 

Similarly, the AMWG was successful due to its careful focus on countering live 

disinformation operations. However, as previously described, the AMWG did not operate in a 

proactive capacity to counter active measures head-on or prevent them before they started. In 

the latter context, it becomes harder to prove that a request for resources, workforce, and 

funding is worth the investment. This is especially the case as the overall process of 

countering disinformation takes time. Thus, the AMWG set realistic timetables for 

accomplishing its goals. Just as the Soviets understood active measures as playing a long 

multi-dimensional game of chess, the AMWG thought that countering them would take just as 
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long. Results did not take place overnight, and so, the group did not push for quick victories. 

However, a lack of results can be demoralizing and wither away any sense of support received 

by the group. For this reason, it is paramount to set realistic expectations from the very 

beginning. 

Last of all, an effort to counter active measures in the contemporary context should 

approach the AMWG’s operational methods and procedures as a guideline. For intelligence 

reporting, leveraging the intelligence community and its resources is a procedure that it needs 

to adopt. Additionally, it should rely on the diplomatic and military communities for identifying 

active measures abroad; however, there is potential for it to exceed such reliance by utilizing 

the private sector to double its capacity for identifying information. Involving social media or 

cyber companies in these efforts could also significantly enhance the group’s capacity to 

collect data. Private sector companies could also help to identify the themes and techniques 

used in today’s disinformation attempts.  

The working group should adjust to changes in the domain of technology. It is simply 

not good enough to only involve humans in the evaluation process. Instead, today’s methods 

must rely on new computational capabilities such as artificial intelligence and machine learning 

algorithms. 

On the issue of publicizing and disseminating information, the author remains critical of the 

working group's studies and technical reports. However, also note that it is not possible for the 

group to do away with these. The working group’s reports effectively exposed Soviet malign 

activity and were substantially credible to the point that Gorbachev himself decided to end the 

practice of disseminating disinformation during the AIDS campaign. Therefore, the reports 

should remain as effective tools to counter disinformation. However, the methods should rely 
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on additional mediums. For example, today’s AMWG could co-author training manuals for U.S. 

government career fields in the military, the intelligence community, and others such as the 

Departments of Treasury, Commerce, and Energy. New methods could also include briefer 

versions of the group’s reports for faster dissemination. For example, it could make use of 

media interviews and a strong social media presence to promptly target blatant disinformation 

attempts with the corresponding social themes.    

 

5.7   Conclusion 

The working group’s mandate was simple – to find a way to counter Soviet active 

measures. The group may have interpreted such a mandate in a variety of ways, yet it focused 

on a specific task and set about straightforwardly to accomplish its goals. In the end, the group 

demonstrated how it could be used both as a strategic tool for communications and as a 

resource for safeguarding national security. Additionally, it demonstrated how it could inflict a 

heavy political and economic toll against a powerful rival nation even in the absence of 

authorities and resources. This is especially relevant today as the threat landscape shifts from 

the global war on terrorism to near-peer competition. The term “near-peer competition”, or 

“great power competition,” can lead to the incorrect assumption that the United States is 

merely engaged in a healthy contest with foreign challengers. However, there are no 

participation ribbons in this competition.  

It would be incorrect to assume that the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of 

the Cold War brought an end to warfare in totality. In the case of the Soviet Union, the country 

simply shifted to a new form to stop the bleeding, devising new methods of attack that did not 

require confrontation. Indeed, this was not the only country to realize that directly confronting 
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the United States was an imprudent, expensive decision. Relations with China come to the 

forefront as another important example. While U.S. officials worry about worsening relations 

between the countries, one cannot help but wonder if relations were ever as good as people 

assumed they were, or if one’s assessment was clouded while the other guarded its intentions. 

As Professors Michael Beckley and Hal Brands aptly put it, “a cold war with Beijing is already 

underway.”588  

As analysts labor to understand the ramifications of this statement and additional 

threats mount in the meantime, it is best to remember the disproportionate effects of groups 

such as the Active Measures Working Group, which received so little yet accomplished so 

much. 

  

 
588 (Beckley and Brands, "What Will Drive China to War?", The Atlantic, (2021)) 
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APPENDIX A: “AIDS may invade India”  

Article from Patriot Magazine, New Delhi, India 

 



 197 



 198 



 199 

  



 200 

Bibliography  

AFP. “Crowdfund lifeline for Russia opposition magazine hit by record fine," France 24, 
November 13, 2018. https://www.france24.com/en/20181113-crowdfund-lifeline-russia-
opposition-magazine-hit-record-fine. 

Afro-American. "Propaganda Warfare: Soviet disinformation campaign fuels anti-Americanism 
in Kenya." (Jan 03, 1987): 8. https://www.proquest.com/historical-
newspapers/propaganda-warfare/docview/532531947/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Aggleton, Peter, Peter M. Davies, Peter Davies, and Graham Hart. AIDS: Rights, Risk, and 
Reason. London: Taylor and Francis, 1992. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203209677. 

Associated Press. "Savage's trip financed by leftist group", Chicago Tribune, (Jan 19, 1982): 3. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/savages-trip-financed-leftist-
group/docview/172580455/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Associated Press. "Soviet 'Disinformation' Is Cited by U.S. Report", The Washington Post, (Oct 
10, 1981a): A18, https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/soviet-disinformation-
is-cited-u-s-report/docview/147160730/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Associated Press. "Soviets plan neutron bomb protest week", Chicago Tribune, (August 6, 
1977): W7. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/soviets-plan-neutron-
bomb-protest-week/docview/169612650/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Associated Press. "US REPORT ACCUSES SOVIETS", Boston Globe, (Oct 09, 1981b), 
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/us-report-accuses-
soviets/docview/294096921/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Baker, Pauline H., "United States Policy in Southern Africa", Current History Vol. 86, no. 520, 
(1987): 193. https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/united-states-policy-southern-
africa/docview/1309779182/se-2?accountid=11752  

Beckley, Michael, and Hal Brands. "What Will Drive China to War?", The Atlantic, November 1, 
2021. https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2021/11/us-china-
war/620571/?scrolla=5eb6d68b7fedc32c19ef33b4. 

Bethe, Hans A., Richard L. Garwin, Kurt Gottfried, and Henry W. Kendall. "Space-based 
Ballistic-Missile Defense", Scientific American 251 (4), (1984): 39-49. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/24969454. 

Bhushan, Bharat. "AIDS - a Soviet propaganda tool", The Times of India, (Nov 18, 1986): 1. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/aids-soviet-propaganda-
tool/docview/750677135/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Blair, Dennis C., “Interagency Group Meeting: Shaping European Attitudes”, Memorandum 
from the National Security Council, July 1, 1981. Dennis Blair Files, Ronald Reagan 
Presidential Library. https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/public/2021-01/40-048-196027072-
R04-024-2020.pdf.  

Bogart, L. M., and S. Thorburn. "Are HIV/AIDS conspiracy beliefs a barrier to HIV prevention 
among African Americans?", J Acquir Immune Defic Syndr 38 (2), 2005: 213-8. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/00126334-200502010-00014. 

Boghardt, Thomas. "Operation INFEKTION: Soviet Bloc Intelligence and its AIDS 
Disinformation Campaign", Studies in Intelligence 53 (4), (CIA, 2009): 1-24. 

Bohn, John. "Delegation Turns Down 'Ramboesque' Soviet Gift", The Washington Post, (Aug 
04, 1988): VA22. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/delegation-turns-
down-ramboesque-soviet-gift/docview/139524062/se-2?accountid=11752 

https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/public/2021-01/40-048-196027072-R04-024-2020.pdf
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/public/2021-01/40-048-196027072-R04-024-2020.pdf


 201 

Capitanchik, David. "Public opinion and nuclear weapons in Europe", Contemporary Security 
Policy 4 (2), (1983): 111-120. https://doi.org/10.1080/01440388308403771. 

Carter, Jimmy. President’s Commencement Address at the University of Notre Dame, Notre 
Dame L. Rev. 9, (1977): 9-14. https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/ndlr/vol53/iss1/2. 

Chace, James. "The Turbulent Tenure of Alexander Haig”, New York Times, (Apr 22, 1984), 
BR3, https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/turbulent-tenure-alexander-
haig/docview/122382866/se-2?accountid=11752 

Clark, Mark Thomas. "The Soviet Political Campaign Against the U.S. Strategic Defense 
Initiative", Ph.D. diss., University of Southern California, 1989. ProQuest (DP28907). 

Coates, Ken, The Russell Foundation Replies. Bertrand Russell Foundation, Feb 1, 1983. See 
esp. The Zhukov File, “An exchange of open letters with the Soviet Peace Committee.” 
https://www.spokesmanbooks.com/Spokesman/PDF/100Zukh.pdf. 

Cook, Don. "NATO Agrees to Modernize Its Nuclear Forces,” Los Angeles Times, (Dec 13, 
1979): A11. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/nato-agrees-modernize-
nuclear-forces/docview/162618420/se-2?accountid=11752 

Epstein, Edward Jay. Deception: The Invisible War between the KGB and the CIA, London: 
WH Allen, 1989. 

European Commission. Tackling COVID-19 disinformation - Getting the facts right. JOINT 
COMMUNICATION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE EUROPEAN COUNCIL, 
THE COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE AND THE 
COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS. Brussels: EUR-Lex, 2020. https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020JC0008 

Faris, Robert, Hal Roberts, Bruce Etling, Nikki Bourassa, Ethan Zuckerman, and Yochai 
Benkler. "Partisanship, Propaganda, and Disinformation: Online Media and the 2016 US 
Presidential Election", Berkman Klein Center for Internet & Society at Harvard 
University, August 16, 2017. https://cyber.harvard.edu/publications/2017/08/mediacloud. 

Garthoff, Raymond L. "The NATO Decision on Theater Nuclear Forces", Political Science 
Quarterly 98 (2), (1983): 197-214. https://doi.org/10.2307/2149415. 

Garthoff, Raymond L. “Détente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations From Nixon to 
Reagan,” Final Report to National Council for Soviet and East European Research, 
Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 1982. Accessed at: 
https://www.ucis.pitt.edu/nceeer/pre1998/1982-625-4-Garthoff.pdf 

Gates, Robert M. From the Shadows: The Ultimate Insider's Story of Five Presidents and How 
They Won the Cold War, New York: Simon, and Schuster, 1996. 

Geissler, Erhard, and Robert Hunt Sprinkle. “Disinformation Squared: Was the HIV-from-Fort-
Detrick Myth a Stasi Success?” Politics and the Life Sciences 32, no. 2 (2013): 2–99. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/43287281. 

Gigerenzer, Gerd, and Wolfgang Gaissmaier. "Heuristic Decision Making", Annual Review of 
Psychology 62 (1), (2010): 451-482, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-
145346. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-145346. 

Glitman, Maynard, and Wiliam Burns. The Last Battle of the Cold War: An Inside Account of 
Negotiating the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan US, 2006. 

Gorbachev, Mikhail Sergeevich. Memoirs, New York: Doubleday, 1996. 



 202 

Gwertzman, Bernard. "U.S. Accuses Soviet of 'Disinformation'", New York Times, (Oct 10, 
1981): 3, https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/u-s-accuses-soviet-
disinformation/docview/121778058/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Hartman, Arthur A. U.S. Ambassador Hartman’s Letters to Mr. Aleksandr Borisovich 
Chakovskiy, Editor in Chief, Literaturnaya Gazeta. Moscow: U.S. Department of State, 
November 15, 1985. 

Heller, Jacob. "Rumors and Realities: Making Sense of HIV/AIDS Conspiracy Narratives and 
Contemporary Legends", American Journal of Public Health 105 (1), (2015): e43-e50. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.302284. 

Hohol, Keenan Harry, “Soviet Communication: Active Measures and Information 
Management.” Master’s Thesis, University of Alberta, 2008. Proquest (ML42833). 

Hornblower, Margot. "Alternate A-Freeze Plan Passes: House Approves Reagan-Backed Bill, 
204 to 202", The Washington Post, (August 6, 1982): A1. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/alternate-freeze-plan-
passes/docview/147414964/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Human Events. "Did Soviet Propaganda Kill the Neutron Bomb?", (Aug 19, 1978): 5. 
https://www.proquest.com/magazines/did-soviets-kill-neutron-
bomb/docview/1310017640/se-2?accountid=11752 

Ierodiaconou, Andriana. "Greece, U.S. Break Off Talks on Bases Pact as Elections Approach", 
The Washington Post, (June 19, 1981): A25. https://www.proquest.com/historical-
newspapers/greece-u-s-break-off-talks-on-bases-pact-as/docview/147278711/se-
2?accountid=11752. 

Institute of Medicine and National Academy of Sciences. Confronting AIDS: Directions for 
Public Health, Health Care, and Research. Washington, DC: The National Academies 
Press, 1986. https://doi.org/10.17226/938 

Kahn, Jeremy. “U.K. Probes Russian Social Media Influence in Brexit Vote”, Bloomberg, 
November, 2, 2017. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-11-02/u-k-probes-
russian-social-media-influence-in-brexit-vote. 

Kavan, Jan, and William Shawcross. "Uninvited Chartists", New Statesman, (Jul 01, 1983): 19. 
https://www.proquest.com/magazines/prague-peace-congress/docview/1306956639/se-
2?accountid=11752. 

Keefer, Edward C. “Harold Brown: Offsetting the Soviet Military Challenge, 1977-1981.” 
Secretaries of Defense Historical Series, Volume IX. Washington, D.C.: Historical 
Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2017. 

Kelley, Colleen E. “The Public Rhetoric of Mikhail Gorbachev and the Promise of 
Peace.” Western Journal of Speech Communication: WJSC 52, no. 4 (Fall 1988): 321–
34. doi:10.1080/10570318809389645. 

Kerans, Marion. "The Soviet Peace Fund (what we found out)", Peace Magazine, Vol. 3, Iss. 5, 
(Oct 1,1987): 9. http://peacemagazine.org/archive/v03n5p09.htm 

Klonoff, Elizabeth A., and Hope Landrine. "Do Blacks Believe That HIV/AIDS Is a Government 
Conspiracy against Them?", Preventive Medicine 28 (5), (1999): 451-457, 
https://doi.org/10.1006/pmed.1999.0463.  

Kreiss, J. K., D. Koech, F. A. Plummer, K. K. Holmes, M. Lightfoote, P. Piot, A. R. Ronald, et 
al. "AIDS Virus Infection in Nairobi Prostitutes." New England Journal of Medicine 314, 
no. 7 (Feb 13 1986): 414-418. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM198602133140704. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-11-02/u-k-probes-russian-social-media-influence-in-brexit-vote.
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-11-02/u-k-probes-russian-social-media-influence-in-brexit-vote.
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM198602133140704.


 203 

Kurtz, Howard. "As USIA Brews List of Achievements, Wick Ferments Controversy", The 
Washington Post, (January 1, 1984): A2. https://www.proquest.com/historical-
newspapers/as-usia-brews-list-achievements-wick-ferments/docview/138423614/se-
2?accountid=11752. 

Large, Brenda. "AIDS Education is Vital", The Whig - Standard, (Jun 30, 1986): 1. 
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/aids-education-is-vital/docview/353375664/se-
2?accountid=11752 

Magnani, Peter. "Peace Council Wants A World Without War, Hunger", Sun Reporter, (Apr 21, 
1977). https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/peace-council-wants-world-without-war-
hunger/docview/370740365/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Mason, Rowena. "Theresa May accuses Russia of interfering in elections and fake news", The 
Guardian, November 14, 2017. https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/theresa-may-
accuses-russia-interfering-elections/docview/1963735572/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Matlock, Jack. Memorandum of Conversation: Reagan-Gorbachev Meetings in Geneva, 
November, 1985, edited by The White House. Washington, DC: The White House, 
1985. 

Miller, Judith, "Attorney General Says U.S. Acts To Counter Rise in Soviet Spying: Surge in 
'Hostile' Activity Attorney General Says U.S. Acts To Counter Rise in Soviet Spying 
Rights Taken Into Account F.B.I. Agents 'Outnumbered'", New York Times, (December 
18, 1981):1. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/attorney-general-says-u-
s-acts-counter-rise/docview/121617246/se-2?accountid=11752 

Miller, Judith, "President Says Freeze Proponents May Unwittingly Aid the Russians", New 
York Times (Late Edition), (December 10, 1982a): 9. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/presidents-says-freeze-proponents-
may-unwittingly/docview/122024780/se-2?accountid=11752 

Miller, Judith. "Soviet Role in Freeze Movement Found Minor", New York Times (Late Edition), 
(December 9, 1982b): A.15, https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/soviet-role-freeze-
movement-found-minor/docview/424508177/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Miller, Stephen. "Glasnost in Reston; Should the town accept a `peace statue' from the 
Soviets?", The Washington Post, (Jul 24, 1988): C08. 
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/glasnost-reston-should-town-accept-peace-
statue/docview/307086406/se-2?accountid=11752 

Milovidov, Arseniĭ Stepanovich, and Vladimir Georgievich Kozlov. The Philosophical Heritage 
of V.I. Lenin and Problems of Contemporary War: A Soviet View, Translated and 
published under the auspices of the US Air Force. Vol. 5. Washington, DC: US Air 
Force, 1972. 

Montgomery, Paul L. "Throngs Fill Manhattan to Protest Nuclear Weapons: Hundreds of 
Thousands Throng Manhattan to Protest Nuclear Arms", New York Times, Late Edition, 
(June 13, 1982): 1. www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/throngs-fill-manhattan-
protest-nuclear-weapons/docview/121993749/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Mueller III, Robert S. Report On The Investigation Into Russian Interference In The 2016 
Presidential Election (Volume I of II), edited by U.S. Department of Justice. Washington, 
D.C., 2019. 

National Cancer Institute. “History of NCI Frederick”, National Institute of Health, 2021, 
Accessed November 2, 2021, https://www.cancer.gov/about-nci/organization/nci-
frederick/about. 



 204 

National Security Council Secretariat. “Countering Soviet Active Measures,” Cable for Chiefs of 
Mission from Under Secretary Armacost, Jun 17, 1986. Edited by the U.S. Department 
of State. Washington, DC: National Security Council, 1986. 

Nestor, John. "Laurels and laments for Greece's socialist rule", The Christian Science Monitor, 
(Oct 20, 1982), 1. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/laurels-laments-
greeces-socialist-rule/docview/512273827/se-2?accountid=11752. 

New York Times. "'Generals for Peace' Push Case at U.N.", (Jun 27, 1982b): A3. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/generals-peace-push-case-at-u-
n/docview/122020602/se-2?accountid=11752. 

New York Times. "President Says Foes Of U.S. Have Duped Arms Freeze Group." (October 
05, 1982): A22. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/president-says-foes-u-
s-have-duped-arms-freeze/docview/121935577/se-2?accountid=11752. 

New York Times. “Berkeley Mayor Criticized on Travels”, (Jan 3, 1982), 48. 
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/berkeley-mayor-criticized-on-
travels/docview/424294099/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Newman, Edward, and Oliver Richmond. Policy Brief: The Impact of Spoilers on Peace 
Processes and Peacebuilding, No. 2. (United Nations University Press, 2006), 1. 
http://collections.unu.edu/eserv/UNU:3095/pb2_06.pdf. 

Nixon, Richard M. "Statement on chemical and biological defense policies and programs, 
November 25, 1969", Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Richard M. 
Nixon, 1968, https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/ho/frus/nixon/e2/83597.htm. 

O’Connor, Cathal, and Michelle Murphy. "Going viral: doctors must tackle fake news in the 
covid-19 pandemic", BMJ 369, no. 10.1136 (April 2020), 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m1587  

Omang, Joanne. "Magazine Articles Cited in KGB-Freeze Link", The Washington Post, 
(November 13, 1982), A5. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/magazine-
articles-cited-kgb-freeze-link/docview/147413832/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Development Aid at a Glance: 
Statistics by Region, Africa (Webpage: 2018), 5. https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-
sustainable-development/development-finance-data/africa-Development-Aid-at-a-
Glance-2018.pdf. 

Patriot Magazine. "AIDS may invade India." July 17, 1983. 
Perlez, Jane. "State Dept. Says A 'Soviet Front' Won't Get Visas: Denial for Peace Council 

Made on U.N. Session", New York Times, (Jun 05, 1982): 25. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/state-dept-says-soviet-front-wont-get-
visas/docview/122045125/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Pincus, Walter. "President Decides to Defer Production of Neutron Arms: Carter Set to Defer 
Neutron Weapons", The Washington Post, (Apr 7, 1978), A1, 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/president-decides-defer-production-
neutron-arms/docview/146885851/se-2?accountid=11752 

Pincus, Walter. "U.S. Plans to Build First Neutron Bomb", Los Angeles Times, (June 6, 1977): 
1, http://proxy.library.jhu.edu/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/historical-
newspapers/u-s-plans-build-first-neutron-bomb/docview/158243568/se-
2?accountid=11752 

Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board. 12333 Public Capstone Report. Washington, DC: 
PCLOB.GOV, 2021. 



 205 

Reagan, Ronald. "TRANSCRIPT OF PRESIDENT'S NEWS CONFERENCE ON FOREIGN 
AND DOMESTIC AFFAIRS: [TEXT]", New York Times, (Aug 14, 1981c). 
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/transcript-presidents-news-conference-on-
foreign/docview/424172189/se-2?accountid=11752 

Reagan, Ronald. “President Ronald Reagan's Speech on Strategic Arms Reduction Talks, 
November 18, 1981,” in Records of the White House Communications Agency (Reagan 
Administration) 1/20/1981 – 1/20/1989. Washington, DC: WHCA, 1981. Courtesy 
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library. https://catalog.archives.gov/id/6014707  

Reagan, Ronald. Executive Order No. 12333—United States Intelligence Activities, 46 FR 
59941, 3 CFR, 1981 Comp., (1981a): 200. 

Rid, Thomas. Active Measures: The Secret History of Disinformation and Political Warfare, 
New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2020. 

Robarge, David. "Moles, Defectors, and Deceptions: James Angleton and CIA 
Counterintelligence", Journal of Intelligence History 3 (2), (2003): 21-49. 

Rojas, Don, and Andrew Salkey. "REFLECTIONS ON THE GENEVA SUMMIT: THE 
PERSPECTIVE OF A JOURNALIST FROM THE DEVELOPING WORLD", The Black 
Scholar 17 (1), (1986): 26-30. http://www.jstor.org/stable/41068139. 

Romerstein, Herbert. "The Interagency Active Measures Working Group: Successful Template 
for Strategic Influence", Strategic Influence: Public Diplomacy, Counterpropaganda and 
Political Warfare, (Washington DC: Institute of World Politics Press, 2009): 197-205. 

Rosenberg, Eli. "Twitter to tell 677,000 users they were had by the Russians. Some signs 
show the problem continues", Washington Post, January 20, 2018. 
https://www.proquest.com/blogs-podcasts-websites/twitter-tell-677-000-users-they-
were-had-russians/docview/1989174274/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Schoen, Fletcher, and Christopher Jon Lamb. Deception, Disinformation, and Strategic 
Communications: How One interagency Group Made a Major Difference, Washington, 
DC: National Defense University Press, 2012. 

Segal, Jakob, Lilli Segal, and Ronald Dehmlow. “AIDS: Its Nature and Origin,” undated (1986). 
https://archive.org/details/AIDS-nature-and-origin/mode/2up. 

Shipler, David K. "Little Report, With Right Spin, Makes Big Splash", New York Times, 
(November 5, 1987b): A32. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/little-
report-with-right-spin-makes-big-splash/docview/110718648/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Shipler, David K. "What Happened in Moscow? Shultz Offers Inside Account: Shultz Assesses 
Results in Moscow", New York Times, (Oct 25, 1987a): 1. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/what-happened-moscow-shultz-offers-
inside-account/docview/110661092/se-2?accountid=11752 

Shultz, George P. Turmoil and Triumph: My Years as Secretary of State. New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1993. 

Shultz, Richard H., Richard H.  Shultz Jr., Cristina G. Sârbu, Roy Godson, and Sidney Hook. 
Dezinformatsia: Active Measures in Soviet Strategy. Washington: Pergamon-Brassey's, 
1984. 

Smith, Hendrick. "The Guests Who Spoke Out of Turn: Moscow Congress", New York Times, 
(Nov 04, 1973): 244. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/guests-who-
spoke-out-turn/docview/119773060/se-2?accountid=11752 

Snyder, Alvin A. Warriors of Disinformation: American Propaganda, Soviet Lies, and the 
Winning of the Cold War: an Insider's Account, New York: Arcade Pub, 1995. 



 206 

Stern, Thomas, and Dennis Kux. Interview with Dennis Kux. 1995. Manuscript/Mixed Material. 
Retrieved from the Library of Congress. https://www.loc.gov/item/mfdipbib000649/. 

Tagliabue, Fabio, Luca Galassi, and Pierpaolo Mariani. "The “Pandemic” of Disinformation in 
COVID-19", SN Compr. Clin. Med. 2 (9), (August 2020): 1287-1289. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42399-020-00439-1. 

Taubman, Philip. "AIDS Peril Worries Soviet Leaders: Factual reporting about the disease has 
been sparse", New York Times, (Feb 06, 1987): A3. 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/aids-peril-worries-soviet-
leaders/docview/110828709/se-2?accountid=11752. 

The Washington Post. "CIA May Have Tested Biological Warfare in New York in '50s, Church 
Says", (Dec 4, 1979), A7. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/cia-may-
have-tested-biological-warfare-new-york/docview/147127908/se-2?accountid=11752 

The Washington Post. "Memo Outlining 'Project Truth' Campaign," (November 10, 1981): A11, 
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/memo-outlining-project-truth-
campaign/docview/147237427/se-2?accountid=11752. 

Tilley, Elspeth. "Responding to Terrorism Using Ethical Means: The Propaganda Index", 
Communication Research Reports 22 (1) (2005): 69-77. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0882409052000343534. 

Twitter Public Policy. “Update on Twitter’s review of the 2016 US election.” Twitter, Jan 19, 
2018. https://blog.twitter.com/en_us/topics/company/2018/2016-election-update. 

U.S. Arms Control Disarmament Agency. Strategic Defense Initiative: A Chronology, 1983-
1988. edited by Office of Public Affairs. Washington, DC, 1988. 

U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Congressman Newt Gingrich. The World Really is 
Dangerous, [Prepared Statement], 131st Cong., Sep 26, 1985. H. Rec., 25043, 
https://www.congress.gov/99/crecb/1985/09/26/GPO-CRECB-1985-pt18-6-1.pdf) 

U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. 
Soviet Covert Action (The Forgery Offensive): Hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Oversight, 96th Cong., 2nd sess., February 6, 19, 1980. 

U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. 
Soviet Active Measures: Hearings, 97th Congress, 2nd Session, July 13, 14, 1982. 
Ninety-Seventh Congress U.S. House of Representatives, (1982): 339. 

U.S. Congress, House. H.Amdt.32 to H.R.2068 - 99th Congress (1985-1986), H.Amdt32, 99th 
Cong., introduced in House May 7, 1985. https://www.congress.gov/amendment/99th-
congress/house-amendment/32. 

U.S. Congress, House. Soviet and Communist Disinformation and Press Manipulations, 
H.R.2068. 99th Cong. Introduced in House April 17, 1985. 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/99th-congress/house-bill/2068. 

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations. Soviet Active Measures: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on European Affairs on United States Policy toward East 
Europe, West Europe, and the Soviet Union, 99th Cong., 1st sess., September 12 and 
13, 1985. 

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations. The SALT II Treaty: Hearings, 96th 
Congress, 1st Session, on Ex. Y, 96-1. July 9-12, 1979. 

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on the Judiciary. Communist Forgeries: Hearing Before the 
Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other 
Internal Security Laws, 87th Cong., June 2, 1961. 



 207 

U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations with Respect to 
Intelligence Activities. Supplementary Detailed Staff Reports on Intelligence Activities 
and the Rights of Americans, Book III: Final Report, 94th Cong., 2nd sess., S. Rep. 94-
755, April 23, 1976. 

U.S. Department of Defense. Soviet Military Power 1987. Washington, DC: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1987. 

U.S. Department of State. “CA Press Guidance: Visa Refusals of Japanese Applicants to 
SSOD, June 2, 1982.” Files of Kenneth deGraffenreid, Ronald Reagan Presidential 
Library. https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/public/2021-01/40-139-196027091-R29-039-
2020.pdf 

U.S. Department of State. A U.S. Policy Toward South Africa: The Report of the Secretary of 
State's Advisory Committee on South Africa. Vol. 9537. edited by Bureau of Public 
Affairs. Washington, DC: United States Department of State, 1987. 

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures Working Group, Active Measures Memo #9 of 
1986, edited by Bureau of Intelligence and Research, U.S. Department of State, 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986. 

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures Working Group, Minutes of Working Group 
Meeting of February 27, 1986. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986a. 

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures Working Group, Minutes of Working Group 
Meeting of July 8, 1986. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986b.  

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures Working Group, Minutes of Working Group 
Meeting of July 31, 1986, edited by Bureau of Intelligence and Research U.S. 
Department of State. Washington, DC, 1986c. 

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures Working Group, Minutes of Working Group 
Meeting of June 5, 1986. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986d.  

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures Working Group, Minutes of Working Group 
Meeting of June 19, 1986, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986e. 

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures Working Group, Minutes of Working Group 
Meeting of May 22, 1986. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986f. 

U.S. Department of State. Active Measures: A Report on the Substance and Process of Anti-
U.S. Disinformation and Propaganda Campaigns, edited by Bureau of Public Affairs. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1986. 

U.S. Department of State. Chemical Warfare in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan: An Update, 
Washington, DC: Bureau of Public Affairs, 1982. 

U.S. Department of State. Current Policy No. 161: Soviet Use of Active Measures, address by 
CIA Director William J. Casey to the Dallas Council on World Affairs, edited by Bureau 
of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1985a. 

U.S. Department of State. Moscow and the Peace Movement: the Soviet Committee for the 
Defense of Peace, edited by Bureau of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of State, 1987a. 

U.S. Department of State. Soviet Active Measures: The 12th World Youth Festival in Moscow, 
edited by Bureau of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1985b. 

U.S. Department of State. Soviet Active Measures: The World Peace Council, edited by 
Bureau of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1985c. 

U.S. Department of State. Soviet Fronts: Women and Youth, edited by Bureau of Public 
Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1984. 



 208 

U.S. Department of State. Soviet Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and 
Propaganda, 1986-87, edited by Bureau of Public Affairs. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of State, 1987b. 

U.S. Department of State. Special Report No. 110: Soviet Active Measures, edited by Bureau 
of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1983a. 

U.S. Department of State. Special Report No. 163: Soviet Noncompliance with Arms Control 
Agreements, edited by Bureau of Public Affairs. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
State, 1987c. 

U.S. Department of State. Special Report No. 88: Soviet “Active Measures” Forgery, 
Disinformation, Political Operations, edited by Bureau of Public Affairs. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of State, 1981. 

U.S. Department of State. The U.S.S.R.’s AIDS Disinformation Campaign, edited by Bureau of 
Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1987d. 

U.S. Department of State. The World Peace Council’s “Peace Assemblies”, edited by Bureau 
of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1983c. 

U.S. Department of State. World Federation of Trade Unions: Soviet Foreign Policy Tool, 
edited by Bureau of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1983b. 

U.S. Department of State. World Peace Council: Instrument of Soviet Foreign Policy, edited by 
Bureau of Public Affairs, Washington, DC: U.S. Department of State, 1982. 

U.S. Government Accountability Office. COVID-19 - State Carried Out Historic Repatriation 
Effort but Should Strengthen Its Preparedness for Future Crises, edited by U.S. 
Government Accountability Office. Washington, DC, 2021. 

U.S. Information Agency. "Soviet Active Measures." [Video], 23:31. 1984. 
https://archive.org/details/gov.archives.arc.54826. 

U.S. Information Agency. Soviet Active Measures in the ‘Post-Cold War' Era 1988-1991, edited 
by U.S. Information Agency, Washington, DC, 1992. 

U.S. Information Agency. Soviet Active Measures in the Era of Glasnost, a Report to Congress 
by the United States Information Agency. edited by U.S. Information Agency. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Information Agency, 1988. 

United Nations General Assembly. Second Special Session of the UN General Assembly 
Devoted to Disarmament, edited by UN Centre for Disarmament Department of Political 
and Security Council Affairs, New York: United Nations, 1982. 
http://www.undocs.org/A/S-12/32 

United Nations. 8th Summit Conference of Heads of State or Government of the Non-Aligned 
Movement. United Nations Security Council (New York), October 14, 1986. 
http://cns.miis.edu/nam/documents/Official_Document/8th_Summit_FD_Harare_Declar
ation_1986_Whole.pdf. 

Weiner, Tim. Legacy of Ashes: the History of the CIA, New York: Anchor Books, 2008. 
Wilentz, Sean. The age of Reagan: A History, 1974-2008, New York: HarperCollins, 2008. 

Accessed at: https://archive.org/details/ageofreaganhisto00wile. 
Witte, Griff, Karla Adam, and Dan Balz. "In stunning decision, Britain votes to leave the E.U.: 

After a stunning vote, the nation prepares for an outcome that will have global impact", 
The Washington Post, June 23, 2016. https://www.proquest.com/blogs-podcasts-
websites/stunning-decision-britain-votes-leave-e-u/docview/1799321049/se-
2?accountid=11752. 

https://archive.org/details/ageofreaganhisto00wile.


 209 

Woodward, Bob. Veil: The Secret Wars of the CIA, 1981–1987, New York: Simon and 
Schuster, 2007. Retrieved from https://www.scribd.com/book/224409372/Veil-The-
Secret-Wars-of-the-CIA-1981-1987 

World Health Assembly. “Global Strategy for the Prevention and Control of AIDS.” Resolution 
WHA 40.26, (40th World Health Assembly, 4-15 May 1987), 1-2. 
https://www.who.int/bloodsafety/en/WHA40.26.pdf. 

Yonas, Gerold. "SDI: Prospects and Challenges", Missile Defense Forum, Commonwealth 
Club, 1986, Last Modified March 7, 1986. 
http://commonwealthclub.org/missiledefense/yonassp.html. 

Zhukov, Yuri. The Soviet Peace Committee Criticises. Bertrand Russell Foundation, Dec 2, 
1982. See esp. The Zhukov File, “An exchange of open letters with the Soviet Peace 
Committee.” https://www.spokesmanbooks.com/Spokesman/PDF/100Zukh.pdf. 


