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The Internationl Organization of Journalists (IOJ) is one of the following so-called “democratic” 

international non-governmental organizations (INGOs). They are listed here with founding places 

and years: 

 

World Federation of Trade Unions (WFTU), London 1945 

World Federation of Democratic Youth (WFDY), London 1945 

Women’s International Democratic Federation (WIDF), Paris 1945 

International Organization of Journalists (IOJ), Copenhagen 1946 

International Union of Students (IUS), Prague 1946 

World Federation of Scientific Workers (WFSW), London 1946 

International Association of Democratic Lawyers (IADL), Paris 1946 

World Peace Council (WPC), Paris-Prague-Warsaw 1949-50 

     (based in Helsinki 1968-99, since 2000 in Athens) 

 

The first three of these were established in 1945, typically in the post-war ecumenical atmosphere, 

both Americans and Soviets included. The next four organizations followed in 1946: the IOJ, the 

International Union of Students, the World Federation of Scientific Workers and the International 

Association of Democratic Lawyers. The World Peace Council was founded a couple of years later 

in 1949-50.  

 

My story is about one of these, and its whole life cycle is shown in this timeline: 

 

 

https://blogs.helsinki.fi/fellow-travellers/


The timeline shows four overall turning points in world affairs since 1946, nine stages through 

which the IOJ evolved under these geopolitical conditions and the 12 IOJ congresses as landmarks 

in its development. 

 

The IOJ was founded in 1946. Then after the outbreak of the Cold War in 1948 there came a crisis 

and a split. The IOJ lost most of its western members and was consolidated within the Soviet-

dominated Eastern sphere, expanding especially to the Third World, which is what also happened 

with the other democratic INGOs. In 1976 the IOJ congress in Helsinki highlighted détente and the 

new world order – in economy as well as in information. At that point I was elected President and 

continued in that position through a new Cold War with the coming to power in 1981 of Ronald 

Reagan. Thereafter came a thaw, with Gorbachev’s perestroika and glasnost after 1985 marking the 

heyday of the IOJ until 1989. I was President during those 14 years (blue in the timeline). So here 

you have a living example of those fellow travellers/useful idiots.  

 

Following the fall of the Berlin wall and other developments in the socialist countries towards the 

end of 1989, the IOJ went through a period of disintegration lasting nearly 10 years. By the end of 

the 90s it had ceased to be active but on paper it survived until 2016. These last 20 years were mere 

nominal existence. They were brought to an end by a document signed by the last two Presidents – 

a kind of selfmade death warrant, which was handed over to our former rival organization, the 

International Federation of Journalists (IFJ), which in the meantime had flourished and lured away 

many former IOJ members.  

 

I have just finished writing the history of IOJ, to be published by the Charles University Press in 

Prague. My presentation here is based on that forthcoming book, mainly on photos from the 

manuscript. What follows is a quick tour through the 70 years of the IOJ’s history. 

 

 



 
 

The IOJ was founded in Copenhagen in 1946 in the House of Parliament in a post-war atmosphere 

of optimism and in the presence of 165 delegates from 21 countries, mainly European. Among 

those present were only a couple of women – journalism was typically a male-dominated profession 

until the 70s. 

  

 
 

The second congress took place in Prague a year later with over 200 delegates from 30 countries. 

Here the congress is being addressed by Czechoslovakia’s Foreign Minister Jan Masaryk – the man 

who was killed 10 months later when he fell or was pushed from a window in his Ministry. The 

congress still enjoyed good conditions and it was decided to locate the IOJ headquarters in Prague. 

However, in March-April 1948 there was what is typically called a Communist takeover; later other 

countries in central-eastern Europe followed suite. Czechoslovakia became a centre of the emerging 

Cold War. 



 
 

In November 1948 the IOJ held its executive committee meeting in Budapest, here reported by a 

London-based press industry paper, showing that the Soviets were attacking the Western press and 

that the Americans walked out of the meeting. In the photo from the left: the British President, the 

Soviet Vice-President and the Czechoslovak Secretary-General. The split led to all western member 

unions leaving the IOJ, with the exception of Communist-oriented unions in France and Finland.  

 

 

 
 

In the Moscow State Archive of Social and Political History I was able to trace some documents 

from 1949-50 including these two. Foreign Minister Molotov was asked to approve the delegation 



of Soviet journalists to the next congress and the donation of Soviet financing was likewise 

confirmed by Molotov. The other document was addressed to Comrade Stalin, not only secret but 

top secret, dealing with the visit of the IOJ Secretary General to Moscow to be provided with 

guidance for the next congress.  

 

The third congress was first supposed to be held in Brussels, but after the Belgian union left the IOJ 

the invitation was withdrawn, the leftist CGT Syndicate of Journalists in France offered to host the 

congress in Paris in early 1950. However, the French government, obviously under pressure from 

the USA, refused to issue visas to eastern European delegates. 

  

 
 

The congress was rescued by Finland, which after the war adopted a friendly neighbour policy with 

the Soviet Union. The congress was held in the centre of Helsinki and the opening session was 

attended by Finland’s Prime Minister, Urho Kekkonen. The congress was not hosted by the 

bourgeois-dominated main Finnish Union of Journalists (SSL), a founding member of the IOJ, since 

after the split, like other western unions, it had stepped back. The host was a small Communist-

based political journalist association (YLL). The congress was attended by 62 delegates – fewer 

than Prague and Copenhagen. The Cold War split had taken its toll, but still they came from 30 

countries, mainly from the Third World, notably China, Iran, Korea, Vietnam, Algeria, West Africa 

and South Africa.  

 

The western unions which had left the IOJ after 

1948 established their own International 

Federation of Journalists (IFJ) in 1952 with a base 

in Brussels. So there was the pro-Moscow IOJ and 

the pro-NATO IFJ. It is obvious that the founding 

of the IFJ was arranged through some CIA 

machinations as was the case with other INGOs 

created to counter those that fell within the Soviet 

sphere of influence. Accordingly, the movement 

was split – in journalism as well as in other social 

and cultural fields.  

 



 
 

However, many journalists around the world were unhappy with the Cold War division, and 

therefore in 1956 they convened in Helsinki (in Otaniemi, the present Aalto University premises) a 

World Meeting of Journalists which became the largest and most representative gathering of 

journalists held anywhere until that time. As many as 250 journalists from 44 countries were there, 

including 40 from Brazil and 20 from India. The IOJ sympathized with the initiative and supported 

its Finnish member which helped to organize it – the same YLL that had hosted the third IOJ 

congress. On the other hand, the IFJ was totally opposed to the World Meeting and even called 

upon its member unions, including the Finnish SSL, to boycott it. Consequently, unity was not 

achieved and the IFJ continued to work against the reunification attempts in two other World 

Meetings in the early 60s. The western powers preferred to have the journalist movement, the trade 

union movement, the student, youth and women’s movements in a state of disunity.  

 

Meanwhile, the IOJ consolidated its own membership and co-operated with its Bulgarian member 

union on the construction of a rest home for journalists on the Black Sea, and on another one with 

its Hungarian member union on Lake Balaton.  

 

 

 
 



Summing up the IOJ in the mid-60s: 

 

The membership had grown to include 130,000 journalists in over 100 countries. The largest union 

was the Soviet Union of Journalists, over 20,000 – about the same as the earlier British member, the 

NUJ. Since 1950 the largest member had been the All-China Association of Journalists, but they 

had frozen their membership after the Khrushchev-Mao dispute in 1965. However, the Chinese 

never formally resigned from the IOJ.  

 

The financing was based formally on membership fees. They became very big for large member 

unions like the Soviet one, but very small for smaller unions, and many of them did not honour their 

obligation to pay. On the other hand a lot of aid in kind was coming from the USSR and other 

socialist countries in the form of air tickets, accommodation, etc. There was no direct money from 

the Communist Party or any other state agencies; if there indeed was any, it always went through 

the national member associations. The system was the same as with the organizations of women, 

youth, students and so on.  

 

In the case of the IOJ financing there was a unique arrangement through an international solidarity 

lottery. The GDR was very active in this, followed by Poland and other socialist countries. 

Sometimes it generated as much as half of the total income on which IOJ was running. At that time, 

the eastern countries were rather isolated and the civil society had few channels to demonstrate and 

be engaged in global activities. This was one of the few activities which occasionally led to huge 

rallies, for example in East Berlin.   

 

 

 
 

In 1966 the IOJ was 20 years old. By that time its congresses had been held in Bucharest, Budapest 

and Berlin. It had started publications including a monthly journal issued in English, French and 

Russian. It ran schools for Thirld World journalists in Berlin and Budapest, supported by the 

revenues from the solidarity lottery.  

 

At that time the the western competitor, the IFJ, was still only about half the size of the IOJ. 

However, politically the image of the IOJ and the IFJ was like that of two equal rivals.  

 

 



1968 was a landmark year with the Prague Spring. The IOJ was low key in its stance to this and 

after the Warsaw Pact tanks had entered Czechoslovakia the topic was not covered at all. However, 

the normalization after the occupation did not shake the IOJ: the staff remained at their posts and all 

publications and other activities continued, albeit rendering political correctness towards the 

prevailing powers.  

 

 
 

 

For the IOJ member union in Czechoslovakia the normalization was hard. About 1,500 journalists 

were purged, and the whole orientation of the union, once a leading force of the Prague Spring, was 

put into straitjacket. Jiří Dienstbier, the post-Velvet Revolution foreign minister in 1990, was one of 

those to be put to out to work as janitors, window cleaners and so on.  

 

In the 70s the IOJ continued to promote a kind of pro-Soviet worldview, celebrating wartime 

achievements but also covering contemporary events, especially in Africa and Latin America.  

 

 
 



The first signs of détente can be seen in photo competitions, declarations and posters highlighting 

peace and international understanding as cornerstones of progressive and democratic journalists.  

 

 
 

 

 

Finland became an important platform for bridge building between East and West. Here an informal 

garden party with Finnish union leaders on the right, The Democratic Journalist editor-in-chief in 

the middle and the IOJ European secretary, Oleg Zagladin, second on the left. Zagladin’s brother 

was the deputy head of the International Department of Soviet Communist Party Central Committee 

– one of the minds behind perestroika and glasnost – providing a direct link to the political centres 

in Moscow.  

 

 
 



Then in 1976 came the 8th IOJ congress in Helsinki, held in the Finlandia Hall, one year after the 

CSCE summit. Of course, this was of great symbolic importance for the Soviets. It was attended by 

250 journalists from 65 countries, and for the first time the IFJ leadership attended as observers.  

 

 
 

 

 
 

My election as IOJ President was a story in itself. First of all, the Soviets picked me out. For them I 

was an ideal case: I was from Finland, the country which under Kekkonen’s leadership had brought 

détente to a milestone with the CSCE Final Act; I was a progressive western academic with a 

background in journalism; I was an independent left-winger with no affiliation to any political 

party; I was from the young generation – 35 years old – while the earlier President from France had 

just turned 80.  

 



I was not particularly happy about the invitation since it created a personal dilemma for a young 

academic who had at the time big plans to study the emerging developments in the information 

society. Moreover, the Finnish unions were annoyed at the very forceful way the Soviets were 

promoting me, just telling the Finnish colleagues what was good for them. Nevertheless, the 

problems were solved with an intervention by Afanasjev and my election was also welcomed by 

President Kekkonen, who saw this as another way for Finland to contribute to détente.  

 

My mission in short was East-West détente and a North-South new order. I contended that the 

historical development was on our side and the initiative in the world arena was in our hands. You 

can read a lot of that sort of talk in those years, both by useful idiots and other progressive 

intellectuals.  

 

Was I a fellow traveller? Yes, I was, and intentionally so. I chose to pursue the course of East-West 

détente and decolonization of the global South. I had earlier also been a fellow traveller – not 

deliberately but just blown along in the wind to the new left in the 60s, as the child of a bourgeois 

home environment like many others including our former Foreign Minister, Erkki Tuomioja.  

 

 
 

In 1978 UNESCO convened all major international and regional organizations of journalists to 

consult on what they could do together in matters of professional ethics, protection of journalists on 

dangerous missions, etc. This was just perfect for the IOJ and the line I took in it. This consultative 

circle served as the main platform for co-operation among journalists throughout the 80s. 

 

 
 

 

 



 
 

The 9th IOJ congress was held in Moscow in 1981 – in the Hall of the Columns, one of the most 

sacred political venues in Moscow. The congress had a surprise visitor, Yasser Arafat, who 

happened to be in Moscow for talks with Brežnev; here seen between the IOJ President and Soviet 

Vice-President.  

 

About this Vice-President, Viktor Afanasiev, the editor-in-chief of Pravda and a philosopher from 

the Soviet Academy of Science, later an Academician known for his book The Scientific 

Management of Society. I wish to point out that I enjoyed very good co-operation with him. I visited 

his office in the Pravda building practically every time that I went through Moscow on various 

trips, discussing all my plans and ideas with him. I don’t remember him ever rejecting my 

proposals, nor dictating to me what to do. I was obviously very useful for his side, but he was also 

very useful to me because when I went to the Prague secretariat I only needed to tell them that this 

is what we shall do, “I checked it with Afanasiev”. So, far from being pushed around and dictated to 

by the Soviets, I was rather using them to endorse my own initiatives. Afanasiev also supported my 

plan to spend the first part of 1977, just a few months after my election, as a visiting professor at the 

University of California, San Diego – a plan which had already been made before any talk of my 

presidency. At that time I had no problem getting a visa to the USA and I don’t recall any instance 

when the CIA had tried to interfere with what I was doing.  

 

The IOJ held practically every year a statutory meeting in some part of the world: 

 
 

This meant lot of travelling for me as President over and above my main job as a university 

professor in Finland. And life was not only hectic but also more complicated after a new phase of 

the Cold War erupted in the early 80s.  

 



The new Cold War in 1981-85 was naturally not as fundamentally divisive as the Cold War proper 

from the late 1940s on, but it was still clearly felt in the ideological sphere of the international 

organizations. This is why the title of my presentation lists first détente – which dominated the 

beginning of my presidency in the late 1970s – followed by the Cold War, by which I refer to this 

new phase in the 1980s. 

 

 
 

Here is a reminder of the fact that the new Cold War focused very much on the media. American 

press proprietors had founded an NGO called the World Press Freedom Committee, which was 

leading campaigns against the socialist East and the militant South as shown in a paid advertising 

supplement published in Newsweek and Time magazines, warning about the danger at the UN due 

to calls for a new economic and information order. 

 

 
 

However, I went on with the IOJ mission and met with President Nyerere of Tanzania at my 

temporary base in Dar-es-Salaam. He recounted to me what Ronald Reagan had said to some 30 

world leaders at the famous meeting in Cancun – that the time of multilateral international order 

was over and the USA was now working on a bilateral basis.  

 

 



 
 

The high point of my term as IOJ President was the priviledge to address the United Nations 

General Assembly. There was a special session on disarmament in summer 1982, with the NGOs 

having half a day for addresses. The IOJ was the only journalistic INGO to seize the opportunity, 

also that of meeting the UN Secretary-General.  

 

Peace was very much on the 

agenda in the early 80s – in 

rallies around the world as 

well as in the IOJ activities. 

The Union of Journalists in 

Finland played a central role 

with its Peace Committee, 

which declared 27 October as 

Journalists’ Peace Day. 

 

 

 



 
 

In 1983, during the Media Conference of the Non-Aligned in Delhi, I was received by Mrs. Gandhi, 

who at that time was chairing of the Non-Aligned Movement, sharing with me her concern about 

the US-backed counter-revolutionaries in Nicaragua.   

 

On that occasion I was pleased to announce a set of ethical principles prepared by the consultative 

circle of international and regional organizations of journalists convened under the auspices of 

UNESCO – the first time ever that such principles had been agreed upon on a truly universal basis. 

 

  



 
 

The IOJ was active in generating revenue not only from membership dues of journalism unions and 

from the solidarity lotteries, but also by plain business activity. It had created a publishing house 

and an interpreting service, which grew so large with the competence of Czech linguistic potential 

that it became the largest simultaneous interpretation system in eastern Europe, also serving the 

Soviets and other countries – at a handsome price. So the IOJ developed a business infrastructure, 

which I call an island of capitalism in a sea of socialism. The Czechoslovak Secretary General of 

the IOJ was very smart in ensuring the blessing of his Communist Party for the building of this 

business empire. It employed over 1,000 people and had its premises in the Washingtonova Street 

close to Vaclavske namesti. 

 

 
 

Tens of books were published by the IOJ publishing house, among them these produced together 

with the international and regional organizations of journalists, including the IFJ.  

 



 
 

The IOJ was a keen supporter although not a formal organizer of the CSCE journalist congresses. 

These were held first in Helsinki in 1985, 10 years after the CSCE Summit; the second one in 

Vienna in 1987, and the third in Warsaw in 1989, with President Jaruzelski attending with the IFJ 

and IOJ Presidents.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

If you go to the old town square in Prague, you will see at the beginning of Celetna street a building 

dating back to the 13th century. It was totally renovated by the IOJ at a cost of tens of millions of 

Czechoslovak crowns and became the IOJ headquarters in late 1989, just at the time when world 

history was turning a page after the Velvet Revolution in Czechoslovakia. The following year, 

1990, started with a crisis at the IOJ headquarters as its old member union was discontinued and the 

new syndicate replacing it refused to join. Later that year the government decided to expel the IOJ 

as well as the two other democratic INGOs from Czechoslovakia. 

 

 

 



 
 

The new page of history was noted in the congress in Harare in early 1991, when I stepped down 

from the presidency. I had helped the Finnish and Soviet member unions to draft the main 

blueprints for the congress – new statutes and a new strategy – which were approved with only 

minor amendments. However, the elections went badly for us, and the new leadership elected was 

unable to cope with the organizational crisis in Czechoslovakia and failed to safeguard the prospects 

of the commercial enterprises under the new post-socialist circumstances. 

 

One more congress was held four years later in Amman, with a new leadership attempting to stop 

the disintegration and financial crash. However, the excecutive committee celebrating the 50th 

anniversary of the IOJ in Hanoi in 1996 was the last statutory meeting and the secretariat became 

defunct when the energetic Secretary General suddenly died of cancer in late 1997. The remnants of 

the IOJ were offered to the All-China Journalists Association – with no response.  

 

 
 

The demise of the IOJ was apparent in 2011 when I visited a leaking storehouse outside Prague. 

Most of the archives were simply lost to posterity and some had been dumped in this place. 

Whatever survived has now been moved to the National Archives of the Czech Republic. Building 

an IOJ section in the National Archives is an offshoot of my book project, as was the letter of the 

last two Presidents to the IFJ, announcing the end of the IOJ. 



 

 
 

 

 



And now my conclusions in short: 

 

 The IOJ has been inseparable from the geopolitics of its time; first post-war ecumenical 

idealism and then embroiled in the Cold War, where it was not possible to remain neutral – 

the same applied to the western IFJ. 

 But the IOJ still had considerable room to manoeuvre, notably in the 1970s, when I 

embarked on the platform to promote East-West détente and North-South decolonization. 

 I had the unreserved approval of the Soviets and other socialist countries on the strategic 

line; they were my fellow-travellers rather than vice versa. 

 On the other hand, I was their ally and was a marked man in the West as head of the 

“Prague-based communist organization”. 

 I do not regret my decision to accept the nomination; it has been an exciting journey 

offering a lot of experience and insight. 

 

 

 

Discussion (chaired by Professor Kimmo Rentola) 

 

Question: You said that you were reluctant at first to accept. Can you just say some more about 

your thought processes at that time? 

 

KN: Well, the main hesitation concerned my academic career. I knew that there would be a price to 

pay. The presidency was not full-time and I retained my professorship, but of course such a role 

would take a lot of time and attention. Nevertheless I thought that I could still continue publishing 

and teaching and that this was also an opportunity for an academic career. I was at that time 

focusing on studying the process of information society developments. I had to leave that behind 

but my research interest also included East-West international communication and media in the 

developing countries. In fact, in my IOJ capacity I got better access to UNESCO’s media policies, 

including the MacBride Commission, than I would have had as a mere Tampere University 

professor. Actually, there was one of the most difficult instruments of UNESCO’s diplomacy, the 

so-called Mass Media Declaration, which at one point threatened to paralyze the whole 

organisation. Director-General M’Bow from Senegal tried to break a deadlock by setting up a little 

behind-the-scenes drafting group, composed of one person from the West, a British veteran 

journalist, one person from the East – me as the IOJ President – and one person from the Third 

World, a Peruvian diplomat. I had no mandate from the Soviets but I was happy to get inside a hot 

international communication diplomacy. So the IOJ presidency brought to me opportunities. But the 

price was high: I spent nearly half of my time in Prague or somewhere else with IOJ engagements 

while also taking care of my professorial duties. I only had all through these 14 years maybe 3 or 4 

months’ leave of absence to concentrate on the IOJ, in addition to normal sabbatical and research 

leaves, including a year and a half based in Tanzania. 

 

Question: During your tenure as the IOJ President, were you ever approached by western 

government officials or did they consider you a hopeless case? 

 

KN: I din’t remember any western governments approaching me with specific projects; probably 

they indeed considered me a hopeless case. I was typically seen as the head of the Prague-based 

communist organization. On the other hand, my experience of eastern Europe was fairly good, both 

in governmental and non-governmental circles; they were flexible and accommodating (although I 

was  not approached with specific projects by the eastern governments either). On the western side 

the governmental attitude was mostly dogmatic with a Cold War mindset.  



 

Question: I’d like to focus on your remark on considerable room for movement or manoeuvre. 

When you talked about Czechoslovakia and Dubček, you mentioned that there was silence 

afterwards although there was an initial recognition of the Prague Spring. On the positive side of the 

story you could promote détente development with the Non-Aligned Movement, etc. Were there 

certain things which you couldn’t say, which couldn’t be questioned? Was there a limit to what was 

possible and what was that limit? 

 

KN: Surely there were limits. For example, press freedom was an issue which was very delicate. I 

was not too outspoken in all respects. But, relatively speaking, it was more open and the margins 

were more flexible than I had expected. I think it’s the same point that my Finnish colleagues have 

discovered in their book on cultural exchanges.  

 

Question: What precisely was the nature of press freedom and its limits. 

 

KN: Of course there were limits to press freedom and there was censorship although it was not 

always officially executed. Then there were dissidents and I never talked to them although I had 

earlier had some contacts with them. I knew that it would lead to problems and I rather wanted to 

pursue the positive side. Of course I can now look in the mirror and self-critically ask what I could 

have done, but I’m pretty sure that it would have been counterproductive for my position. And in a 

way I was quite happy with the IOJ until the end of 1989, when the communist system began to 

crumble. My priority was not human rights at the national level; my ambition was to make the IOJ 

into a force for uniting the world journalist movement. Unfortunately all the fortunes of the empire 

were rapidly lost in the political and financial crises.   

 

Question: During your presidency was there something that you wanted to say but didn’t say? 

 

KN: I don’t remember any particular cases. I was too busy with doing what I did. That’s a good 

question. I should go back and contemplate what I could and should have said.   

 

Question: Just wanted to ask whether your role ever brought you into contact with ordinary Soviets 

or Eastern bloc journalists rather than the elite figures you showed us in your presentation, and if 

so, whether their membership in this organization was important to their professional identities, and 

whether that in turn ever conflicted with their own roles as servants of the state. How important was 

it to be a member of this large international community of fellow professionals for an ordinary 

Soviet or Czech or Polish journalist? 

 

KN: I had in practice little opportunity to interact very much with rank-and-file journalists, but 

those whom I could meet, and there was also research which I was following, showed that there was 

no basic conflict between them and the IOJ. On the other hand I saw a lot of positive potential in the 

IOJ for the senior and middle-range journalists who typically were involved. The IOJ gave them a 

platform to reach out beyond their country and the socialist community in eastern Europe. Also, the 

Finnish journalists who often attended IOJ meetings and workshops throughout the 80s were quite 

impressed by the way the ordinary journalists welcomed the IOJ activities as a breath of fresh air 

for them; in addition, the IOJ also brought for them certain prestige in their local circles.  

 

Question: Thinking about your personal trajectory, you didn’t tell us a lot about what you had been 

doing before you got elected to the IOJ. I was wondering whether you’d done any travelling in 

eastern Europe or had you been studying there. 

 



KN: I was very internationally oriented well before the IOJ. I had been several years a Vice-

President of the International Association for Mass Communication Research (IAMCR), and 

already since the late 1960s I was involved in advising UNESCO on new approaches to 

communication research. So in that hardcore academic area I was internationally involved and 

frequently visited Moscow, Berlin, Prague and Cracow. Accordingly, the IOJ did not come to me as 

completely new mode of internationalism. I had also Third World connections before the IOJ, 

beginning with a UNESCO consultancy in Malaysia in 1972. On the other hand, I never studied 

abroad. 

 

Chair Rentola: Thank you very much. I would like to put one final question, for which you can 

answer simply by yes or no. Have you tried to obtain the personal files prepared on you by eastern 

European or other security organizations? The Czechs certainly have them and East Germans of 

course. 

 

KN: It’s still on my agenda. I regret that I had no time to do it while preparing this book. I’m sure 

there is a Stasi file on me and naturally the Czechs must also have compiled one. And the same 

goes for the Soviets. This is something to be done in due course and to be published as a follow-up 

article.   
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