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The Euromissiles Crisis and
the End of the Cold War, 1977-1987

Dear Conference Participants,

We are pleased to present to you this document reader, intended to facilitate discussion at the
upcoming conference on the Euromissiles Crisis, to be held in Rome on 10-12 December 2009.

This collection was compiled by the Cold War International History Project (CWIHP) and the
Machiavelli Center for Cold War Studies (CIMA) with indispensable support from conference participants,
outside contributors, and institutional sponsors. It is by no means comprehensive. In selecting the
documents, we sought to include some of the most important materials available and to provide a broad
overview of the Euromissiles Crisis from a variety of perspectives.

This reader is divided into four parts: The Peace Movement highlights the perspective of the grass-
roots activists from both sides of the Iron Curtain who opposed the Euromissiles deployment and the arms
race generally, and the three chronological sections on International Diplomacy focus upon the actions and
views of the policy-makers and world leaders who were at the very center of the Euromissiles Crisis.

We are extremely grateful to everyone who contributed documentary evidence to this reader,
including Gianni Battimelli, William Burr, Malcolm Byrne, Elizabeth Charles, Lodovica Clavarino, Helge
Danielsen, Ruud van Dijk, Matthew Evangelista, Nathan Jones, Holger Nehring, Leopoldo Nuti, Giordana
Pulcini, Bernd Rother, Giles Scott-Smith and James Graham Wilson. Piero Craveri, Laura Pizei and Serena
Baldari played a key role in making documents from the Craxi Foundation available in this reader.

Once the documents were in hand, a number of people worked to ensure that this collection was
ready for dissemination, including Christian Ostermann, Bernd Schaefer, Mircea Munteanu and Kristina
Terzieva at CWIHP, the German Historical Institute’s German History in Documents and Images Project
Manager Kelly McCullough, Lars Unar Stordal Vegstein from the London School of Economics, as well as
an extraordinarily capable team of CWIHP Research Assistants, including Pieter Biersteker, Amy Freeman,
Ekaterina Radaeva, Elizabeth Schumaecker, and Katarzyna Stempniak.

This reader and the larger conference to which it is connected benefited immensely from the
support of Fondazione Craxi, the National Security Archive at the George Washington University, the
University of Paris IlI-Sorbone Nouvelle, the University of Paris I-Pantheon Sorbonne, Bundeskanzler Willy
Brandt Stiftung, the London School of Economics’ Cold War Studies Centre, and BCC Roma. The ltalian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Embassy of the United States in Rome deserve special thanks for their
central roles in sponsoring and hosting this conference.

Finally, we would also like to recognize the efforts of those whose hard work has made this
conference possible, including Matteo Gerlini for his pioneering research at the Fondazione Craxi, and of
course Leopoldo Nuti, and his outstanding staff, Giordana Pulcini, Lodovica Clavarino and Flavia Gasbatrri,
as well as the Wilson Center’s Diana Micheli, who designed the conference poster and program.

Tim McDonnell
Washington, D.C.
November 2009
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and Leopoldo

Pulcini

by Giordana

-Contributed

Craxi Foundation Archive

1) Sezione I: Attivita di partito
Serie 2: Vita interna del Psi
Sottoserie 2: Riunioni di organi direttivi

Sottosottoserie 1: Comitato centrale
UA 13 . Riunione del Comitato centrale del 14-17 gennaio 1980, 01/1980, pp. 7-13.

Document Abstract — During a meeting of the Central Committee of the Socialist
Party, Craxi presents his point of view on the tense International situation
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Willy Brandt Archive, A9,7, Schreiben Brandt an Breshnew, 11.3.1980,
Also published in Willy Brandt, Berliner Ausgabe, Bonn (Dietz), Vol. 9, 2003.
-Contributed by Bernd Rother.
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Contributed by Nathan Jones, FOIA Case Number F-2008-01703.
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# ‘Soviet goa for an expanded agenda on conﬁdcnce»buildins measures
i (CBMs) ﬂfe fundamentally political. ‘ L
.‘l’j u - ! )

é'Sori'ctr see in the Wcst European desire to engage the USSR and its

allm in a'broadened discussion of arms control in Burope an opportunity to
aeoentuau asymmetries between US and West European security concerns.

;They also soc it as a means of undermining NATO's efforts to reach
bonscnsus'bn security issues and of highlighting the “dlmlbillty" of detente
in Europe from the US-Sovxet relationshlp. : f

! 1 i

1 The Soviets probably will continue to emphasxze measures dcslgncd to

4 restrict NATO’s military exercise and training activities and to dilute

'| Western proposals that might constrain Warsaw Pact military flexibility.

-| They might be willing in a broad forum related to the Conference on

| Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) to accept an extension of the

geographlc zone for voluntary use of CBMs. ( D

- Under écrtmn circumstanm, thcy might even be willing to accept

, mandatory CBM:s such as maneuver ceilings and advance notification of

| exercises al_ul troop movements at levels that have greater military impact on
1 the West than on the East. But they would continue to insist that any

“intrusive” inspection méasures be restricted to verification of actual troop
reductions and therefore be confined to the Vienna talks on Mutual and
Balanoed Force Reductions (MBFR). |:|

l
g tloe
+ 1 4
[ l i
e P
a i
) b
P P i
L S .
(: B :
i % ! !
SIS :
H R . |
:; E | : .
Thf:mnmndum was prepared by / Lqmmf

Politicat Analy.rt.r 11 was coordinated with the National Intelligence Officers Jor USSR-
Eastern Europe and for Gensral Purpose Forces, with the Arms Control Intelligence Staff,

1 and with the Office of Strategic Research. Research forthis report was completed on 9 April
;| 1980. Commenits are welcome and should be addressed 1o | \
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| and that they be voluntary. D

|
i
[
]
1
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§ |
; ' Sovlet Attitudes Toward : .
; Confidence-Building Measures

.J‘
“

.—..._..___........_..—_.. .

|
!
i
b
|
l

] Durlng the negotiations leading up to the signature ol‘ thc Helsinki Final Act
| in August ,1975, the three principal issues relating to CBMs were the zone of
) apphcation. the threshold for the advance notification of military maneu-
vers, and whether CBMs should be mandatory or voluntary, After initial
reluctance to discuss CBMs at all; the Soviets proposed that they apply toa
100-kilometer (km) zone of territory contiguous 10 other CSCE signntorics,
_that the thmhold for maneuver notificntlon beat the “army corps’ lcvel

E 1 1 i . .
Wﬁtern posmons varied, but in general the NATO countries favored a
“European zone of application covering the USSR west of the Urals, a

"numerically specified notification level for mancuvers and troop movements,

' and mandatory CBMs. D

= As it becan'le apparent to the Soviets that lhe price of Western cooperatwn
‘1 at CSCE on the key political and economic issues involved a more
.| forthcoming Soviet position on CBMs, Moscow’s intransigence began to

.wane. A proposal by the neutral and nonaligned participants in late June
1975 that the maneuver parameters be 300 km, 25,000 troops, and 21 days’
advance nohf’ cation was seized upon by the Soviets as the bas:s for an East-

1 West con?pfomise.D i

’I‘hc Soviets remained adamant, however, that CBMs be voluntary in nature,

:/| and the basic Soviet negotiating tactic became an offer to accept more

explicit lim Its' on the size and advance timing of maneuver notification as
well as an extenswn of the zone of application in return for Western

X assuranecs ihat CBM:s would indeed be voluntary, The evéntual Saviet
"+| compromise position was reflected in the Fifial Act: a 250-km zene including

the Baltic hihd Black Sea coasts, a maneuver notification level of 25,000

"'| troops, and 21 days’ advance notification, The Sovicts also agreed to provide
gt ﬂmﬁm} for “major™ troop movements within the CSCE-defined zone,
. il ) .

i
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. Moscow's initial reluctance to discuss CBMs priot to and at Helsinki

, . probably

. - .- relative to CSCE, ar
. whole t6'a discussion of all-European political and economic cooperation.

The Soviets hoped not only to legitimize the political-ideological division of

. The ]
. discussion on CBMs. They were abie to capitalize on neutral and nonaligned

SIS . R
IHERE Cd
’l‘ - i. ‘1[ i :1
K 1
[ [

ot

g3 | i3 X K N .
[ :1.;‘;..‘4 1 l‘;f W ] 1 B | . P
ek ," .

bdbly flowed from Sovict uncertainty as to how MBFR would evolve
and from a Sovict desire to [imit the CSCE excrciscas a

procéss:of enhanced Soviet

' ! Enrope but also to avoid encumbering the pro

1 - 1

interdction in W&térn Europe with a potentially divisive exchange on issues
directly relating 1o the European military balarice.
SRR S M K : H
H

A i : o P
{ets were probably satisfied with t!:¢ outcome of the Helsinki

sentiment in favor of an incremental process of mutual military confidence-
building to blunt the more intrusive CBMs propased by the NATO countries

that felated in pﬁ’t to enhanced intelligence and warning.[ |
: ] LY 1

. After Helsinki, the Soviets apparently began to sce some utility in CBMs as

a means of inhibiting NATO's exercise and training flexibility. This was
reflected throughout late 1975 in a series of harsh Soviet media commen-
taries an NATO' practice of conducting maneuvers that were much larger
than those of the Warsaw Pact. In particular, the Soviets charged that
NATO's adoption of a new practice of integrating Allied Command Europe
exercises into a single program (Autumn Forge) was incompatible with the
spirit of the CBMs envisaged at Helsinki. The Soviets also recognized that
West European iriterest in an expanded CBMs dialogue with the East might

~ beexploited not bply to shift the focus of subsequent CSCE discussions away

from:Batket III nteasures concerning humanitarian issues but also to play
upon; Wgst Ruropean sympathies in favar of promoting “Eurocentric™ arms
contrlol,talks in which Moscow would play a key role. ]

! 1] ¢ |

FTREI
i

| “This'shift in St{:s:il.t attitudes toward CBMs was signaled in President

* Brezhney's speech on 2! October 1977, Brezhnev raised the possibility of a
* separate forunt for the discussion of CBMs in the form of “special joint

consultations™,among CSCE participants to be held “parallet” to the
MBER talks. In’ retrospect, this proposal can be seen as the genesis of what
became the May 1979 Warsaw Pact proposal for a Conference on Military
Detqht’; (CMD) in Europe. D i -

N R L

Other bMa : i;:ed then by Brezhnev were foxfmally introduced into the

' 1977478 Belgradd CSCE Review Conference as a so-called “action program

 countrics of the Tlthcrn Mediterranean.” { | |
{

on military detente.” The “action program” reiterated previous Warsaw
Pact ﬁpt;oposa]s for a treaty on nonfirst use of nuclear weapons and the
nonexpansion of i(]nilitary alliances. It also propaséd a maneuver limit of
50,000 to 60,000 troops and the extension of the Helsinki CBMs to “the

P
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ﬂisarmament in Europe
s' aud the Post-Belgrade :
_A.genda

"The Conference ori

: i
’ 1

il N
gf;; l' i
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!

| Largely because of the sharp East-West confrontation over hurnan rights,

the Soviet “action program* did not receive extensive attention at Belgrade.

During r.ho !ater stages of the corference the Soviet press charged that the

! West’ Ettropeans——partxcularly the French and West Germans—believed
that the tUnIted States had overemphasized the human rights issue to the

l

; detnment of a potent:ally mote fruitful exchangc on CBMs. D

% I 7 ) ;

(CDE)—-»which first appeared in preliminary form duri=z the Belgrade -
| confercnce and aimed at agreements on CBMs in the first stage and

. :| conventional weapons reductions in the second—reinforcd the Soviet
"| perception:of West European dissatisfaction with the US spproach to CSCE
-, -| and CBM3. In their conversations with the French, the Soviets objected to

!| the proposed zone of application for the CDE, “from the Atlantic to the .
- | Urals,” and to the proposed exclusion of nuclear weapons and naval forces

from consideraticn. Nevert&clas, the Soviets were carcful not to reject the

.. French ided, seeing in it a political opportunity to accentuate ihe
.| commonality of Soviet—-West European secumy concerns mdcpmdent of the

course ot‘ US-Soviet retations. .
' l . I

" Subsequent to Belgrade, the Soviets bmme increasingly cxphc:t in their
. willmgnm 10 cngage in an expanded European discussion of CBMs:

*[In Noverr@her 1978 the Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Co_mmnttee

relterated the “action program” and proposed that CSCE signatories
nclude an agreement on nonuse of force, nonf‘ust use of nuclear
: weapons. and nonexpansion of alliances.

le In March 1979 Brezhnev proposed that CSCE signatories give advance

- notification of “major™ naval exercises when these were to be held near the
. waters of other CSCE pamclpaung countries.
Pl |
« In May 1979, the Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministers added prior notification
of “big" air force exercises to the Eastern agenda. They reiterated Eastern
- proposals for the nonexpansion of political or military groupings in Europe
and, more gencrally, stated Pact support for measures such as “the
nonincrease of troops and arms on the territory of other states,” and the
renunciation of the threat of using nuclear weapons against states that
i renounce both the use and the basing of nuclear weapons on their
© territories, The Pact Ministers called also for the convening of a European
i conference on military detente to discuss these and other measures.
i

= b

The French pmposal for a two-stage Confcrence on Disarmament in Europe
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| 3

s In &tﬁber 1979, Brezhnev proposed 'tl,mt the CSCE méneuver notifica-
tioni threshold be lowered from 25,000 to 20,000 men and that CSCE

B 4

i.
:
E §
|

. participants givé “timely natification™ of ground force movements.

 invdlving more t]a%n 20,000 men. He also proposed a reciprocal maneuver
. ceiling'of 40,000 to 50,000 men, ot i
[1s

Pyl T
i

e In Dccembcll' 1'9'79. the Pact Forcign I\;Iinisters proposed that prior

notification of troap movements and exercises be extended from 21 days to
one month, 1:” \: ' :
S ol

!

41 RIS :
_ One of Moscow's reservations about a CDE is that it might conflict with .

Soviet objectives in MBFR. In MBFR, the Soviets apparently accept the
fact that any qeﬁclltiated troop and equipment reductions would require
certain verification-related measures, including on-site inspection. In late

. March the Soviet Ambassador to MBFR indicated that an exchange of lists
- of units to be withdrawn from the MBFR arca and of temporary observers at

designdted entry-exit points might be acceptable to the USSR and its ellics.

 The Soviets apparently wish toavoid in d CDE, however, the inclusion of the

more substantive issue of armaments reductions (as proposed by the French
for the second stage) because this could lead to Western demands for more

 intrusive CBMs related o veriication apd inspection, (]

- BT
| :

As & confluende of Sovict and French vicwws on CDE has become less likely,
-, Moscow has pljwled its advocacy of the Warsaw Pact's own CMD proposal.
. This may to som extent represent a diplomatic tussle between Paris and
- Moscow for pride of authorship. It is also likely, however, that the Soviets

see the CMD iarobosal as a means of outmancuvering the French for the

 support of other CSCE participants for an agenda more conducive to Soviet

thinking[ || .| - ¥
i iR . :
Although France's European Community partners have generally supported

" CDE, many—mdst notably West Germany—share Moscow’s rescrvations -

with respect to the potentially adverse impact of CDE on MBFR. Moreover,

_ substantial disagtecinent exists among West European states over the extent

to which specific CBMs should be discussed at the Madrid Review

Conference itselfr—a link that the French wish to limit to a simple

manliate-—and oyer the utility of voluntary measures. ]
S =l§ DI B
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el L et Co :
In bidding agairist the French for West Eurapean support on the agenda
question, the Soviets have scveral options open in'their search for & trump

card, They could express willingness to discuss extending the CSCE-defined

zond of voluntary CBMs. During the negotiations over the Helsinki Final
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| fAct. th‘ci ai‘onc point seemed to be considering an extension of the CSCE

: ."izone ta 300 km in exchange for Western agreement to voluntary. CBMs.

- Militarily] an extension of the CBMs in the Final Act, or of those proposed
,.by the Warsaw Pact, to a 300-km zone (or cven to th¢ Urals) would have
'*only 8 mafginnl impact on Sowcl training and exercise practices.,

oo :

: The qumion, of course, is what Moscow would ask for in exchange for such

ia mncmion. In return for extending the zone, the Saviets would probably
iwant the zonc to include portions of US territory (including US Atlantic

| -coastal waters under any naval CBMs). The Soviets might also ask for the’

inclusion'on the conference agenda of such Pact declaralory proposals as
nonuse of force, the noncxpansion of alliances, and nonfirst use of nuclear or
conventional weapons, They could even advance such measures as a frecze

onthe military forces of any parlicipating statc on the territory of another or

-a limit on the introduction of major naval surface combatants of nonlittoral
states mto the Baltlc and Black Sm Cl

Although it is less Iikcly. Maoscow may be willing to consider accepting

certain CBMs on a mandatory basis. Once again, whether Moscow would be .

willing to take such a step would depend wpon the anticipated political trade-
off and upon their potential impact on NATO's military flexibility. Such
measures could include notification of all treop movements involving more
than 20,000 men, a maneuver ceiling of 40,000 to 50,000 troops, and
notification of combined mancuvers involving more than 40,000 to 50,000

troops. D :

Acccptmg mandatory CBMs, however, would be a sharp departure from
Maoscow’s past policy, and any Soviet consideration of binding measures
‘would probably be accompanied by demands for Western concessions of
dispropomonatc political and mihmry significance. D
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