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E: R Conversation of SPD Chairman Willy Brandt’s with the General Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee Leonid Brezhnev on 30 June 1981 in Moscow 
 
The meeting lasted for about 2 hours and 45 minutes. Additional participants from the 
Soviet side: [Foreign Minister Andrey] Gromyko, [Central Committee Secretary Boris] 
Ponomarev, Blatov; from the German side: [Minister of State in the Chancellery Hans‐
Jürgen] Wischnewski, Mirow. Also one interpreter each. Brezhnev opened with an 
ntroduction of about an hour he read from a manuscript, Brandt replied also for about i
an hour. Then additional issues were discussed. 
 
Brezhnev defined the international situation as very worrisome. Therefore today it is 
even more important than in the 1970s to find a common language. Back then one 
treated each other as partners and potential friends. Today there is no longer a spirit of 
good will. In particular the weapons at our disposal are even more terrifying. Therefore 
efforts for peace have become ever more important, yet the actual situation looks 
different. We are deeply concerned about the United States who is striving for military 
superiority. The danger of war is increasing, the accumulated capital of confidence is 
decreasing. Responsibility for such developments is not only with the United States but 
also with those who follow them on their path. We ask ourselves the question how the 
Federal Republic of Germany [FRG] would react if the Soviet Union would strive for a 
hegemonic position and act in the Middle East and the Persian Gulf like the U.S. does. We 
have much detailed evidence for a changed American policy. For instance, an American 
iplomat from the MBFR delegation stated the talks in Vienna make no sense: Consensus d
already reached there has to be scaled back to a minimum. 
 
We do not want to drive a wedge between the U.S. and their European allies but the 
olicy of détente is in the interest of all peoples. Therefore Western Europe has to exert p
its influence. 
 
Especially fateful consequences can be expected from NATO’s [double‐track] decision. 
Here [FRG Chancellor] Helmut Schmidt did play an active role. “Bonn has really done a 
thorough job”. The Americans want to change the balance of forces in Europe and 
globally to their favor. The new Soviet [intermediate‐range] missiles cannot reach the 
United States but the new American missiles could hit the Soviet Union. Pershing II and 
ruise Missiles are not a response to the SS‐20 but a strike against Soviet strategic C
capacities and thus a qualitative change. 
 
The Soviet superiority always asserted does in fact not exist. Of course, the SS‐20 
missiles are better than the old ones. Yet their assignment has remained constant: 
countering NATO’s nuclear weapons. NATO’s forward‐based systems and the British and 
French systems included, there exists an approximate balance of nuclear carriers in 
Europe, namely about 1,000 systems on both sides. In addition, for each new SS‐20 an 



 

ld missile will be withdrawn. Also the SS‐20 program does not change that the West 
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o
continues to enjoy a 1.5 times superiority if one counts the warheads. 
 
An implementation of NATO’s decision would increase Western superiority to a double 
capacity. This is something the USSR would not be able to tolerate. It would have to 
apply countermeasures. By the way, then the Federal Republic would be reduced to a 
missile launch ramp of the U.S. and will be incapable of pursuing its own security policy. 
The support of the [FRG] Federal Government for the NATO decision is a step away from 
the course of the [1970] Moscow Treaty [between USSR and FRG and signed by 
rezhnev and Brandt]. However, the course steered by Willy Brandt, and initially also by B
Helmut Schmidt, is still correct. 
 
There must be no more war started from German soil. We in the USSR have not 
forgotten the 20 million dead of World War II but we want to live in peace with 
Germany. We never behaved disloyal towards the Federal Republic but now we are 
ortrayed as a menace. The events of 1941 [German attack on USSR] will never be p
repeated even when the Soviet Union has to tighten its belt. 
 
There seem to be some who object to a good German‐Soviet cooperation. This is why the 
NATO decision was made. We will fight against this decision even when this causes 
trouble for the [FRG] Federal Government. We do not understand why the German 
Social Democrats are complacent with the undermining of the policy of détente. We 
want to strengthen trust und expand cooperation. Yet Soviet good will is not enough. 
The Soviet Union wants negotiations about the limitation and reduction of nuclear 
weapons, including forward‐based systems, and the British and French systems. During 
the course of negotiations we are willing to observe a qualitative and quantitative 
moratorium. However, negotiations may not serve as camouflage for the introduction of 
ew systems. If Europe takes a clear position, the U.S. would not be able to do anything. n
Every such [European] initiative would be welcomed by the Soviet Union. 
 
Brezhnev than referred to various proposals he had made in his CPSU Congress speech 
of 23 February 1981, and to his most recent proposal for a nuclear‐free zone in 
orthern Europe. He will also consider to turn the Baltic Sea area in a nuclear‐free zone N

if NATO acts accordingly. 
 
Despite all differences between both sides, Brezhnev continued, we still assume there 
exists consensus that peace is the highest, guiding and required value. Therefore we 
have many options for joint and parallel activities. This is how he views his upcoming 
meeting with Chancellor Helmut Schmidt: It ought to be a step forward and result in 
concrete progress in the spirit of the Moscow Treaty and the joint [FRG‐USSR] 
communiqué from 1978. There are still many reserves for our cooperation, like in the 
as‐pipeline‐deal. Bilateral relations could develop nicely if it would not be for factors g
interfering from outside. 
 

tually Brezhnev voiced grave Soviet concerns about American policy towards 
a. We will draw consequences, in particular if arms deliveries will come into play. 

Even
hinC
[… ] 

n his response 
 
I Willy Brandt expressed his great concern. […] 
 



 

The Federal Republic has a vital interest in improved relations between the global 
powers. The United States is not a monolithic bloc, its policy can be influenced. We know 
about the USSR’s skepticism but the Chancellor [Schmidt] brought from [his April 1981 
isit in] Washington the firm commitment for negotiations about euro‐strategic 
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v
weapons, and NATO has reiterated this in Rome. 
 
It has been said Helmut Schmidt has done a thorough job. In reality, he has made 
thorough arguments. During the [FRG‐Soviet] talks in Bonn in 1978 he linked in the joint 
communiqué respective passages about the approximate balance explicitly also to 
intermediate nuclear forces. [During his visit] in 1980 in Moscow there were talks about 
this. It is understandable that the USSR feels threatened by new medium‐range 
weapons. However, we also feel threatened by the SS‐20. Mutual threats must be 

inated soon through negotiations. [Brandt] understands the Soviet view to include 
ard‐based systems and accepts that the British and French potential is counted.  

elim
orwf
[…] 
 
Brezhnev repeated the interest of both sides in negotiations. The Federal Republic can 
make a major contribution here. He wants to ask openly why the United States gets 
hrough with everything. The Europeans must articulate their interests now in order to t
achieve a turn towards arms control. 
 
With regard to Poland he defined the events as consisting of two features. First, the 
political leaders there have committed grave economic mistakes resulting in discontent 
of the masses. This is currently to be revised. Second, however, these mistakes are 
exploited by anti‐socialist forces eager to liquidate socialism in Poland, such as the 
extremist forces within “Solidarnosc”. Those are supported from the West with concrete 
id. The Poles have to solve their problems themselves. Yet the USSR will provide any a
imaginable support and assist Poland in an emergency. 

ked W.B. then about the new French President which Brandt obviously knows well. 
 
. asB
[…] 
  
Hans‐Jürgen Wischnewski finally confirmed the importance of Brezhnev’s upcoming 
visit to Bonn. The German interest in this visit extends far beyond partisans. It would be 
esirable to agree on an exact date as soon as possible. This will be a sign for a positive d
development in Europe. 
 
Brezhnev thanked and stated his willingness to come to Bonn in November. 
 
T. Mirow  

Translated for CWIHP by Bernd Schaefer]. 
 
[
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The talk was focused on issues of security policy. 
 
Francois Mitterand stated that now, in 1981, there exists more or less a strategic 
alance. By 1985 there will be a Soviet superiority. Afterwards, until about 1992, he b
foresees a superiority of the United States. 
 
He said to have included strategic aircraft into that equation. 
 
France could build the neutron bomb today but in all likelihood it will not do so. The 
neutron bomb requires a strategy of escalating response, and this strategy does not 
square with the capacities of the French nuclear force. After a talk with him [Mitterand] 
in Paris, the Soviet Ambassador emphasized mutual agreement about the need for a 
balance in Europe. Yet this does not match with the actual course of this talk and his 
[Mitterand’s] conviction. A balance must exist on a global scale, not just in Europe. Also 
rench nuclear forces are only slightly larger than what is actually needed for F
deterrence, thus France cannot accept an inclusion of these forces into negotiations. 
 
He is for negotiations. The United States must not strive for superiority. He is against 
oratoria since 150 SS‐20 missiles are sufficient to destroy everything. He sees no sense m

in the decrease of overkill capacities. 
 
He is aware that the deployment of Pershing [missiles] will naturally change the 
strategic situation. It would be good if there would be no need to build them. His 
tatements in an interview with [German weekly magazine] “Stern” were cut and edited. s
He stays firmly to the NATO decision [of December 1979). 
 
In his response Willy Brandt outlined the German interpretation of NATO’s decision. For 
a while there had been fear the United States would view it differently. Eastern 
onventional superiority exists for a long time already. It gets partially overstated. If the c
United States wants to achieve conventional parity, it must introduce the military draft. 
 
Then Willy Brandt explained the particular German situation possibly created by the SS‐
20 deployment (where the exact quality would be difficult to assess, by the way) and the 
introduction of Pershing and Cruise Missiles, as well as by an expected Soviet military 
eaction to the latter. He encouraged Francois Mitterand to address in his forthcoming 
eeting with the German Federal Chancellor the Euro‐strategic and global balance. 

r
m
 



He [Brandt] voiced understanding for the French situation, but he also referred at the 
uestion of Soviet legitimacy to counterbalance the French forces, and at Soviet security q
considerations with regard to China. 
 
n conclusion, Brandt explained the concerns of the Federal Republic’s young generation I
and its consequences for the SPD. 
 
Francois Mitterand considered it legitimate to count a Soviet counterbalance to the 
French forces. He has to deal with a fundamental contradiction where so far he cannot 
see a solution: the contradiction between the national destination of French nuclear 
forces and the security obligations resulting from a membership in the Atlantic Alliance. 
here is no precise answer to the question when French security interests are T
essentially threatened. 
 
Adenauer’s thesis’, as mentioned by Brandt, that no missiles must be deployed in 
Germany capable of threatening the Soviet Union, he [Mitterand] could understand very 
well. Thus he prefers that the Pershing do not have to be deployed. He also understands 
the concerns of the Soviet Union. Balances of forces are in essence temporary balances. 
One has to attempt to eliminate the SS‐20 through negotiations, and in the future he will 
make this clearer in public. He does not want Germany to turn into a powder keg. Also 
e wanted to emphasize that he does not apply the term “neutralism” with regard to 

 Germany. 
h
developments in

homas Mirow  
 
T
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[Translation from Russian; Letter from Leonid Brezhnev to Willy Brandt, 22 February 1982] 
 
 
Copy to: 
H.S. [Chancellor Helmut Schmidt] 
HJW [Minister of State Hans-Jürgen Wischnewski] 
E.B. [SPD General Secretary Egon Bahr] 
 
 
Dear Mr. Brandt: 
 
I want to redirect your attention to the question we already discussed between the two of us 
during our meetings last year in Moscow and Bonn. I mean the problem of nuclear medium-
range missile in Europe. 
 
I state it frankly: The course of Soviet-American negotiations regarding this problem in 
Geneva leaves us with serious and growing concerns. The American side’s position does not 
at all display any willingness by the United States to direct the issue towards an agreement. 
Quite to the contrary. You, Mr. Brandt, might very well remember when we talked about the 
upcoming Soviet-American negotiations. Back then you expressed your full understanding for 
our position to include in these negotiations not only Soviet medium-range missiles but also 
forward-based American systems and the respective nuclear systems of Britain and France. 
And indeed, it looks as if there is no other viable option. 
 
The Americans, in the meantime, want to hear from the first day of negotiations until today 
nothing else than their own “zero option” which can only be characterized as a mockery of 
reason. 
 
According to this American proposal, the Soviet Union ought to reduce in fact all its medium-
range missiles to zero, i.e. scrap them, while on the NATO side neither one single missile, nor 
any aircraft carrier for nuclear weapons would have to be destroyed. Yet there exist almost 
1,000, or to be exactly 986 NATO systems, among them more than 160 ballistic missiles. If 
we would agree to this idea, NATO would achieve a more than twofold quantitative 
superiority of carriers for intermediate nuclear forces, and in the area of nuclear shells even a 
triple superiority. In other words: This way the balance in the field of nuclear medium-range 
missiles would turn out even worse than through the implementation of the notorious NATO 
decision. Instinctively, we feel ourselves caught in the thought that the Americans want to 
force us through this “zero option” to choose “the lesser of two evils”. Yet this is a primitive 
method that does not speak to the seriousness of U.S. negotiation strategy. 
 
In order to make their proposals inacceptable to the Soviet Union from the onset, the 
Americans raise another absurdity: They insist we also scrap those medium-range missiles 
deployed in the East [of the Ural Mountains] and are not related in any way to Europe. 
 
Without any doubt, for you the absurdity of this question is evident. During your visit in 
Moscow you expressed yourself the desire to withdraw those Soviet missies not essential to 
the balance to positions [in the East] from where they cannot reach Western Europe. 
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No less absurd is also the U.S. negotiation position pertaining to our medium-range missiles 
in the USSR’s European part. 
 
It is well known how even those Western European politicians, who dispute against the facts 
the existence of an approximate medium-range missile balance, hold the opinion that the 
balance was only shifted by the deployment of the SS-20. This means, nobody thought of an 
“imbalance” with the previously much larger number of our SS-4 and SS-5. This raises the 
question why the Americans demand from us now the destruction of all our medium-range 
missiles SS-4, SS-5, and SS-20 – and all this with the preservation of NATO’s entire nuclear 
arsenal? Is there any hint of logic here? Obviously this has not anything to do with logic.  
 
And in addition to all this, the Americans recently decided to enter another complicating 
element into their Geneva negotiation positions. Namely, they insist on limits for Soviet 
missiles with ranges shorter than medium-range. Summing it up, we have every reason to say 
that the acceptance of American proposals would result in a unilateral Soviet disarmament. As 
you correctly remarked during our last meeting, this is something nobody can demand from 
us. According to your own words, this fact is indisputable. 
 
All this leads us to a conclusion I mentioned during my recent meeting with your colleagues 
from the Socialist International: It seems like Washington wants to use the Geneva 
negotiations to calm down the public of the West European countries protesting against the 
dangerous military plans of the U.S. And then, when negotiations have deliberately been 
pushed into a dead end, the U.S. wants to justify this way the planned 1983 deployment of its 
almost 600 new medium-range missiles in Western Europe. 
 
And here, Mr. Brandt, I must say this quite frankly: We can only marvel how most Western 
European statesmen and politicians, also in the Federal Republic [of Germany], either really 
do not comprehend Washington’s game, or whether they pretend they do not understand it. 
And some among them even play openly into the hands of the Americans. 
 
I remember well your words that Soviet-American negotiations are vital to the Federal 
Republic, and that the FRG will contribute towards a positive development of these 
negotiations. The Federal Chancellor, Mr. Helmut Schmidt, told me the same. I would be 
dishonest not to admit that we do not perceive such a positive impact of the Federal Republic 
on the U.S. position. 
 
I am far from interfering into internal matters of your party. As I have been informed, the 
SPD leadership wants to analyze the state of Soviet-American negotiations only at its party 
congress in fall of 1983, and only then it will define its position on the plans of new American 
missile deployments in the Federal Republic. If this is the case, it is appropriate here to ask 
ourselves whether the SPD leadership will just be confronted with facts created, and thus it 
will inconceivable how it can turn the course of events into a positive direction. Now I do not 
intend to repeat to you Soviet positions on the issues under negotiation in Geneva. We already 
forwarded them to you. Recently we also reiterated them in public since the American side 
had published its own Geneva proposals and simultaneously distorted our positions. 
 
I just want to emphasize one thing: We are indeed willing to take wholly radical steps in the 
area of nuclear arms limitations in Europe. This could be a more than threefold reduction of 
existing nuclear medium-range missile arsenals from 1,000 down to 300 on both sides. This 
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could be a complete liquidation of these arsenals. This could be a complete liquidation of 
nuclear weapons in Europe, medium as well a tactical range. 
 
The only, and from our perspective non-negotiable, pre-condition to realize any of these three 
scenarios is a strict adherence to the principle of parity and equal security on both sides. 
 
I am very well aware how you are in favor of policies of détente and peace. Thus I am certain, 
Mr. Brandt, you will understand the motives guiding myself when I draw your attention to the 
state of negotiations in Geneva. 
 
Sincerely, 
L. Brezhnev 
22 February 1982 
 
[Translated for CWIHP by Bernd Schaefer.] 
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[Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New 
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 81.] 

 
Wednesday, April 21 [1982] 
 An N.S.C. meeting on “START” our idea for Strategic Arms 
Reduction Talks with the Soviets. We’ve had a team working on this. 
Some of the journalists who write so easily as to why we don’t sit 
down and start talking with the Soviets should know just how 
complicated it is. Our team is doing a good job. Israel bombed a 
P.L.O. base in Lebanon. There have been some provocations and an 
unfounded report that an Israeli plane was shot down.  
 Took the afternoon off on a beautiful spring day and went down 
to Quantico for a horseback ride.  
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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New York: Harper 
Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 155-156. 

 
Friday, May 27-Tuesday, May 31 [1983] 
 The summit in Williamsburg on all our minds but 1st on Fri. had a press 
interview & then met with Prime Minister Nakasone of Japan – 1st name Yasu. 
We met in office & then lunch in the St. dining room. He impresses me more 
every time I see him. At lunch we surprised him with a birthday cake. I can’t 
believe he’s 65. I had him pegged for 45. He’s off to Johns Hopkins U. for a 
speech & then on to the summit.  
 I finished the day in Williamsburg with a 2 hr. prep meeting for the Summit.  
 Sat. 28th – A full day what with touring all the facilities arranged for the 
Summit. Out table – at least 40 feet long was hand built by a craftsman as a gift 
to the govt. for us at the Summit.  
 Had bilaterals with Pres. Mitterand (France) & P.M. Thatcher, then a 
dinner meeting with the other 6 heads of state & the Pres. of the European 
Council, Gaston Thorn. I opened the subject of the I.N.F. deployment. After full 
discussion it was agreed that we’d have foreign ministers draw up a statement of 
approval of deployment & negotiations to reduce & hopefully eliminate all such 
intermediate range weapons. We met on Sunday morning & out of the blue both 
Mitterand & Trudeau said they couldn’t support such a statement. The discussion 
grew very brisk with Margaret, Helmut, Yasu & Amantore (Italy) all having at 
them. I got angry & did about 20 minutes. We were one hour late for lunch. In the 
afternoon meeting we started again on a new draft that tried to meet some of the 
language complaints without weakening the statement.  
 While Ministers were working on drafts, we took up matter of an ec. 
statement & believe it or not the same 2 had objections to that. We stood firm – I 
thought at one point Margaret was going to order Pierre to go stand in a corner. It 
was hard to remember we had started the day with a prayer service in the tiny 
church. Maybe that’s what did it because we closed the day with both issues 
resolved, cordially restored & no winners or losers.  
 Sunday night dinner was very pleasant at the old Royal Gov’s. palace. We 
discussed the middle east but didn’t make it an agenda issue.  
 Monday morning meeting very productive – agreed to do more to 
cooperate on medical research etc. Rallied around full ec. statement. At an 
outdoor lunch we met exchange students – 1 from each of our countries. I filled 
our leaders in on Central Am. Later in day, met with Helmut Kohl – he’s solid & 
with us all the way. Monday night dinner (Nancy had arrived, thank Heaven) was 
something of a banquet. Press already hailing the Summit as a success. Tues. 
saw each of the heads of state off. (Mitterand, Thatcher & Kohl) had left the night 
before. Thank you’s all around & back to the W.H.  
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summit that the deployment would provoke
the Soviets to deploy additional missiles of
their own targeted not only on Europe but on
the United States itself.

The anger of Andropov and his cohorts
at this latest development shows clearly in
the transcript, as does their determination to
act “very decisively” to develop a political
counter-offensive to swing international, and
especially U.S. and West European, public
opinion against Reagan’s “aggressive” and
“militaristic” programs.  One finds
Andropov and the Soviet leaders particu-
larly alarmed by Japan’s solidarity with
NATO, and searching for ways to weaken
that bond, perhaps through a territorial com-
promise.  They also show concern about the
need to consolidate the Soviet bloc in East-
ern Europe—not only the maverick Roma-
nians, but other Warsaw Pact leaders had,
in Andropov’s terms, failed to show “strong
unity” and were “buried in their national
problems,” and should therefore be called
to Moscow for a summit conference to rein-
vigorate Socialist bloc unity and strategy.

Despite obvious irritation with Western
actions, the Soviet leaders also display a
degree of restraint, or at least caution.  Re-
garding the situation in the Middle East and
Central America, Andropov remarks that
Moscow should warn the Syrians, as he said
he had told the Cubans, to avoid instigating
a confrontation, since the USSR would not
be dragged into a war on their behalf. And
there is discussion of Andropov’s sending a
personal letter to Reagan on nuclear arms
control issues—presaging the letter he in
fact sent Reagan on 4 July 1983, initiating a
short-lived yet promising private dialogue
that was aborted less than two months later
following the Soviet downing of a Korean
Air Lines 747 on September 1, triggering
renewed U.S.-Soviet hostility.

All of the excerpts below were declassi-
fied by Russian authorities as possible evi-
dence for use in the Constitutional Court
trial of the CPSU in 1992—and perhaps for
potential use in discrediting Mikhail
Gorbachev and other rivals of Boris Yeltsin—
and subsequently deposited in Fond 89.  They
were provided to CWIHP by Mark Kramer,
Center for Foreign Policy Development,
Brown University, and Russian Research
Center, Harvard University, and introduced
by CWIHP director Jim Hershberg; Lena
Milman translated the following transcript:

Absolutely secret
the only copy
(rough draft).

SESSION OF POLITBURO OF CC CPSU
31 May 1983

Chairman  com. ANDROPOV Yu. V.
Present com[rade]s. Aliev G. A., Gorbachev M.

S., Grishin V. V., Gromyko  A. A., Tikhonov
N. A., Ustinov D. F., Chernenko K. U.,
Demichev P. N., Dolgikh V. I., Kuznetsov V.
V., Ponomarev B. N., Solomentsov M. S.,
Zimyanin M. V., Kapitonov I. V., Rusakov K.
V., Ryzhkov N. I.

In the beginning of the session comrade
Andropov expressed words of deep sadness about
the death of comrade Arveed Yanovich Pelshe.
Comrade Andropov informed that the funeral of
comrade Pelshe, according to the decision of the
CC is going to be held at 11 o’clock on the Red
square by the Kremlin wall.  The members of the
funeral commission will come to the Dom
Soyuzov at the time of carrying out the body; the
rest of the members of Politburo, candidates to
members of Politburo and the secretaries will
come at 11 o’clock straight to the Mausoleum.

[ANDROPOV.]  Now I would like to address the
issue, which in my opinion deserves the ex-
change of opinions and suggestions.

Today I’ve talked with a number of mem-
bers of the Politburo about our government’s
announcement of the response connected with
the deployment of American missiles “Pershing-
2” and cruise missiles in the countries of Western
Europe; and also concerning the resolution
adopted by the countries of “Big Seven” in
Williamsburg.  It’s important that we discuss this
matter, exchange opinions, and express the sug-
gestions that should be developed.

If you look at the events that are taking place
in the Western countries, you can say that an anti-
soviet coalition is being formed out there.  Of
course, that’s not accidental, and its highly dan-
gerous.  At the session of the NATO countries,
that’s going on in Williamsburg, very aggressive
speeches are given; and the very resolution
adopted by the “Big Seven” is non-constructive,
but aggressive.

If you analyze the reaction of the countries
of the West on our declaration, then the reaction
has two sides.  From one side, our declaration had
impressed them very much. There are indica-
tions, seen through some of the speeches of some
of the western politicians that give hope to normal
and productive high level talks about the decrease
of the arms race and disarmament, especially of
the nuclear weapons.  On the other side there are
indications of absolute fulfillment of the so-called
double decision of NATO, which is the place-
ment of nuclear missiles in the countries of West-

ern Europe.
Actions of president Reagan, who is a bearer

and creator of all anti-soviet ideas, creator of all
the untrue insinuations regarding our country and
the other countries of the Socialist Community,
deserve very critical and harsh reaction from our
side.  Meanwhile in the press, Michail Vasilyevich
[Zimyanin], those actions don’t find that full
coverage and deserving answer.  This, of course,
is not right.  Imperialistic countries of the West
want to put together a bloc against the USSR.
They act together and, as you saw, Reagan man-
aged, though with some pressure,  to convince his
partners in the “Big Seven” to sign the resolution
and express their opinions against the politics of
the USSR.

Now let’s see what we do.  To my disap-
pointment we act alone.  Some of us speak out,
but we all do it separately.  We, the countries of
Warsaw Pact  and the other socialist countries
that don’t belong under Warsaw Pact, have to
demonstrate strong unity.  But the leaders of the
socialist countries are buried in their national
problems.  These, if you pardon my words, are
just minor unimportant actions.

That’s why I have a suggestion to gather
here in Moscow first secretaries of socialist par-
ties’ CCs and the chairmen of Sovmins for  debat-
ing the current situation.  At that meeting we
could exchange opinions about the talks on the
arms race and disarmament, decrease of the
nuclear missiles in Europe, about the last deci-
sions of the NATO countries, and about the other
subjects, related to our counteraction  to the
policies of the Imperialistic countries, targeted at
the worsening of the global situation.

Of course, there comes up the question of
Romania: what to do with it?  It seems to me that
not to invite Romania is not in our interests,
without it we can’t really hold a meeting, though,
as it’s known, they voted against the publication
of our declaration.

A question appears: when to hold a meeting
and with what to conclude it.  It seems to me that
we can’t put away for a long time this sort of
meeting, because the Western countries are quite
active today.  For now we aren’t active enough.  I
think that we should assume positions now, be-
fore the meeting, to start the counteraction against
the policies of the imperialist states.  It seems to
me that on that meeting we should develop,
adopt, and then publish a document that would
express our reaction on NATO’s decision.  Maybe
in that document we could once again bring up
the suggestions that were brought up before about
non-aggression acts between the countries of the
Warsaw Pact and the countries of NATO.  It’s
quite possible that other ideas could be brought
up.

In his recent speech, [Former West German
Chancellor Willy] Brandt, introduced an idea
about joining the talks on the limitation of nuclear
missiles in Europe and limitation of strategic
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nuclear missiles.  Maybe we should all think
about that idea and make it an official proposal—
join the talks about the nuclear missiles in Eu-
rope with the talks about the limitation on all the
strategic nuclear weapons.  We also should think
when and where to bring up this proposal.  I think
that  MFA and the Ministry of Defense will
decide on that problem.

We have to open up a wider network to win
public opinion, to mobilize public opinion of the
Western countries of Europe and America against
the location of the nuclear weapons in Europe
and against a new arms race, that’s being forced
by the American administration.  The behavior
of Japan, and especially of the president
[Yasuhiro] Nakasone worries me.  He com-
pletely took the side  of the more aggressive part
of the Western countries, and he completely
supports Reagan’s actions.  Because of that we
should consider some sort of compromise in our
relations with Japan.  For example: we could
think about joint exploitation of several small
islands, that have no strategic importance.  Maybe
there will be other suggestions.  I, personally,
think that Japan could initiate more active coop-
eration with the Soviet Union in the economic
sphere.

The next point concerns China.  I think that
the Chinese aren’t going to move any further on
their positions.  But all our data shows that  they
could increase their  trade with USSR.  They did
offer us a trade agreement for this year, that
substantially increases our goods
exchange[compared to] the previous years of
trading with China.  Because of that we might
have to send comrade [First Deputy Prime Min-
ister Ivan V.] Arkhipov to China to conduct a
series of talks and to “feel the ground.”  And if we
succeed in improving our economic ties with
China through cultural, sports, and other organi-
zations, it could be considered a big step ahead.

Now about the Middle East.  To say that the
events in the Middle East don’t bother us would
be wrong.  The fact is that we have very good
relations with Syria.  But Syria argues against the
agreement that was made between Israel and
Lebanon, Syria has no friendly relations with
Iraq.  Recently Syria has been facing minor
problems with PLO, and in particular with [PLO
Chairman Yasser] Arafat.  In one word—here is
a problem we have to think about.

If you look at our propaganda, you can
come to a conclusion that it’s quite calm when it
comes to strategic preparations of NATO.  That’s
true, we shouldn’t scare people with war.  But in
our propaganda we should show more brightly
and fully the military actions of the Reagan
administration and the supporting countries of
Western Europe, which in other words means
disclosing in full scale the aggressive character
of the enemy. We need that, so we could use facts
to mobilize the soviet people for the fulfillment
of social and economic plans for development of

the country.  We can’t, comrades, forget in this
situation defense sufficiency of our country.  These
topics should be constant in our media.  You
remember comrade L. Y. Brezhnev at the XXVI
session of CPSU [23 February - 3 March 1981]
said, that military threat is coming and because of
that we should lead a struggle against the influ-
ence of military revanchist ideas of the West.
That’s what it came to: Reagan calls up the sena-
tors if they support the ideas of the Soviet Union,
and charges them with treason.  Why don’t we use
press to speak against the lazy bums, those who
miss work [progulshikov], bad workers?  I ask the
comrades to express their opinions about the
questions brought up and maybe comrades have
other suggestions.  Who would like to take the
stand?

GROMYKO.  I completely approve of the
suggestions that were expressed by Yu. V.
Andropov.  First of all about the call of the
meeting of the leaders of socialist countries, coun-
tries of the Warsaw Pact.  That kind of meeting, to
my opinion, we should gather.  [Romanian leader
Nicolae] Ceausescu, I think, we should invite to
the meeting.  I would say, it’s beneficial for us.

ANDROPOV.  Right now they are asking
for a consultation.

GROMYKO.  Particularly they were asking
us for that.  The meeting of the leaders of the
countries of the Warsaw Pact will show the unity
of our Pact and prove our principal positions in the
questions of nuclear weapons and reduction of
arms race.  I think that we should adopt at the
meeting a document, as rightly mentioned before
Yuri Vladimirovich [Andropov].  This document
should sound very clearly.  Along declaration
shouldn’t be made, but it should be sharp and
concrete.  This would be our collective action of
the countries of Warsaw Pact.  It is needed.

What to do with the talks?  I fully support the
suggestion of Yuri Vladimirovitch about uniting
the talks on nuclear armament in Europe and
strategic armament in whole.  As you know,
Reagan has got a goal, whatever it takes him, to
place the nuclear missiles “Pershing-2” and the
cruise missiles in the European countries.  A
question comes up, what should we do, whether
we should continue the talks?  As it’s known,
Western countries, many of them, are ready for
deployment.  That’s why we should bring in
something fresh.  And in connection with that this
suggestion about uniting the talks will serve our
interests.

ANDROPOV.  We should invite for these
talks the English and French, let them participate,
they are nuclear countries.

GROMYKO.  I think the English and French
will refuse for sure to hold the talks, but we should
invite them, that’s right.  The main suggestion, I
think, is the combined talks.  That type of a
suggestion deals with the restriction of nuclear
armament in the whole, which means that in the
talks they will include the tactic missiles, also.  In

their time Western countries themselves put a
question about the talks on all kinds of nuclear
weapons.

ANDROPOV.  That’s good, let them say
that themselves, how they view that suggestion.

GROMYKO.  It will be easier  for us to keep
in contact with those who speak against all kinds
of nuclear weapons.  I think, that they can try this,
in spite of the fact that they will insist on location
of nuclear weapons in Europe.  In a word, this will
give us a break.

ANDROPOV.  Anyway, we don’t lose any-
thing.

GROMYKO.  New ideas are starting to
appear in America, though not officially, but it’s
very important.  Maybe they will agree to union.
Anyway, this line [idea] will have to be fulfilled
right away.

We will have an extra plan—it is the con-
tinuing of the talks on restrictions of use of
strategic nuclear armament in the world and re-
strictions on nuclear armament in Europe.  The
United States, as it’s known, is talking about the
fact that they can only strike in response to
aggression.  I think, that they without enough
reason wouldn’t dare to use nuclear missiles.
Against the first strike are also Canada, England,
France, and Western Germany.  This we also
have to use skillfully in our propaganda and in our
practical interests.

Regarding Japan,  I have an idea: why don’t
we use our suggestion regarding the islands of
Hamabayi [sic-Habamai?—ed.], Kunashir, and
other small islands, that really are very little
spots, and draw the border, I mean make an
adjustment of the border.  It would be then the
most prestigious suggestion.

ANDROPOV.  When I talked about Japan,
I didn’t mean that suggestion.  I talked about joint
exploitation of several little islands.

GROMYKO.  We could do both at the same
time.  These same islands are small dots in the
ocean and they don’t have such a grand strategic
importance.

About China.  The People’s Republic of
China expresses wishes to broaden our economic
ties.  Even in practice it is starting something in
that sphere, for example the increase of goods
exchange.

ANDROPOV.  This should be checked out,
as I said.

GROMYKO.  I think, that the Chinese aren’t
going to go for anything else.  One of the terms for
normalization of our relations is the withdrawal
of our troops from Chinese borders.  It seems to
me that we could think about that.  But then the
Chinese began to push for withdrawal of Viet-
namese troops from Cambodia.

ANDROPOV.  I suggest we don’t bring up
that question.

GROMYKO.  Regarding Mongolia.  Maybe
we should withdraw part of the army away from
the border.  There is a danger in the Middle East
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that Israel will strike against Syria.  If Syria ruins
Reagan’s plans, Americans will go bankrupt.

ANDROPOV.  I would suggest we turn to
Syria to advise it not to pull itself into this
conflict.  If the events start happening, we should
warn Syrian leaders beforehand to work out a
corresponding plan.

GROMYKO.  Syria sends tanks to Leba-
non.  Our task is to advise Syrian leaders to
withhold from any participation in the events of
the war.

ANDROPOV.  May be we should write a
letter about that to [Syrian leader Hafez] Assad?

USTINOV.  All that we do regarding de-
fense we should continue doing.  All the missiles,
that we planned to install, should be installed.  All
the airplanes should be stationed at the spots we
agreed upon.  Reading the resolution that was
adopted by the “Big Seven,” I should say, it was
very cunning and strict.  But it has its weak points
and we should figure out how to use them.  But
everything happens in life, so “they” may be
installing the missiles in England, FRG, and other
countries.

I consider the suggestion of Yuri
Vladimirovich absolutely correct that we should
carry out active work, to counteract against the
imperialistic actions of our enemies.

Regarding Mongolia I should say, that if we
move the Soviet army, that’s now located there
back to our territory then we will lose a very good
post.  Everything is already equipped there.  That’s
why we have nowhere to move on the Soviet
border.

Regarding Cambodia and Vietnam, we al-
ready talked about it not once.  I figure that we
shouldn’t lose positions won in battles, but we
should retain them.  The sanctions which were
discussed earlier by Yuri Vladimirovich, should
be supported.  We will look at it very carefully
and think about our actions.  We also have to think
about talks in Vienna and Geneva, in regards to
nuclear weapons as well as strategic.  In fact I
consider very rightful the suggestion to combine
both of these talks.  Maybe, Y.V. Andropov will
consider it rational to speak out with that sugges-
tion, and maybe give another suggestion, let’s
say, about decrease of nuclear weapons by 50
percent, including French and English nuclear
weapons.

TIKHONOV.  England and France will never
agree to that.

USTINOV.  If they don’t agree, than our
proposal will sound all over the world.  The
middle-range missiles,- Western countries
wouldn’t refuse against their location in Europe.

GROMYKO.  But what then to reduce?
USTINOV.  We can reduce all the rockets.
GROMYKO.  We proposed that.
USTINOV.  Yes, we already proposed, but

we should offer again.  About Japan I would like
to say that we can look only at very small islands,
but the big island Kunashir—we have quite settled

there.  For example, from the Japanese sea we can
only access through the strait of La Pérouse, and,
I should say, here we would substantially cut our
maneuvering space.

About the meeting with governments of
socialist countries.  I completely agree with Yuri
Vladimirovich.  We should expose the Western
countries, their offensive speeches and military
tone.  Maybe Yu.V. Andropov should say some-
thing on that topic, too.

GROMYKO.  I will have a speech at the
session.  In that speech, it seems to me, I should
spell out a number of suggestions.

USTINOV.  Maybe I should give an inter-
view?  In one word, we activize the work, gather
socialist parties and agree with them on this
subject.

CHERNENKO.  Even if Romania doesn’t
sign, we could adopt a resolution without the
signature of Romania.

USTINOV.  Japan hadn’t joined the military
alliance of the Western countries, yet.  That’s
why we should act not only upon Japan, but the
other countries, also, so that not only we openly
spoke out against militaristic intentions of Reagan
administration, English, Japanese and others, but
the socialist countries did it, too, and the leaders
of the socialist countries could have spoken out,
too.  By the way, in those situation they have kept
silent.  We have, comrades, to build, strengthen
the socialist bloc, but very skillfully.  To my
regret, the relations between Vietnam and China
are very strained.  I absolutely agree with the
decision of Yuri Vladimirovich about enforcing
anti-war propaganda, targeted at the arms race,
wrong suggestions of the Western countries and
especially at the American administration.  It
looks like the Americans thought about installing
a space command.  In a word, I would like to say,
that we should more widely speak out about our
suggestions and expose the militaristic intentions
of the Western countries.

ANDROPOV.  Of course, we aren’t going
to change Reagan’s behavior, but we will expose
his antisoviet, militaristic intentions very deci-
sively.

TIKHONOV.  Reagan doesn’t react any
more to our suggestions.  Regarding the uniting
of the talks, this is one more of our important
suggestions, and we should bring it in.  Missiles,
of course, they will place in Western Europe.  But
[we] should explain it broadly and clearly to our
people and all other nations of other countries.
The resolution of the Soviet government is a very
important document. We now have only to de-
velop propaganda, expose the actions of the West
and have a strong influence over people.  I think
that meeting that Yuri Vladimirovich talked about
is vitally important to be held.  And with that we
should somehow hint to socialist countries that
they alone and each one of them, let’s say GDR,
Czechoslovakia,  Hungary give a speech.  Let’s
say a speech for Nuclear-free Zone in Europe and

on the other topics.  [Bulgarian leader Todor]
Zhivkov, for example, can give a speech about
Nuclear-free Zone in the Balkans.  Now about
China.  All the initiatives about the increase in
goods exchange between USSR and China come
from China.  This is very important.  That’s why
we should feel the ground about broadening our
economic relations with China and send to China
comrade Arkhipov for the talks.

Regarding removal of the troops from the
Chinese border, to me it seems like an unrealistic
act.

Regarding Syria, as comrades have talked
about it, everything is correct.  If Syria gets
involved in a conflict, then we can lose every-
thing we have in the Middle East.  And we have
to keep Syria in our orbit.  That’s why we should
conduct more work with the Syrian government.
We have to find such a method in our propaganda,
such forms and methods of conducting it so as to
tell our people the truth about the nuclear war, but
not to scare them, as Yuri Vladimirovich cor-
rectly pointed out.

CHERNENKO.  It’s absolutely correct, that
Yuri Vladimirovich gathered us today, and the
suggestion is right about a meeting with the
leaders of all the members of the Warsaw Pact.  If
you look attentively at our friends—Czechs, GDR,
Hungarians, Bulgarians, you get an impression,
that the leaders of these countries don’t worry
about the current situation.  That’s why the very
fact of calling a meeting will mean a lot.  I think
that we should call a meeting in a near future, as
said Yuri Vladimirovich.

VOICES.  Support the suggestion about the
calling of a meeting.

CHERNENKO.  At that meeting we can talk
about China, about the Middle East and about
other important questions of the international
situation.  I think that all the questions that Yuri
Vladimirovich stated in his speech were very
correct.  There gathered a “big Seven” of Western
aggressive states, but we are also a “big Seven,”
and we should meet, but this would be now a
meeting of “big Seven,” fighting against nuclear
arms and for peace.

About working out the suggestions, that
Yuri Vladimirovich talked about, I think, that,
including our interests, we should prepare them
well and introduce [them] to [the] CC.

GRISHIN.  I completely support what Yuri
Vladimirovich suggested.  The situation is dan-
gerous.  The resolution of the “Big Seven” that
they will put the missiles in Europe, has an
offensive character.  Actually, there is being
formed a bloc based on an anti-soviet platform.
Western countries try to outweigh the countries
of the Warsaw Pact with the nuclear weapons.
The meeting should be held before the meeting of
NATO.

GROMYKO.  It could be held even after
NATO’s meeting.  Then we could find out their
point of view on several questions.
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GRISHIN.  On our meeting we should call
socialist countries to active counteraction to-
ward imperialistic countries.  About the invita-
tion of Romania, I am for it, though there’s no
guarantee they will sign the resolution.  They
behave very badly.  Not long ago, as it was
known, Ceausescu hosted [conservative West
German politician, Bavarian state premier Franz
Josef] Strauss and during the talks he spoke very
badly.  I think that we should prepare a good,
short, but sharp document, that will be adopted
there.

I am completely for  opening of wide range
of propaganda in our press and  among our oral
propagandists, which was mentioned before by
Yuri Vladimirovich.

ANDROPOV.  In that sphere we so far
don’t do a whole lot.

GRISHIN.  I think that with Japan we
should look for the way to soften the relations.
With China we could develop economic rela-
tions on higher levels.  Of course, China won’t
give up on Cambodia, and on that issue we will
never come to an agreement.  I think, that we
should keep Syrians from unnecessary actions,
so that they don’t get pulled into military con-
frontation.

ANDROPOV.  At one point, remember I
told the Cubans that we won’t fight for them and
won’t send any troops to Cuba.  And it worked all
right, the Cubans accepted it.  We should tell the
same thing to Syrians.  I think such a saying will
prevent them from confrontation.

GORBACHEV.  You said it right, Yuri
Vladimirovich, that the time now is calling us to
increase actions, taking necessary steps to de-
velop a broad program of counter-measures
against the aggressive plans of the Western coun-
tries.  And in the inside plan we have certain
serious tasks.  We can take some action towards
the countries of CMEA [Council on Mutual
Economic Assistance], countries of Warsaw Pact,
and separate socialist countries.  I completely
support the suggestions about holding a meeting
and other actions, that were suggested here,
including  the military line.

The United States is moving to Europe.
Here we can’t wait.  We have to act.

ALIEV.  I support all the suggestions of
Yuri Vladimirovich.  This complex of actions is
vital to be carried out.  Our external politics has
an offensive character, but the character of a
peace offensive.  The imperialists are irritated by
our suggestions.  All that you said here, Yuri
Vladimirovich, regarding a meeting of the so-
cialist countries, improving relations with China,
about the Middle East, especially about starting
a wide propaganda—all this deserves special
attention and should be adopted.

DEMICHEV.  Why don’t we write a letter
to Reagan from the name of comrade Andropov?

ANDROPOV.  I would modernize a bit the
suggestion of P. N. Demichev and write a letter

to the participants of the meeting of the “Big
Seven,” and then, maybe later, to Reagan.

PONOMAREV.  In response to the actions
of the “Big Seven” we should work out our
suggestions.  Maybe, after the meeting of the
leaders of the socialist countries we should hold
party activities, and meetings in the country.

USTINOV.  This is all correct, but what if we
scare the people?

PONOMAREV.  On 20 June, for example,
there’s going to be an Assembly of Peace in
Prague, we should use it for propaganda of our
peaceful propositions.

ZIMYANIN.  I completely agree with what
Yuri Vladimirovich said.  I would ask a permis-
sion to begin realization of this ideas starting
tomorrow.  In particular, gather the editors of the
leading newspapers, information agencies and
tell them about these ideas, especially point the
sharp end of our propaganda at Reagan and his
aggressive suggestions.

KUZNETSOV.  I think, we should activize
also the work in parliamentary relations, espe-
cially about sending our parliamentary delega-
tions to France, USA, and the other countries.
Obviously, on the session in A.A.Gromyko’s
speech he should mention these questions.

ANDROPOV.  Now I would like to tell you,
comrades, the most important [item], what I would
like to inform you of.  I am talking about improve-
ment of our work inside the country, and about the
increase of our, leaders’ responsibility of the
assigned tasks.  It doesn’t only concern me—
Andropov, or Gromyko, Ustinov, we all are per-
sonally responsible for the departments that we
lead.  Comrade Tikhonov has to keep a tight grip
on Food industry.  Comrade Gorbachev has to use
fewer weather excuses, but organize a fight for the
crops, mobilize people so that they don’t talk
about bad weather, but work more, so they use
every good day, every minute for gathering more
crops, do all we can to increase wheat crops and
other grain and meat and dairy.  Comrade Aliev
has an important task—improvement of the pub-
lic transportation system.  Comrade Kapitonov
has to increase the common goods production,
more should be done in that field.  Comrade
Demichev should be stricter with the repertoire of
the theaters, we have too many negative sides, and
the other questions in the development of our
culture demand more attention.  You, Petr Nylovich
[Demichev] are the one to be asked from in this
sector.  I wouldn’t talk about the other comrades,
they all know their departments and their goals.  I
think that you should gather all your employees
and tell them about the ideas and tasks that we
talked about today.  You can gather all of them or
you can gather them in according to groups,
whatever is better.

USTINOV.  Maybe I should gather with
comrade Smirnov1 all those in defense and we’ll
talk about our defense.

TIKHONOV.  I will gather all the ministers

and their VPs and talk to them about these sub-
jects.

RUSAKOV.  We have to, obviously, check
everything that’s going on in the socialist coun-
tries in these areas and then let them know our
suggestions and give them friendly advice.

ANDROPOV.  All this, comrades, can be
done and I think that you will take these tasks
actively.  There is a suggestion to give to com-
rades Gromyko and Zimyanin a task to summa-
rize all that we talked about on our session, and
prepare a suggestion about the counteractions
towards the actions of the imperialistic states,
targeted at worsening of the international situa-
tion.  Don’t be long with the preparation of those
suggestions and entering them in the CC.  Agreed?

EVERYONE.  Agreed.
ANDROPOV.  On this permit me to end our

meeting.

(Source: TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 53, Ll. 1-14.)

1.  [Ed. note: Evidently a reference to Deputy Prime
Minister Leonid Smirnov, head of the Military-Indus-
trial Commission (VPK).]

*     *     *     *     *     *

The intense, neo-Brezhnevite and al-
most neo-Stalinist conservatism of the brief
Chernenko interregnum (Feb. 1984-March
1985) pervades this July 1984 Politburo
excerpt.   The transcript also illuminates the
relationship between fluctuations in CPSU
leadership and reassessments of past party
history.  On this occasion, the Politburo’s
consideration of requests for rehabilitation
from several one-time rivals of Nikita S.
Khrushchev who had been ousted from the
party in intra-leadership struggles in the
1950s prompts a vigorous bout of
Khrushchev-bashing.  (The three erstwhile
party stalwarts who had petitioned the Polit-
buro—Vyacheslav M. Molotov, the long-
time USSR foreign minister; Georgii M.
Malenkov, for a time considered Stalin’s
likely successor; and Lazar M. Kaganovich,
one of Stalin’s key henchmen and First
Deputy Premier after Stalin’s death—were
all expelled from the party leadership in
1957 as members of the “Anti-Party Group”
that had allegedly plotted to overthrow
Khrushchev.  Also seeking additional privi-
leges was Alexander Shelepin, once KGB
chief under Khrushchev but now denounc-
ing him.)  Sympathetically considering the
requests of the “Anti-Party Group” to be
restored to honored party positions, one
Politburo member after another—especially
Defense Minister Ustinov, Foreign Ministry
Gromyko, KGB chairman Viktor M.
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Monday, July 11 [1983] 
 Ambas. John Gavin came by. He’s a darn good Ambassador. 
Had the usual “issues lunch.” Later met with A.W. Clausen now head 
of the World Bank. He’d like us to increase our contribution to the 
bank but there’s no way we could get an increase through Cong. 
Foreign Minister Genscher of W. Germany came to report on 
Chancellor Kohl’s Moscow visit. The Chancellor really stood firm on 
our NATO unity & that we were going to deploy intermediate range 
missiles in Europe on schedule in Dec. No question but the “Russkys” 
are upset about this.  
 Kase Bendtson, Bill Wilson, Jack Hume, Joe Coors & Dr. 
Edward Teller came by to press me on setting up a “Manhattan” type 
project to have a crash program on finding a defensive weapon 
against nuclear missiles. I have to agree with them it’s the way to go. 
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Sottosottoserie 5: Dibattito parlamentare sugli euromissili e negoziati sul disarmo 
 
UA 1: "Materiale informativo per la dichiarazione introduttiva del presidente 
del Consiglio in occasione del dibattito alla Camera" 
 

• 2. Promemoria Negoziato di Ginevra sulle forze nucleari intermedie e 
dialogo Est-Ovest con particolare riferimento ai rapporti italo-
sovietici [10/1983]  

 
ABSTRACT –A memo about the relationship between Italy and the Soviet 
Union during the Geneva negotiation. It suggests some steps that Italy 
should undertake to keep alive the East-West dialogue and to preserve the 
Italian economic interests. 
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8. Promemoria Evoluzione dello spiegamento dei missili intermedi 
sovietici [10/1983]  
 
 
ABSTRACT – A very exhaustive memo on the deployment of the Soviet 
Intermediate Nuclear Forces from 1977 to 1983.  
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• 15. Promemoria Rapporto tra i sistemi nucleari francesi e britannici 
capaci di colpire il territorio sovietico e le forze sovietiche capaci di 
colpire Regno Unito e Francia [10/1983]   

 
ABSTRACT – A comparison between the Soviet Intermediate Nuclear 
Forces and the Anglo – French system capable of reaching the Soviet 
Union. With many interesting data, this memo intended to demonstrate that 
the Soviet INF outnumbered by far NATO nuclear forces. 
 

05Intern03
Typewritten Text
-Contributed by Giordana Pulcini and Leopoldo Nuti.











Translation from Russian 
 
Highly Confidential! 
 

P r o t o c o l 
ting of the Committee of Ministof the extraordinary mee ers for Defense from the 
Warsaw Treaty member states 

 
 
erlin B
20 October 1983 
 
[…] [list of participants] 
 
In the spirit of the Prague Political Declaration from 5 January 1983, and the Joint 
Declaration by the highest representatives of party and state from seven socialist states 
on 28 June 1983, the Committee of Ministers for Defense discussed the situation 

lting from the deployment of new American medium‐range nuclear missiles in some 
tern European countries. 

resu
esW

[…] 
 
In light of the U.S. and NATO’s strive for military superiority over the Warsaw Treaty 
countries, and the large‐scale preparation for a war against the socialist community, […], 
the Committee of Ministers for Defense deems it appropriate to apply respective 
countermeasures in case of a deployment of new American medium‐range nuclear 
missiles in Europe; in order not to tolerate NATO military superiority and maintain a 
alance of forces in the interest of peace, and to guarantee the security of the allied b
countries. 

he o
 
T
 

 C mmittee of the Ministers of Defense d e c i d e s: 

1. Defense Ministries and Unified Command have to comply timely and completely 
with all measures outlined in protocols concerning the development of armies 
and naval forces under the Unified Command for the period between 1981 and 
1985.   
Measures are to be implemented until 1985 in order to increase combat potential 
of armies and fleets through further perfection of combat readiness and combat 
strength, as well as through equipment with more modern and perfect 
(modernized) armaments and battle technology. 

 
2. Together with the Ministries for Defense, the Unified Command will have to work 

ut measures to increase the command capacities of the Unified Forces and o
realize those between 1983 and 1985. 
 

3. Further planning for development of army and naval units serving within the 
Unified Forces in the next five years (1986‐1990) must include practical 
measures in light of the potential deployment of new American medium‐range 
nuclear missiles in Europe, as well as qualitative and quantitative changes of 
weapons for armed combat. 
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The Minister for National Defense of the Socialist Republic of Romania (SRR), Colonel 
eneral C. O l t e a n u, expressed his following own opinion on the decision made by the 
ommi
G
C
 

ttee of Ministers of Defense: 

‐ elete from the first paragraph “situation resulting from the deployment of new 
; 

d
American medium‐range nuclear missiles in some Western European countries”
 

‐ delete from the fourth paragraph the following: “respective countermeasures in 
case of a deployment of new American medium‐range nuclear missiles in 
Europe”; 

 
‐ add to the second bullet point of the decision: “which were laid out in the 

documents agreed” 
 

‐ delete from the third bullet point: “the potential deployment of new American 
medium‐range nuclear missiles in Europe” 

 
These proposals for modifications were outlined by Colonel General C. O l t e a n u 
during the meeting. All other members of the Committee of Ministers for Defense 
expressed their non‐approval of these proposals by the delegation of the army from the 
RR, as they stood in contradiction to the meeting’s agenda. In their respective S
statements they criticized the Romanian proposal. 
 
he meeting of the Committee of Ministers of Defense was conducted in a functional 

riendship and mutual agreement. 
T
atmosphere, and in the spirit of f
 
[ …] [signatures, including SRR] 

Translated  for CWIHP by Bernd Schaefer]. 
 
[
 
 



[Federal Archives of Germany, Military Branch (BA‐MA),  
Freiburg i. Br. Call Number: DVW 1/71040] 

Translation from Russian 
Highly Confidential! 
 
S t a t e m e n t  
by CPSU Central Committee and USSR Minister of Defense, Marshal of the Soviet Union 
. F.  U s t i n o w, at the extraordinary session of the Committee of Defense Ministers of 
saw Treaty Member States on 20 October 1983 [in Berlin] 

D
War
 
[…] 
 
This extraordinary session of our committee is convened due to the grave escalation of 
the international situation and, in consequence, of the growing danger of war against the 
ocialist community. It is due to the need to apply effective countermeasures to preserve s
the security of our states. 
 
The source for the growing danger of war is evident. It was clearly defined at the Prague 
meeting of the Warsaw Treaty member states Political Consultative Committee, and at 
the Moscow meeting by the leading representatives of or states. This source consists of 
the openly aggressive policy from the United States and NATO against the USSR and the 
ther countries of the socialist community, and against all progressive forces in the o
world. 
 
A particular danger for the countries of the socialist community is the insistent effort by 
U.S. and NATO to deploy new American medium‐range missiles in Europe. With this, the 
U.S. Administration and the highest representatives of leading NATO countries have 
penly declared the fight against the socialist community. They join a path of far‐o
reaching war preparations against the Warsaw Treaty states. 
 
angerous tendencies, both in aggressive intention and practical actions by Washington D

and NATO, get confirmed by an entire range of circumstances. 
 
First, the “crusade” against communism and in fact against the USSR and the other 
countries of the socialist community, announced 1 ½ years ago by U.S. President Reagan, 
has not just stayed a slogan but became a program of action and basis for U.S. and NATO 
policy. Its main goal consists in is determination to “destroy socialism as a social‐
political system”. Nothing more, and nothing less. 
 
And now both the political and military leaders of the U.S. are guided by this policy in 
their actual actions. The leaders of NATO countries also want to achieve the goals 
defined by this policy. These goals express themselves through all measures economic, 
political, and ideological, and military as pursued by U.S. and NATO. From appeals and 
slogans, the ultra‐reactionary forces of imperialism have moved toward its actual 
mplementation. This is where we see the particular threat to peace and the future of i
our planet. 
 
Second, the U.S. and its NATO allies attempt with all their force to destroy the achieved 
military‐strategic balance between USSR and USA, between the Warsaw Treaty and 
NATO. They bank on the buildup of new nuclear weapons systems, both strategic and 
medium‐range ‐ which are viewed as means for a first strike, the “decapitation strike”. 
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Here we have the intercontinental ballistic missiles MX (they first want to deploy 100 
and later 200 more), the first and second modification of the Trident systems (24 
submarines), and the strategic bombers B‐18 and B‐52 with long‐range cruise missiles. 
This way the number of warheads on strategic carriers will increase at the start [of a 
first strike] about 1.5 times, and it will consist of about 16,000 units (currently they have 
1,000 units). There are also plans to install long‐range cruise missiles on submarines 1
and ships. 
 
The American Pershing and cruise missiles scheduled for deployment in Europe are part 
f this strategy to reach superiority over the Warsaw Treaty countries and to conduct a o
nuclear first strike. 
 
With unprecedented means and speed, U.S. and NATO are pushing the modernization of 
conventional armaments and general‐purpose forces. Over the next years the battle 
options of ground forces and the fleets of NATO naval forces are supposed to grow by 
more than a quarter, and tactical aircraft forces are scheduled to increase 1.5 times. 
They have set course to supply their forces with new precision arms, automated drone 
strike capacities included, and other new systems which in their yield capacities come 
close to tactical nuclear weapons. As a result, the percentage of new armaments within 
ATO armies will increase year by year. Compared to overall military expenditures, 

w faster. 
N
investments in these areas of modernization will gro
 
They are about to develop plans to militarize space. 
 
In one word: Currently there is no direction of military efforts, and no type of 
armaments, where U.S. and NATO do not strive for superiority and follow a mission to 
vertake the USSR and Warsaw Treaty countries at any cost in order to create an o
unfavorable situation for us. 
 
With unprecedented speed, the U.S. and NATO increase their appropriations for war 
preparations in order to receive ever more billions for their goals. The Reagan 
administration is anything but shy to use all means, lies, propaganda, pressure, and 
blackmail at its disposal. An example was the large‐scale provocation, intentionally 
schemed up by U.S. intelligence services, by a South Korean airliner in Soviet airspace in 
the Far East. Right after this provocation and literally one day later, massive anti‐Soviet 
propaganda enabled the American ‘hawks’ in the U.S. to get the colossal 1984 military 
udget of over 280 billion dollar through Congress. This amount almost doubles U.S. b
military spending from just about three to four years ago! 
 
Some NATO allies of the U.S. are no less eager to contribute towards war preparations 
against the USSR and the other countries of the socialist community. One just has to 
ention that the pace of growth in military spending by Western European countries m

was two‐ to three‐fold in recent years. 
 
Third, the U.S. administration and NATO leaders maneuver by any means to have their 
hands free for increased war preparations. At the same time, they are eager to evade 
honest negotiations about the cessation of the arms race, and about arms limitations. 
Since the current U.S. administration came into power, due to its fault all negotiations 
over these extraordinarily important issues have been interrupted or moved into a dead 
end. We even must say that the U.S. only came to negotiations over limitations of nuclear 
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forces in Europe due to pressure by Soviet initiatives and global public opinion. 
Currently the Americans abuse these negotiations for the betrayal of peoples and a fake 
show according to which the U.S. allegedly also wants arms reduction. In reality, “our 
negotiation partners”, as Comrade [CPSU General Secretary Yuri] Andropov recently 
declared, are by no means in Geneva to reach an agreement. Their task is different – they 
ant to buy time and then deploy ballistic Pershing‐2 missiles and long‐range cruise w

missiles”. 
 
The so‐called U.S. flexibility in these negotiations is also worthless. It actually boils down 
o a juggling with numbers in the sense of how many missiles the USSR must reduce. and t
how mane American missiles are to deploy in Europe. 
 
The lack of any good will on the U.S. side to conduct negotiations and reach arms 
imitation agreements on the basis of parity and equal security results in the opening of l
every new channel to build more arms. 
 
Under these circumstances the likeliness of unpredictably dangerous events is 
increasing. If the policy of the U.S. and other NATO countries will not change, the world 
ill be pushed more and more towards a fateful line whose crossing can result in the w

unleashing of a nuclear catastrophe. 
 
Fourth, in synchronization with the arms build‐up by the U.S. and NATO the scope of 
their military exercises expands year after year. They are arranged with wide territorial 
xpansion from the Arctic Sea to the Mediterranean, from the depths of U.S. territory to e
the borders of the countries of the socialist community. […] 
 
Fifth, the U.S. and NATO have launched a limitless “psychological” offensive against the 
USSR and the countries of the socialist community. It aims at preparing broad public 
opinion for the inevitability to prepare for the fight against socialism and communism 
by military means. It aims at deceiving the peoples and camouflaging the true desire of 
imperialist reaction for global domination. This is why they pursue the deeply inhuman 
slander and lies, even vulgar hollering against the socialist countries. This is also the 
ource for large‐scale ideological diversion, blackmail, and provocative acts against the s
countries of the socialist community. 
 
Manipulation of people in their own countries, ideological diversion and blackmail 
against the countries of the socialist community have become in the U.S. and NATO 
ountries a part of official government policy and an important element for war c
preparation. 
 
All this serves as evidence for a wide‐ranging and targeted preparation for an aggression 
against the USSR and other Warsaw Treaty countries by the imperialist reactionary 
circles of United States and NATO. With blind imperialist lunacy they openly talk about 
conducting a nuclear war to reach their selfish goal, namely the achievement of global 
domination. Policy and actions by the current U.S. administration and some NATO 

ticians represent extraordinary great danger for the security of the countries of the 
alist community and entire mankind. 

poli
oci
…] 
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In July [1983] already Comrade A n d r o p o v made it absolutely clear in his meeting 
with FRG Chancellor K o h l: “If there will be a deployment [of U.S. missiles in Europe], 
hen we will not cede our position and weaken our defense. We will implement timely t
and efficient countermeasures to guarantee the security of the USSR and its allies”. 
 
The leading representatives from parties and states of the socialist community have 
stated their firm and unshakeable position at their Moscow meeting where they 
declared the Warsaw Treaty countries “will not under any circumstances tolerate a 
military superiority of others”. Yet the leaders from the NATO bloc did not respond to 
our warnings at all. Even now they do not display even most basic reason in their 

sions. They remain deaf to our constructive proposals guided by sincere efforts to 
h agreement on treaties to limit nuclear armaments. 

deci
eacr
[…] 
 
In recognition of its responsibility toward its fraternal countries and the entire world, 
nd to prevent a nuclear catastrophe, the Soviet Union is undertaking everything to a
create a real balance against U.S. attempts to shift the balance of strategic arms. 
 
However, we do not strive for nuclear superiority and will not tolerate the abuse of 
nuclear blackmail to implement a policy of strength against us. To each attempt to 

roy the existing military‐strategic balance, the Soviet Union will give an appropriate 
onse. For us, words and deeds are identical. 

dest
espr
[…] 
 
In response to the deployment of American medium‐range missiles in Europe we will 
apply required and efficient measures. The USSR will abandon its moratorium of 
deploying its medium‐range missiles in the European part of the Soviet Union. It will 
egin with additional deployment of such missiles, land‐based cruise missiles included. b
We will also strengthen clusters of our long‐range operative‐tactical missiles. 
 
e will also implement measures to make it transparently clear how frightening U.S. 

itory. 
W
considerations actually are pertaining to the geographical remoteness of its terr
 
The Soviet government will undertake everything to ensure permanent combat 
readiness of USSR forces, in particular for those units within the Unified Command [of 
the Warsaw Pact] commissioned to act in the Western and Southwestern theater of war, 

nst a strong and technologically well‐equipped adversary. Those units will be 
erably treated with the most modern armaments. 

agai
refp
[…] 
 
It is obvious that these measures will not come along easy for us. Notwithstanding this, 
the USSR makes those major efforts and expenditures since the question of maintaining 
eliable security for our state and all states of the socialist community, as well as the r
guarantee of socialism’s existence as a social‐political system, is at stake. 
 
In fulfillment of its internationalist duty, the Soviet Union will continue in the future to 
increase the combat strength of its forces in the interest of our common defense. In the 

ent situation we also expect an increase in contributions from our friends to the 
mon cause of increasing defense capabilities of the socialist community. 

curr
com
[…] 
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The solution of the main problem – improvement of technical equipment for the Unified 
Forces – requires s series of measures. On one hand combat strengths of fraternal 
armies can be decisively improved through deliveries of most modern technology and 
armament from Soviet production what were presented to you this summer. Such 

ern equipment represents more than one third (about 35 percent) of all arms slated 
he equipment of allied armies and naval forces. 

mod
or tf
[…] 
 

he other hand it is mandatory to exploit the developed economic basis of the On t
countries of the socialist communist in a more complete way. 
[…] 
 
We must achieve that the Unified Forces of the Warsaw Treaty and allied armies are not 

in no way inferior to the probable adversary ‐ neither in armaments, nor in training, 
in combat readiness; but that they are superior to this adversary.  

just 
or n
[…] 
  
Our repeated appeals to the leadership of U.S. and NATO on the highest level, with the 
explicit admonition to weigh soberly and objectively the dangerous tendencies in the 
resent development of international relations and draw reasonable conclusions p
meeting broad interests of mankind, are hitting a wall of muteness. 
 
The Reagan administration and the governments of leading NATO countries have 
decided to begin the deployment of American missiles in Europe at any cost without 
taking into account the dangerous consequences of this lunatic move. Now they are 
enforcing realization of their intended plan. Major parts of equipment and the first 
series of missiles will be delivered to the bases in Italy, England and the FRG in 
ovember already. Final construction to build infrastructure on these bases is already N

completed, and they have started to train personnel. 
 
If there will be no agreement in Geneva until the end of the current year, and U.S. and 
NATO will not refrain from the already confirmed dates for the deployment of new 
merican medium‐range missiles, then negotiations over nuclear arms limitation in A
Europe will be devoid of any purpose. […] 
 
On 5 January 1983 the leading representatives of our states made in Prague the 
unanimous decision to issue a clear order to the Unified Command and the Defense 
Ministries to continuously and attentively monitor war preparations by the U.S. and its 
allies. They were ordered to work out and implement measures in time to safeguard a 
reliable defense capability of Warsaw Treaty members and to keep the Unified Forces on 

h level of combat readiness. And it is our duty to fulfill this order given to us exactly 
 with honor. Nobody will relieve us, the military, from this task. 

a hig
nda
[…] 
 
And this is no accidental mood held by one man [referring to himself, B.S.] but a vital 

ssity. It is the demand coming from the military‐political situation we have. Any 
ur peoples and countries. 

nece
deviation from this course is dangerous to o
] 
ranslated for CWIHP by Bernd Schaefer] 
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Monday, October 24 [1983] 
 This was really a Monday. Opened with NSC brf. on Lebanon & 
Grenada. Lebanon gets worse as the death toll climbs. More bodes 
are found & more critically wounded die. Ambas. Hartman (Russia) 
came by. He confirms what I believe: the Soviets won’t really 
negotiate on arms reductions until we deploy the Pershing II’s & go 
forward with MX. He also confirms that Andropov is very much out of 
sight these days. 
 Phoned Tip & Howard Baker to express hope they’d stay firm 
on keeping the Marines in Lebanon – both said yes.  
 The Pres. of Togo visited. He’s anti-communist & pro West. A 
meeting with the Join Chiefs – they outlined the final details for our 
move on Grenada scheduled for 9 P.M. take off. No evidence of any 
moves by Cuba.  
 Jack Anderson came by with some ideas about ed. & the lack 
of history in our schools. Also an idea to give people a chance to 
sound off about legitimate beefs with govt. We’re looking his ideas 
over.  
 So far not even a tiny leak about the Grenada move. 
 Then at 8 P.M., Tip, Jim Wright, Bob Byrd, Howard Baker, Bob 
Michel & all our gang met upstairs in the W. H. & we told them of the 
Grenada operation that would take place in the next several hours. 
We gave them the complete briefing. In the middle of the meeting 
Margaret Thatcher called. She’s upset & doesn’t think we should do it. 
I couldn’t tell her it had started. This was one secret we really 
managed to keep.  



UA 5: Miscellanea 
 
• Promemoria Riunione di Ottawa del gruppo di pianificazione 

nucleare della Nato 28/10/1983   
 
ABSTRACT – Some reflections on the outcome of the NATO Nuclear 
Planning Group meeting in Ottawa. The Italian  government praised the 
NATO resolution to keep the INF at a minimum level of deterrence, while 
critiquing the Soviet refusal to compromise. 
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• Lettera Traduzione della lettera di Nicolae Ceausescu a Helmut Kohl 
sugli euromissili [11/1983]  

 
ABSTRACT – A very interesting letter from Nicoale Ceasescu to Helmut 
Kohl. The Romanian President made some suggestions that could ease the 
Geneva negotiation: the Warsaw Pact could accept “not taking  into 
account the UK and French missiles”: the German government could 
“postpone the deployment [of the Intermediate missiles] to the end of 1984 
or the beginning of 1985”; the NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries should 
organize a conference “to discuss the issue of the Intermediate Range 
Missiles” 
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• 7. Promemoria sui negoziati Fni e Start  12/11/1983   
 
ABSTRACT – This memo to Craxi argues against the merging of the Inf and 
Start  negotiations proposed by the Finnish government and backed by the 
Canadian Prime Minister Trudeau. The proposal could jeopardize the 
Geneva talks and harm the European interests.  
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3) Sezione II: Attività istituzionale 
Serie 2: Presidenza del Consiglio dei ministri 
Sottoserie 3: Relazioni internazionali 
 
 Sottosottoserie 5: Dibattito parlamentare sugli euromissili 
e negoziati sul disarmo 
 
UA 4 . "Note sul dibattito" , [1983] - 16/11/1983 
   
Considerazioni sul dibattito alla Camera sull'installazione dei missili a Comiso; interventi di 
Berlinguer nelle sedute del 5 dicembre 1979 e del 16 novembre 1983, pp. 6-7 
 
Abstract – In a memo to Craxi, his Diplomatic Counsellor, Antonio Badini, warns 
against the latest Soviet proposals. Badini argues that renouncing without any 
compensation to the deployment of the American missiles would be tantamount to 
the realization of a long term goal of the Soviet Union, i.e. the decoupling between 
the Western European and the American defence system. […] That the  Soviet 
proposals “can be taken as a possible basis for an agreement is surprising. We can 
only hope that this fact does not imply that, from a political and psychological 
standpoint, the process of finlandization of Europe is far more advanced than we 
believed this far” 
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Thursday, December 8 [1983] 
 The Soviets have walked out of the “start” talks but not so 
definitely as in the INF talks. This is regular time for holiday break & 
they didn’t say they wouldn’t be back. They just said they were 
unable to set a date for their return.  
 Our dead Navy pilot is being returned to us by the Syrians. We 
still don’t know cause of death. After a couple of routine meetings & 
lunch with Geo. B. I  left for Indianapolis. Addressed the Nat. Forum 
on Excellence in Ed. About 2000 teachers, students, state legislators, 
Govs., School Board members etc. Was well-received although I’m 
sure the few from N.E.A. weren’t happy. They were on record as 
saying that if I didn’t come with a pledge of more money for Ed. the 
meeting would be a “sham.” Well I didn’t come with any pledge – to 
the contrary I told them Fed. money was not the answer. I was given 
a very warm reception.  
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