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THE SUCCESSOR GENERATION
I. The Nature of the Problem

Are those who were born into the turbulent and interdependent post-war world adequately educated with
respect to the heritage, values and basic principles of our common Western civilization to playa fully
responsible part in strengthening our heritage and way of life? Is the problem a generational one or one of
our society as a whole?

The Atlantic Council's "Successor Generation” Working Group initially debated these questions and
answered the first with a resounding "No."

As to the second, the term "successor generation" is used generically to cover all individuals up to
roughly 40 years of age, well over half of the population of the United States. Whether or not they are
more or less able than their elders to cope with today's problems is not the issue here. The shrinking of the
planet and the technological revolution have vastly increased both the complexity of today's international
problems and the speed of change. Education adequate for previous generations born into a simpler world
is not adequate today. It is the younger generation whose character and judgment are developing and who
will bear the responsibility for dealing with the challenges of the rest of this century.

Those born since the 1930's, including most elementary and secondary school teachers and many younger
college professors, have no personal memories of why the democracies had to fight World War II. Hitler
and Stalin have become mere textbook names, hardly more relevant than Caesar or Napoleon. This
generation has little personal understanding of the suffering and sacrifices entailed, or of the massive and
dedicated efforts made in the early post-war years to develop a new and better international order to
prevent a third cataclysmic war.

During the last decade there has been little perceived danger until recently. The West has tended to view "
détente" as meaning significantly improved East-West relations, and not much credence was given to
those who claimed that the Soviet concept of " détente" and "peaceful co-existence" is nevertheless a
different form of struggle for global predominance. Little need has been felt to heed Jefferson's warning
that "eternal vigilance is the price of liberty." Western society as a whole, and especially its youth, has
been evolving beyond old-fashioned nationalism and belief in armed force as an instrument of policy. An
increasingly post-industrial society has stimulated emphasis on the quality of life. It was, and is, hard for
many to realize that Soviet society, being ruled by ideologically trained managers, has not similarly
evolved and still stresses militant ideological struggle backed by armed force and totalitarian rule.

The anti-institutionalism of the 1960's has waned, but even in its heyday the vast majority of its
proponents — as distinct from its more radical agitators — were motivated not by an erosion of values
but by disillusion with the working of the institutions they had. been taught to revere. There has not been,
and is not now, any lack of youthful idealism. The problem is to encourage it along constructive lines.

When first formed in 1979 the Atlantic Council's Working Group on the Successor Generation sought to
define the scope of the problem in terms with which it could reasonably expect to deal. Transmission of
values was basic — but what values? Obviously not the whole range. It was agreed that the Council, in
keeping with its purpose of strengthening the ties between free nations, should focus on the fundamental
values of the Atlantic Community. Its values are at the heart of Western civilization, and many of its basic
moral and human values are shared by people everywhere, including those under totalitarian rule.

It was agreed that the most fundamental value of the peoples of the Atlantic Community is freedom —
freedom to choose one's own religious beliefs, other values, way of life, and institutions. It was agreed
that these freedoms are threatened by militant totalitarianism, which permits no freedom of choice, and
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especially by that of the USSR., which has sought inexorably to extend its system and area of control by all
means: political, economic and psychological if possible, by armed force if necessary.

It was clear to the Working Group that only the effectively concerted strength of the free nations,
especially those linked in the Atlantic Alliance, would suffice to meet this threat.

It was also clear that the free world's defense could not be military alone, despite the importance of
adequate defensive strength. Rather it must be based upon an understanding of the threat in its political,
psychological and economic as well as its military dimensions. Essentially freedom depends upon the will
of free peoples to defend their heritage, values and way of life. That will depends upon understanding of
what they have to defend, why they need to defend it, and what they need to defend it against. The Group
firmly believes that the kind of world order which will evolve during the coming decades will depend
upon the understanding, vision and will of free peoples acting together to strengthen and defend their free
institutions. It requires understanding of the principles upon which their institutions are based and of the
responsibility of the citizen, individually and collectively, to give effect to those principles.

The problem, as the Working Group sees it, is that those who are — or will be — succeeding to positions
of leadership in the United States and in other nations which share our values, may not be sufficiently
aware of the challenges to the foregoing factors to enable them adequately to discharge their individual
and collective responsibilities in dealing with the problems and opportunities of today's and tomorrow's
world.

Any solution of the problem must be educational — in the broadest sense of the word, including not only
academia, but the media and other influences upon the formation of mature intellect and judgment. Yet,
even the realm of academia alone, from kindergarten through graduate school, is vast. The key element is
the practitioner — his awareness of the problem, his interest, and his desire and ability to help. The
challenge is clearly far beyond the reach of any one organization. The efforts of many institutions and
educational associations will be necessary.

The work of the President’s Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies, and surveys by
the former Office of Education, the Educational Testing Service, the Council on Learning and others have
all revealed a frightening degree of ignorance, even on the part of university and graduate students, of the
contemporary world around us. They have revealed grave deficiencies in knowledge of geography, any
foreign language, basic political science, economics and modern history, especially recent history which
bears so heavily upon the coming years.

Never before have population pressure, technology, instant communications and rising expectations
combined to produce such an acceleration of history and the need for adequately trained and prepared
individuals, leaders and followers alike, to reach sound value judgments. The responsibility for that
training and preparation presents a major challenge to our educational system.



II. The Extent of the Problem

The extent of knowledge in specific fields on the part of individuals and of the general public is relatively
easy to quantify. Attitudes are much more difficult to measure with any degree of precision. The
American Council on Education (ACE) and the Educational Testing Service (ETS) have done extensive
quantitative studies on student knowledge of the basic factors of international relations, foreign languages
and cultures and civic education. The ETS has recently completed for the Council on Learning’ s task
force on Education and the World View a sophisticated nation-wide survey of over 3,000 undergraduates
in some 185 colleges and universities. The purpose was to ascertain not merely the degree of knowledge
but also the ability of students to correlate what they knew into understanding of international problems.

The responses are still being analyzed, but partial results for 1,000 seniors have been made available.
These seniors had a mean score of 50, with significant differences between fields of study. History majors
ranked first, scoring 59.3; but education majors, the teachers of tomorrow, scored lowest with 39.8.
Foreign language proficiency was very low, one-third reporting a "survival level” (for example, how to
read signs or ask directions) but only 7 percent said they could read a simple book without a dictionary.

On questions designed to measure understanding, less than 20 percent answered correctly questions about
global agricultural production and less than 30 percent answered correctly questions about the Helsinki
Accords relating to human rights, a bipolar versus a multipolar international system, or the role of the
non-aligned countries. Less than 14 percent correctly answered questions on elements of the world's
principal religions. These findings point up the statement in the report by the President's Commission
that: "The urgency of issues confronting the United States increases the need of an educated electorate;
we cannot wait for another generation to become educated about these issues."

In reporting on the status of civic education in America today, the U.S. Office of Education in mid-1979
expressed growing concern about "citizen apathy in the United States, apparent neglect of citizen
education in the schools, and discrepancies between changing social and political conditions and
educational practice." Apathy is reflected in low youthful participation in the electoral process. According
to the Census Bureau, 40 percent of the total voting age population is under 35 years of age. In 1976
presidential election only 42 percent of those 18 to 24 bothered to vote while 55.4 percent of those 25-34
voted. According to a New York Times-CBS survey in November 1980, only 56 percent of the 18-29 year
old group were registered to vote, compared to 83 percent of those 45-64, and 76 percent of those over 65.

In autumn of 1979 the President's Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies, in
responding to the President's mandate to examine the study of foreign languages and the study of
international issues, problems and cultures by young Americans today, warned of "threats to national
security and the economy," as a direct result of "America's scandalous incompetence in foreign languages
(which) explains our dangerously inadequate understanding of world affairs." Offering ignorance of
foreign languages and cultures as one explanation for the United States' weakening position as an
exporting nation, the report noted that one of the world's leading exporters, Japan, has 10,000 English-
speaking business representatives in the United States, while there are fewer than 900 American
counterparts in Japan, with few of them speaking Japanese. In further confirmation of these observations,
the American Council on Education recently reported the findings of a study that indicates "at most, only
5 percent of prospective teachers take any course relating to international affairs or foreign peoples and
cultures as part of their professional preparation.”

It is therefore not surprising that students at both the pre-college and college levels are woefully lacking
in knowledge of geography and 20th century history in their relevance to today' s international problems.
The North Atlantic Assembly, which brings U.S. Members of Congress together with their counterparts
from Canada and Western Europe in order to study and debate critical international issues of common
concern, has created a task force of parliamentarians from these countries to study "the gap in political
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awareness in the successor generations —— those generations of Americans and Europeans who lack first-
hand knowledge of shared experiences during World War II and the post-war development of our
common institutions such as NATO and OECD." The preliminary report of the task force attributes this gap
in political awareness to "both educational, cultural, and information-communication factors," and
suggests that the former "are most easily identified and are of primary concern." The task force concludes
that the basic problem in Western Europe and North America today is "that the concept of democracy has
either been taken for granted or has merely been ftreated in terms of the national political machinery.
Rarely has it been subjected to examination or critical analysis, nor has its preservation been considered."

In this country, the Gallup Organization, the National Opinion Research Council, Potomac Associates,
and others have over a number of years surveyed attitudes toward such questions as spending for defense
compared to spending for welfare, willingness to assist in the defense of various countries and confidence
in various institutions. Comparable research in Europe has been done by the European Communities
through their "Eurobarometer” studies, by Dr. Ronald Inglehart of the University of Michigan, and others.
A series of Eurobarometer polls taken in 1977 -1979 fails to indicate trends because the polls were not
repeated over time, but were specifically broken down by age groups. They showed preponderantly less
favorable attitudes toward the United States and its policies among younger groups than among their
elders. There were, however, interesting exceptions.

For the European Community as a whole, support for membership in NATO was substantially the same in
all age groups from 16 to 55 and over, at roughly 40 to 44 percent. Nevertheless, the minority favoring
"neutralism" was half again as large among the young as among their elders — 21.7 percent as against
13.9 percent. Yet, in France and Belgium more young people than old supported NATO. For the
Community as a whole, younger opinion was more in favor of following independent foreign policies
than their elders. On economic matters, in answer to a question as to the best means of assuring European
economic stability and prosperity, responses showed that substantially more young than old favored
independent policies as compared to cooperation with the U.S. The same was true with respect to those
who thought the U.S. sought economic domination over Europe rather than mutual advantage.

In general terms, despite the surge of student radicalism in the 1960's, there appears to be less
generational difference of attitudes between younger and older groups than might be expected. Both have
developed new interests and attitudes in recent years, Personal interests retain priority for both but both
show increased revulsion toward war, interest in protecting the environment and in a life style that
involves more than material interests. Inglehart calls this the development of "post-materialism." We may
well be developing a "successor society” along with a successor generation. Yet, how Western society
develops depends upon the latter. There is no lack of youthful idealism and we have opportunities as well
as problems in the way it is channeled.

In October 1980, the Gallup Organization took a poll for the Atlantic Council on attitudes toward NATO.
It showed that more of the 18-29 age group favored increasing our commitment to NATO than those 50
and over (28.2 percent as against 17.1 percent) and also more favored reducing our commitment (10.4
percent as against 5.1 percent). Educational level revealed a similar picture, with 23.1 percent of college
graduates favoring increased commitment compared to 14.9 percent of those with grade school education
and 8.1 percent of college graduates favoring decreased commitment compared to 6.6 percent of the grade
school group. Keeping the commitment unchanged was favored by 50 percent of the college group
compared to 32 percent of grade school group, with 45 percent of the latter answering "unsure."

A poll conducted in August 1980 by the Roper Organization for the United Nations Association showed
that although 53 percent of the respondents thought that the U.N. was doing a poor job, the age group of
18 to 29 year olds was markedly more internationalist than older age groups. This was interpreted to mean
that younger Americans need leaders who will articulate ways of strengthening international institutions
and identifying areas of common interest between nations.
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The problem is that this need in inchoate. There is unnecessary ignorance of geography, of current and
recent history, of the diverse elements of our common Western civilization, of the application of
democratic principles through our political and economic institutions, and of the forces shaping the
modern world, Ignorance, parochialism, apathy, and prejudice have combined to increase
misunderstandings and divisive attitudes on the part of each side of the Atlantic toward the other. The
decline in European studies in American universities, of student and faculty exchanges with Europe, and
of public and private funding for both, have had deleterious effects on this side. Similar factors in Europe
and, more importantly, distorted impressions of American society, have produced attitudes ranging from
cool indifferences to active anti-Americanism. Naturally the extent of these attitudes varies from country
to country, but their prevalence is clearly cause for concern.

A paper recently prepared by the U.S. International Communication Agency ("The Successor Generation:
Implications of European-American Relations") states:

The successor generations of the United States and Western Europe are of increasing concern to
us. If it is true that their views of the European-American relationship differ from those of their
predecessors, significant implications may exist for the vitality and durability of the close ties
which have linked us during the past generation... Our concern is whether the European-
American relationship, as we have known it since 1945, will endure during the remainder of this
century as a new generation of Americans and Europeans occupies positions of leadership in their
respective societies.

A qualitative paper on the situation in Europe, especially in the German Federal Republic, by Alexander
Klieforth, recently Minister for Public Affairs at the Embassy in Bonn, is given as an Appendix to this

paper.
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I11. The Purpose of the Program

After several months of considering the nature and complexities of the successor generation problem and
means of dealing with it, the Working Group adopted the following brief statement of its purposes: In
today's interdependent and turbulent world no nation by itself alone can assure the freedom and other
basic values of its own people. Common effort of like-minded nations is essential to develop, promote
and defend freedom, human dignity, rights and opportunities. This common effort has a tendency to
decline from generation to generation unless it is constantly re-enforced.

The mission of the Atlantic Council's Educational Program is to revitalize awareness of these factors on
the part of succeeding generations of Americans and Europeans.

The dignity and liberty of the individual, his freedom to worship in his own way, to choose his own form
of government and to seek a better life for himself and his children are universal human values. They are
common to all mankind, including peoples subject to totalitarian rule.

The nations of the Atlantic Community certainly have no monopoly of these values, but they and a few
others have made great efforts to develop democratic institutions to give these values practical reality.
Their efforts have been emulated by many other peoples. Full achievement of this objective requires
constant effort to strengthen and defend their free institutions against those who would subject the
individual to the state.

The Preamble to the North Atlantic Treaty states that: "The Parties ... are determined to safeguard the
freedom, common heritage, and civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy,
individual liberty and the rule of law." Article 2 of that Treaty continues: "The Parties will contribute
toward the further development of peaceful and friendly international relations by strengthening their free
institutions, by bringing about a better understanding of the principles upon which these institutions are
founded."

The Atlantic Council's education program, acting as a catalyst, clearing house and resource, seeks to
stimulate greater educational emphasis (not merely through academia but through other channels as well)
on salient factors, including:
= The common heritage of the peoples of the Atlantic Community, their histories, languages and
outlook, the factors that unite them, the problems that divide them, and the richness of their
diversities.
= The commonality of their interests and their destiny in today's and tomorrow's world.
» The relevance of history, particularly recent history, to understanding of the international issues
of today.
= The realities, the problems and the opportunities of increasing interdependence.
= The basic principles and nature of both free and totalitarian systems.
= The danger which heavily armed and militant totalitarianism poses for the free world and the free
way of life .
» The international dimension of citizen responsibility.
®  The fact that security is not solely a military matter but a political, economic, social and
psychological one as well.
= Above all, the responsibility of the individual to do his part to strengthen our free institutions and
to defend them.

Essentially the mission is to assist succeeding generations to reach and act upon sound value judgments in
the face of the dangers and opportunities of today's and tomorrow's interdependent world.
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1V. Values

In formulating its program, the Working Group considered the values most relevant in the context of its
purpose to be freedom, the dignity of the individual, the principles of democracy and the rule of law. All
are given application in theory, if not always fully in practice, in the working of our democratic
institutions. All have an ethical basis.

In contemporary society young people are confronted by a conflicting array of value systems. Authority
of the family, the school, the church and the government have all been weakened. Technology provides
unprecedented opportunities and dangers. Worldwide communication is instantaneous; conflict and
disorder anywhere make news and TV brings it into the home more vividly than anything a child learns in
school.

The adolescent and young adult faces the problem of finding himself in relation to conflicting beliefs and
values encountered in his interactions with others. Unless he finds a firm ethical base, he feels little
connection with the past or responsibility for the future, little allegiance to what has gone before or little
hope of modifying what may follow.

In Western society, the schools and universities are responsible for preparing the intellects of young
people to engage the world of ideas and beliefs as free minds capable of analysis and judgment. There
must is not simply "do-goodism" but realistic advancement of our national interests of all kinds. And they
are vital to securing the respect of others and willing acceptance of our leadership. A leader must, above
all, be respected.

Over and beyond the values of any particular grouping of human beings these ideals form an ethical
framework which has objective validity, of which one can aspire to have a degree of understanding -— not
perfect, but approximate — and which can give a measure of insight and guidance to those who seek it.
The common Western Judeo-Christian belief system which has developed over the centuries is the closest
we have to such an ethical framework.

A democratic society and a democratic world are dependent upon the capability of the individual to
examine questions of value and of purpose in critical fashion. We need not fear that the young will be
seduced to error if they are permitted to examine a variety of belief systems critically and openly. The
dedicated teacher certainly desires to implant this capability of reaching sound judgments but needs the
tools, help and encouragement to do so.

The kind of society our successors fashion — whether they will enhance and clarify, or reject and replace
the traditional values our society bequeaths them — depends very much on how today's young people
select among the many value systems to which they are exposed.

The application of traditional value systems to the problems of today's unstable and interdependent world
presents dilemmas and challenges. How, for instance, do we reconcile moral horror over nuclear arms
with the responsibility to preserve and carry forward our heritage of freedom? The set of values necessary
for decision would seem to be based upon a point of view that stands above immediate political issues,
and which finds guidelines in the deeper truths of nature and religion which tend to give priority and order
to the resolution of such issues .

Today, the fundamental issue in the international arena is who will construct a new international order
appropriate to today's world, to replace the old one shattered in the first half of this century.

In the early post-war years the grim shadow of World War Il gave impetus to the search for a new and
effective international political and economic system. The UN and its affiliated institutions of the World
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Bank, International Monetary Fund, World Health Organization and Food and Agriculture Organizations,
as well as other specialized agencies, were created quickly. There also emerged a pattern of closer
political relationships between the free nations of Western Europe, the United States and Canada. They
become linked in a North Atlantic Alliance — and a politico-military organization, NATO — and, more
importantly, they were linked by the sometimes dimly realized but deeper bonds of our common Western
heritage, values and civilization.

Their relationships are not exclusive — these systems have ties of varying degrees of closeness with other
nations worldwide. For example, the "Atlantic" community of nations has broadened to include Japan,
Australia and New Zealand in matters of economic cooperation and development, as embodied in the
OECD, and increasingly in the fields of defense and energy supply security. The point is, however, that
these nations — in addition to their common interests — perceive a shared heritage of values.

The object was to create a structure sufficiently flexible to house the diverse interests and requirements of
the entire non-Communist world. Even beyond the democratic world, it was hoped that the universal
human values to which these nations are dedicated would, by their attractive power, eventually wear away
the rigidity of totalitarian systems. We have seen signs of that emerging in Yugoslavia, in China, in
Eastern Europe, most recently in Poland, and in the courage of dissidents in all communist countries.

The ethical framework of their values is a powerful unifying force, in some ways even stronger than
national interests. It is based in part upon the accumulated experience and wisdom of the Judeao-
Christian, Greco-Roman, and European cultures., One generation after another has added, adapted, tested
for error, reconciled theories with practice and practice with theory. The resulting framework is complex:
it may not be wholly consistent, it may not be fully adequate to today’s world, but it is enduring. From it
does emerge a sense of direction, an aid to understanding, an insight into the values that transcend those
of the individual, of class, of sect or any generation.

To promote and defend that framework requires the dedicated common effort of many individuals in

many lands. The framework, the dedication, and the common effort have a tendency to decline from
generation to generation unless constantly reinforced.
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V. The Threat

Young people, like many of their elders, in addition to having only a dim understanding of the common
values that hold the Atlantic community together, may also be only vaguely aware of the nature and
extent of the threat to our way of life posed by militant totalitarian expansionism.

This has been changed to some extent by growing evidence of the dangers posed by Soviet policy, such as
the occupation of Afghanistan, but only in the sense of eliciting new interest in national defense, without
a clear understanding of why collective defense in general and the Atlantic alliance in particular are
needed and why the US-Soviet relationship seems to be increasingly affected by turbulent change in the
developing world. There may be, however, a new receptivity for information about such matters — and
also a greater need for it.

Many of our people — both young and old — are not fully aware of the chain of events that brought
about the formation of the Atlantic alliance (what is generally referred to as the early Cold War including
such signposts as the Yalta agreements, Soviet occupation of the countries of Eastern Europe, Soviet
pressures on Iran and Turkey in 1945/46, the Greek civil war, the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the Berlin
blockade and the Korean war). Yet those events explain how the last and present generations of national
leaders came to see the world and American interests and obligations. Furthermore, a good many people
— including many of the younger generation — have come to consider nuclear war as unthinkable.
Certainly many perhaps do not realize fully the extent, pace, and momentum of growing Soviet military
power or of Soviet doctrine and policies. There is also a belief, perhaps now altered somewhat by
Afghanistan, that confrontation between East and West involving the Third World has little immediate
effect on our national interest.

If young people are not fully aware of the importance of collective defense, it is partially because they do
not know enough about the societies that we confront — what it is like to live under unitary totalitarian
rule rather than pluralistic democracy and how oppressive communist rulers have to be to stay in power.
Many members of the younger generation tend to deplore and even question the need for military security
and the inevitable sacrifices it entails. When a "threat" to the United States is direct, it may be too late to
do anything constructive about it. Collective defense requires some understanding of what a threat to the
security of another country can be: indirectly, but very importantly a threat also to us. Some lessons of
history need to be learned, and taught, over and over again. We should be neither surprised nor critical
that collective security is not as well understood by the youth of today as it was by the youth of a
generation ago, when the need for it was more obvious.

There is a good deal of evidence to indicate that the younger generation, both at home and abroad, has not
learned adequately the relevance of history to the real world of today. History shows that prolonged
peaceful co-existence between nations has been the exception rather than the rule. Yet to be truly relevant
this knowledge must cover the root causes of past conflicts. In this age of accelerating historical
developments it is more important than ever before to be aware of the causes of change in this century.

The Atlantic alliance was established in 1949 to counter the threat of Soviet aggression against Western
Europe. Its members were determined to avoid the errors of the 1930's when they had failed to respond
effectively to successive Nazi encroachments into surrounding countries. This time, they sought to deter
aggression by making clear in advance their determination to resist it collectively. For thirty years, this
has prevented the threat of Soviet encroachment further West in Europe from materializing. Today the
threat is global, and political, economic and psychological as well as military. Greater understanding, both
of post-World War II history and of recent developments and trends, is necessary.

There is a danger that pointing to the realities of Soviet power and its growth in recent years may be
misinterpreted as merely escalating the arms race and the danger of war. Actually, the application of
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deterrence has been and is a major factor in preventing war, The West need not fear an equilibrium of
power, but that equilibrium has been disturbed in recent years. This is something that should be more
widely and better understood, in a calm and reasoned way.

In brief, the Working Group believes that more knowledge about the Soviet Union — and, mutatis
mutandis, about Cuba and other Communist countries — is highly desirable. It can lead, in fact, to calmer
and less emotional view of momentary crises. Political mood swings in America have been a problem
even when people had relatively more knowledge than they have today about world politics.

Are we in danger of "returning to the Cold War?" Or has it never ended? A respected former American
Ambassador to the USSR has observed: "What the Soviets mean by 'peaceful coexistence' is exactly what
we mean by 'cold war:' achievement of our aims without fighting." Naturally our aims are not the same as
theirs. We do not seek the destruction of communism, only the prevention of its expansion against the
will of the people concerned. While East-West relations appear to have changed in many respects in
recent years, there is as yet no evidence of any fundamental change.

Current issues cannot be understood outside of their historical context. In this connection, many people
today have only a superficial understanding of the Cold War and its underlying causes. This is not a
question of "realism" versus "revisionism." A debate between the two views might shed more light than
any effort to present only one side of that controversy.

This subject involves giving people some conceptual framework for an understanding of important issues.
For almost a decade it was difficult to discuss Cold War issues and history because of revulsion over the
Vietnam war, There is no question but that it affected foreign perceptions of the United States as well as
our own self perceptions. We are beginning to pay for this in many ways.

The three purposes of the Atlantic Alliance ("the three D's") are deterrence, defense, and détente. The
degree of unity of purpose the alliance has achieved among its members has not only prevented further
armed aggression in Europe but has provided the necessary pre-condition both for peaceful co-existence
and for constructive East-West relations. We can now see that Soviet power has turned elsewhere, first to
Cuba and then to Angola, Ethiopia, South Yemen, and Afghanistan. It is clear that insecurity anywhere —
both inside and outside the NATO area — impacts on the interests of our allies in Western Europe and
Japan as well as on our own.

Communism as an ideology is not itself a danger to the United States or Western Europe or Japan.' It is
not an appealing doctrine to our young people, and it should not be presented to them as if it were a
monster ready to devour them. However, Communist ideology is important to understand, for it forms
part of both the mental makeup and the arsenal of our adversaries. One cannot understand what is going
on in Cuba, Angola, or Afghanistan unless one understands both the doctrine and the totalitarian methods
that motivate Communist leadership. The people of these countries are much less moved by it, but they do
not make the decisions. The horrors of Cambodia, for example, cannot be understood without reference to
the primitive communism that motivated the Khmer Rouge leadership. A study of Marxism (preferably
taught by non-Marxists, not necessarily anti-Marxists) and of communist systems is important for young
people as part of their early education. America doesn't have to worry about being taken over by
communism, but it does have to worry about the role of communism as a weapon of psychological
warfare. What we need fear most is ignorance.

The Atlantic Alliance now consists entirely of democratic countries; and Japan, Australia and New
Zealand are also democratic. A wealth of common values and traditions and perceptions undergird our

1 . . :
Joseph Sisco dissents from this statement.
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alliances in both the Atlantic and Pacific. We are disappointed when we and our allies differ on various
issues, but the best protection against divisive stresses and strains is better understanding of our common
interests.

Understanding of the threat we face can best be developed through the teaching of modem history,
including its ramifications in the fields of political, economic and social science. There is no need for a
"cold war" approach — topics such as "problems of national independence and security" or "diverse
economic and social systems” provide a solid basis for analysis. The essential is to provide the student
with the basis for informed and independent judgment. The approach must be factual, not emotional, but
dramatic historical events can heighten interest and understanding in the learning process.
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VI. The Atlantic Council's Approach

The Working Group believes that citizen participation in the governance of society is the heart of
democracy, that education today requires a much higher degree than ever before of international content
to prepare citizens to deal with national and international problems, that civic responsibility has an ethical
base, and that our heritage of democratic freedoms today faces anti-democratic forces which threaten
Western society and require its internal strengthening and ability to withstand diverse external threats.

Strengthening the American educational system to meet these challenges presents a monumental task.
Fortunately, recognition of the problems involved is growing. The work of the U.S. Office of Education,
the President's Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies, and the Council on Learning
has done much to alert academic opinion. The International Communication Agency, despite declining
appropriations, has done what it could to carry out exchange programs, as have private organizations such
as Youth for Understanding and the American Field Service. The creation of the Department of Education
and passa2ge of the International Education Programs Act of 1980 have been major steps in the right
direction.

Conscious of these and other efforts, the Atlantic Council is also conscious both of its own limitations and
of the contribution it is particularly suited to make. Dedicated to strengthening the political, economic,
defense, and cultural ties between the free nations of Western Europe, on the one hand, and the United
States and Canada, on the other, it has had many years of experience in stimulating constructive thought
and action with respect to our Atlantic relations. "Atlantic" in focus — meaning concern primarily with
the components of Western civilization, culture and interests — the Council is catholic with respect to all
elements which link those who share that civilization. It also has close ties with kindred organizations in
other NATO countries and appropriate international organizations and is already working closely with
them.

Coping with the problem will inevitably involve a long-term effort by the entire educational system from
kindergarten to graduate school in this country and in others. The Council's program seeks to stimulate
the American educational system, and to the extent possible those of our allies, to greater recognition of
the problem an greater attention to the kind of education needed to correct it.

The education we seek to encourage includes the basics essential to understanding of today's world —
foreign languages, geography history (especially modern history) and political, economic and social
science. It includes involving an international dimension in all relevant elements of curricula. It includes
greater emphasis upon studies of Western civilization, culture and languages to bring the pendulum back
from its recent swing away from Western studies and it includes the basic principles upon which our free
democratic political and economic institutions are founded. It includes the comparison of democratic and
totalitarian systems. In includes the relevance of history, modern as well as earlier, to the problems of the
world today. Above all, it includes stimulating the educational system to provide greater understanding of
the basic principles of Western civilization and of the individual citizen's responsibility to strengthen and
defend these essential elements of our free way of life.

General Goodpaster states that there is a good deal of skepticism with regard to the creation of the Department of Education and dissents from
this statement.
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The U.S. Program

In developing an initial program of action, the Group has formulated a series of: (1) results it hopes to see
achieved, (2) activities it will endeavor to encourage, and (3) the means it plans to use. These can be
stated as follows:

A. Results

L Greater awareness of the Successor Generation problem and increased sensitivity to its
implications on the part of future national leaders as preparation for the fulfillment of their
responsibilities.

11 A manpower pool of persons who have attained a sufficient degree of outlook, knowledge of
international affairs and language proficiency to serve as generalists and specialists in
responsible positions in the public and private sectors, including business and academia.

1. Enhanced appreciation for and participation in the democratic process — an informed and
motivated electorate.

Iv. Improved communication between official and academic practitioners, domestically and
internationally, with respect to the conduct and teaching of international relations.

V. Greater financial support for efforts to achieve these results.

B. Activities To Be Encouraged

L Increased support for international exchange programs, official and private, and greater
involvement of the academic community in such exchanges.

1L Greater official and private support for professional associations and institutions to develop
and carry out innovative and interdisciplinary programs of international studies.

1l Academic emphasis on advanced rather than superficial language training,.

Iv. Greater emphasis on European studies, including history, languages and culture.

V. Greater emphasis on interdisciplinary treatment of the political, economic and security
problems of an interdependent world.

VL More analytical consideration of divergent political, economic and social systems and of the

principles upon which they are based.

VII.  Greater emphasis on the relation of ethics to the conduct of public and foreign policy.’

VIII.  Development of more effective teaching methods, aids and curriculum content, and better
textbooks with respect to international affairs.

IX. Improved public education through television and other media coverage of international
events with greater depth and perspective.

C. Means

In view of the magnitude of the task, the Working Group emphasizes its belief that attainment of its
objectives can be achieved only by working to the maximum possible extent through existing groups

and organizations. Its role is that of the stimulator, catalyst and clearing house. It recognizes the
importance of working primarily with and through Jeverage groups such as professional associations and
institutions of learning rather than individuals.

These groups represent the practitioners — the educators, administrators, school and university faculty
members whose individual and collective efforts will determine the extent to which these objectives can
be achieved.

} Joseph Sisco would qualify this point, commenting that a weakness of the Carter Administration’s policy was to stress human rights in some
cases, such as Brazil, at the expense of more relevant considerations.
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To reach this audience most effectively, the Council's Working Group has targeted that constituency
primarily responsible for the content of education today:

= University presidents, deans, faculty and curricula planners.

a  Professional associations of professors and teachers.

#  School principals, administrators and teachers.

= Teachers' organizations at the national, state and local levels .

s Textbook writers and publishers .

= The media insofar as it relates to education.
To the extent practicable, other non-academic influences, i.e. family, church, community and peer groups.

The program seeks to build on the work of the U.S. Office of Education and the Danforth and Kettering
Foundations with respect to civic education and that of the President's Commission, the Council on
Learning and others with respect to the international components of education. It will focus its efforts on
those aspects of education which relate primarily to the understanding, enhancement and preservation of
our common Western heritage, civilization and values.

Its efforts at stimulation will be carried out through liaison with key professional organizations and
directly with academic institutions, including organizing seminars and encouraging others to do so .

In its efforts to serve as a catalyst and clearing house it will seek to ascertain the most effective pertinent
educational programs, especially innovative and interdisciplinary ones, being carried out or developed in
our educational system and bringing them to the attention of others for emulation or adaptation.

It will seek to encourage and assist professors, teachers and of textbook authors to find improved methods
of providing students with adequate basic background in the fields covered by the program, including the
development of significant curriculum content.

It will make maximum use of publications of professional associations to stimulate pertinent thought and
action by their members.

It will seek means to influence the media, insofar as they relate to education or influence on our young
people, to present material with greater depth and perspective. It will investigate the possibilities of
stimulating the production of , motion pictures or video tapes for classroom, television or general
showing, including background material on major contemporary problems.

In the process it expects to organize, and will encourage others to organize:
= National and regional seminars on teaching training and means of helping teachers to help
themselves;
= National seminars on curricula;
= nternational seminars on young leaders;
= [nternational seminars of educators
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The International Program

Joint ventures are being organized by the Council with the North Atlantic Assembly, the Atlantic Institute
for International Affairs, and the Atlantic Treaty Association (ATA).

Specifically, the Council has succeeded in helping the North Atlantic Assembly (Members of Congress
and of the Parliaments of other NATO countries) to establish a new "Successor Generation" sub-committee
of its Committee on Education, Cultural Affairs and Information. The Council is working closely with
this subcommittee, is engaged in exchanging ideas and information with respect to pilot programs similar
to ours, and expects, through the subcommittee, to encourage the development of similar groups in other
NATO countries, with a continuing program of cooperation and exchange of ideas and information.

The Council is organizing with the Atlantic Institute a "Young Leadership Program" of issue-oriented
seminars bringing together emergent leaders of U.S., Canadian, Western European, and Japanese labor
unions, academia, news media, business, industry and government.

The Council is also working with the Atlantic Treaty Association and its Education Committee with a
view to stimulating similar educational programs in other NATO countries. The Education Committee
meets at least three times a year, in connection with meetings of the ATA Council and Assembly. The
Council will participate in these meetings and encourage and assist the Committee to organize seminars
of persons in a position to further appropriate educational development in their own countries and to
provide pertinent program material. We will also make special efforts through the ATA Council and the
ATA assembly, as well as through the Education Committee, to stimulate action by the respective national
member organizations.

The Atlantic Council has long sponsored the American Council of Young Political Leaders, the U.S.
affiliate of the Atlantic Association of Young Political Leaders, which organizes exchange visits and
conferences of persons who have embarked on political careers. It has also sponsored the Committee on
Atlantic Studies, a group of university professors, in the United States and Canada working with their
European counterparts to encourage a better understanding of Atlantic Communities affairs in colleges
and universities.

The Working Group is convinced that the knowledge, attitudes and judgments of the Successor
Generation will go far to determine the future security and well-being of the American people, those of
the other members of the Western Alliance and other free nations. It will also go far toward determining
the future international order in which they and their successors will live.
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[Source: WBA, A9, 7,
Also published in Willy Brandt, Berliner Ausgabe, Bonn (Dietz) Vol. 9, 2003.
-Contributed by Bernd Rother.]

Dr. Thomas Mirow
6 July 1981

RE: 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-
Jurgen] Wischnewski, Mirow. Also one interpreter each. Brezhnev opened with an
introduction of about an hour he read from a manuscript, Brandt replied also for about
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
diplomat from the MBFR delegation stated the talks in Vienna make no sense: Consensus
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
policy of détente is in the interest of all peoples. Therefore Western Europe has to exert
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 Il and
Cruise Missiles are not a response to the SS-20 but a strike against Soviet strategic
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



old missile will be withdrawn. Also the SS-20 program does not change that the West
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
Brezhnev and Brandt]. However, the course steered by Willy Brandt, and initially also by
Helmut Schmidyt, 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 Il but we want to live in peace with
Germany. We never behaved disloyal towards the Federal Republic but now we are
portrayed as a menace. The events of 1941 [German attack on USSR] will never be
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
new systems. If Europe takes a clear position, the U.S. would not be able to do anything.
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
Northern Europe. He will also consider to turn the Baltic Sea area in a nuclear-free zone
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
gas-pipeline-deal. Bilateral relations could develop nicely if it would not be for factors
interfering from outside.

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

]

In his response 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 blog, its policy can be influenced. We know
about the USSR'’s skepticism but the Chancellor [Schmidt] brought from [his April 1981
visit in] Washington the firm commitment for negotiations about euro-strategic
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
eliminated soon through negotiations. [Brandt] understands the Soviet view to include
forward-based systems and accepts that the British and French potential is counted.

[.]

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
through with everything. The Europeans must articulate their interests now in order to
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
aid. The Poles have to solve their problems themselves. Yet the USSR will provide any
imaginable support and assist Poland in an emergency.

B. asked W.B. then about the new French President which Brandt obviously knows well.

[...]

Hans-Jiirgen 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
desirable to agree on an exact date as soon as possible. This will be a sign for a positive
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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mm stmucn A survey of neutralist and anti-nuclear trends in
allied countries reveals that neutralism in Western
* Europe is no more significant today than it has been
in the past. 1In several countries, including those
with entrenched communist parties, it has actually
- declined, Preoccupation with neutralism obscures
ﬁSstsmEmS the US focus on the salient policy issue of the moment:
: opposition to theater nuclear force (TNF) modernization.
ﬂnD European opposition to TNF extends far beyond rela-
tively insignificant traditional neutralist groups.
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US may embark on a confrontational course with the
Soviets,
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Talk of rising Buropean "neutralisa® does not explain the
growing opposition to cruise missile deployment and thus makes
the designing of policies to deal with the TNF issue more
difficult, European opposition to TNF extends far beyond the
traditional neutralist groups. " It stems fundamentally from a
pervasive anxiety that the US, having purged itself of its
national guilt fellowing the Vietnam entanglement, may embark
on an ideclogically induced confrontational course with the
Soviet Union that would sharply escalate the arms race and
revive the Cold War. Short of a Soviet intervontion in Poland,
the West Europeans would be likely to resist such a course.

This is not to suggest that European publics and elites
mainimize the gravity of the Soviet threat. The oft-repeated
concern that successor generations in Europe lack a historical
memory of the immediate postwar era is irrelevant, even if
partially true. The fact that the West Europeans share a
continent with an immensely powerful and totalitarian neighber
inhibits members of the current generaticn, as it 4id their
parents, from embracing neutralism. I« does not pr .sent them,
however, from seeking &0 stabilize East-West relations at the
lowest possible level of tension. The relaxation of Fast-West
tensions during the 1970s has psychologically reinforced the
European predisposition toward accommodation rather than toward
<onirontation as a means of resclving differences. Because of
their proximity to the USSR, wWast Zurcpeans prefer to hope
that Moscow also may £ind it in He USSy's interest to stabilize
East~West relations.
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But European publics are sikeptical about Washington's
stated intention to pursae meaningful TNF arms control talks
Or o reconstitute the SALT process. This apprehension,
magnified by the rhetoric of "margin of safety,® has led
Europeans in general to conclude that TNP serves a war-winning
strategy vather than daterrence. This conclusion has revived
fears of decoupling. Those who resist TRP argue that allied
deployment of new systems when superpower relations appear to
be chilling might invite a Soviet strike against Western Europe,
to which the US, because of its self-proclaimed strategic
inferiority, would be likely not to respond.

Other »ragmatic consideravions also impel the West
European governments to avoid initiatives that may polarize
East-West relations. Detente has meant far more to the
Europeans than it has to the US. It has stimulated considerable
economic and social intercourse on both sides of the Oder-
Reisse, particularly between East and West Germans. In the
best of economic times, the West Europeans would want to
sustain the advantages of a dialogue with Moscow. Paced with
deteriorating econcmic health, the allies are even more
intent on limitinc the use of trade and technology transfer
as political levers in East-West relations. The announcement
of a new agreement on US-Soviet grain trade is likely to
increase European determination to maintain trade patterns
with the East,

Finally, Europeans believe that the diminution of dialogue
with Moscow and the resuscitarion of bloc-to-bloc rigidity
would circumscribe the limited latitude they established in
the 1370s to take positions on certain interna+!onal issues
independent of the US. To be Sure, the European allic- 2=
well aware that they remain bound by certain military-strategic
facts of life over which they have no control. But they will
be reluctant to abandorn the influence that they have develcped
and the heightened sense of self-esteen that has accrved to
them as a consequence . -

Oppcsition to TNF deplovment in Eurove is mcre visible
in West Germany and the Low Countries. Along with Italy and
the United Kingdom, these countries would be the sites for
GLCM {ground-launchad cryise missile) placements.  An analysis
Of the underlying forses of Sppos=ition 4o TNF in the major
Wes t Zuropean countries and s2lected smaller ones follows.
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(C/NF) Federal Republic cf Germany

Fear of nuclear weapons and nuclear conflict is increasing in
the FRG, but to regard this fear as riging neutraligt sentiment
is oversimplified. bPublic opinion polls reaching back into the
1950s in the FRG show support for West German neutralism varying
from 15 to 30 percent of the respondents. The figure today is
about 20 percent, with much of it where it has traditionally
existed--in the pacifist, pro-disarmament elements of the Social
Democratic Party (spDp). ‘

But the proportion of Germans that currently opposes TNP
deployment is much larger than that supporting neutralism or
unjlateral disarmament. Two principal factors form and affect
German attitudes toward both defense in general and specific
defense measures: perception of .the Soviet threat and confidence
in US leadership. And perception of US leadership is the nore
critical,

Opinion research indicates that the direct link between
sharpening the perception of the threat and heightened support
for defense has a definite limit. Toc negative a portrayal of
the threat becomes counterproductive. Rather than strengthening
resolve, it feeds fears about the likelihood of nuclear war and
reduces confidence in the US ability to counter the Soviet threat
effectively. If this point of diminishing returns vis-a-vis threat
assessment has not already been reached on TNF in the FRG, Soviet
propaganda is exploiting those German concerns that would hasten
its approach.

Besides historically rooted German pacifism, moral idealism,
and fear of another war (which would annihilate the “ermans),
other factors have fed or failed to impede opposition to TNF.

The l2-year-old SPD/Liberal Party coalition's pursuit of Oaxtpolitik
could be sold only with the arqument that the Soviet military
menace was neither an imminent nor an eternal threat to the FRCG.
Bonn was able to maintain steady real growth in its defense
spending in the 1970s because the gconomy was strong, and these
expenditures did not have to compete for resources with social
spending. Ostpolitik could enjoy consensus support only as long

as defense was not shorted and the SPD commitment to defense
strength was conspicuous. But Benn did not build its cise for
defense on public discussion of =zn increasing Soviet threat,

incompatible with Ostpolitik.

Now, however, as the German parliamentary opposition hag
rightly claimed, West Germans have been somewhat lulled into
lethargy by Ostpolitik's portrait of the USSR, They can not be
reprogrammed overnight into a thr at-sensitized populace--least
of all by a government that seeks to salvage xey aspects of detensse
by pressing for arms control effaris an alogue.
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A large part of Bonn's salesmanship for TNF deploymants has been
bagsed as much on justifying German faith in the UF willingness

to negotiate as it has been on the militarr requircement to respond
to the Soviet buildup.

TNF hag also become the rallying cry of many Germans with
other political and economic fears and frustrations. Opponents
include anti-nuclear environmentalists,_antiwmilitary pacifists,
anti-war moralists and church people, and a minority of otherwise
disenchanted, alienated youth. Their familiarity with defense
issues ranges from peace “"scientists” laden with counterarguments
and quantitative data to the naive dropouts who react exotionally
to “"overkill," feel the need to save the developing world, or insist
that the morally superior West should make the first move toward
disarmament. The significance of fear of nuclear conflict cannot
be overrated in generalizing TNF opposition in the FRG.

Germans are overly sensitized at the moment to the vulnerability
that their location brings. Soviet officials warn the PRG often
of its inescapable targeting for early destruction. Moreover,
many who are not pacifists or neutralists still despair over what
they see to be an inevitable arms escalation brought on by 1) unbridge-
able US-Soviet differences on measuring military balance and 2} the
inexorable advance of weapons technology.

. It is the moral component of 7T _- opposition and deep fear
of a nuclear conflict that has enabled traditional German neutralis:s
and the minuscule German Communist Party to win much broader support
for their anti-TNF petitions, rallies, and marches than they reai-
istically could have expected. German leaders insigt that, for
Washington's part, reassertion cf US moral leadership-~for peace
and to control nuclear arms--ig both essential and sufficient to
turn the tide in the West's favor on TNF. On the ather hand,
addition of enhanced radiation weapons (ERW) deployment or other
items to the nuclear agenda would severely overload German and
Eurcpean circuits and likely me TNF's deathknell.
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" to misadventure and worldwide nuclear confljct, Thus, political
leaders of poth the former Giscarg and the current Mitterrand
goverrment, intellectuals, newspaper columnists, and other opinion-~
makers have expressged varying degrees of concern about the "con-
frontational rhetoric® uged by the Reagan administration since
it came to power,

These fears notwithstanding, France has not experienced an
outburst of neutralism and/or anti-TNF sentiment this spring
on the scale typical of other northern European Countries,
The fact that France, not being a member of the military organi-
zation of NATO, d4ig not participate in NATY's double~track
decision hag, along with the Gaulligt tradition of independent
management of France'sg nuclear arsgenal, diminished the impact

Furthermore, the French were absorbed in Presidentijal
elections, Mitterrand's victory, and legislative elections. ag
the election period ended, +he communists~-who often initiate
pacifist~type manifestations in France--found thamselves tieqd
to government responsibility. Mitterrand's embrace of the double~
track decision ang public recognition ¢f the Eurcpean imbaiance
caused by the 355-~20c have further cutflanked those elements
inside arg Outside the French Communist Party who would normally
spearhead an anti-TNF drive, The number of Frenca anti-nuclear
activists has neither grown nor shrunk in recent sears, but their
sentiment currently is somewhat absorted in the efferts of their
ideclogical brothers to begin “OV2rAlng France.,
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(C/NF} United Kingdom

Britai: since World War II has spent a heavier share of
its GNP on defensa, including an independent nuclear deterrent,
than have the other major European allies. These expenditures
have enjoyed bipariisan Support, Tory and Labor. Labor hag
been marginally nore willing to cut defense expendi tures when,
as periodically happens, Britalin's continued relative economic
decline makes that necessary, but leaders in both parties
almost always have shared strategic assumptions and commitments.

This is now ceasing to be the case. Labor's long
acquiescence to relatively high defense budgets depended upon
an unspoken premise: that British workers would not have to
pay for defense with lower living standards or reductions in
social expenditures. 1In addition, Labor membership for some

leftist Britons who sympathized with the Soviet Union and
distrusted the United States.

Over the last two years, these advocates of traditional
British pacifism have been joined by more pragmatic Labor
Party leftists who see in the defense budget the resources
otherwise unavailable for social services and public investment.
This ad hoc alliance of Labor leftists has taken control of
Labor Party policy in large measure and has made unilateral
nuclear disarmament, withdrawal of all US nuclear weapons from
Britain, and heavy cuts in overall British defense costs the
new party gospel.

These anti-defense views have hagd virtually no impact on
the Conservative government, which remains strongly pro-defense.
The typical Tory Mp supports defense even more fervently than
the government itself. British public opinion remains strongly
anti-Soviet, and the pacifist treng in Labor so far appears
more the creation of a committed minority than a genuinely
popular issue.

Nonetheless, even in Britain, popular concern about the
possibility of nuclear war is rizing. Although opinaion polls
show that defense policy -3 near the bottom of the typical
voter's list of important issues, polls also indicate that a
majority of voters now Opposes the government's decision to
build the Trident missile submarine force. Ppublie support for
TNF deployment has fallen away Irom the narrow rajority that
originally supported it.

Under the British parliamentary sys<tem, Labor's anti-
Auclear and anti-defense views nesd nov be approved Sy the
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electorate in any positive sense at the next general election,
due not later than May 1984. If the voters look to Labor for
Such other reasons as the Tories' poor economic record, only

an intense popular concern over Lebor's dafense views ocould
keap Labor out of power. : S : .

Thus far,? ~~the‘re appear few ,éi‘gnsuc'fyanj;_d;zd;rrconca.m'. “In

) pPublic about: dafanse, most British voters:. seem to: care little

: - about. the Subject. . Among the- miwxifty;gﬂza;.g:%mesﬁ defanse

: issues. sexiously, the traditional suppart- for high defense -

; expanditures has diminished. Meanwhile s for;-the.-first: time -

i Bince before World War II, Britian's defense efforts appear,

. % a suhstantial degree, hontage to the fortumes.of tha next
genaral slection. : Lo 2 S S
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{C/NF) Italy

Italians share the general European fear that the presence
of US nuclear waapons in Europe increases the risk of Soviet
attack, but-the TNF issue has aroused little public reaction.
There is some popular neutralist sentiment, but attempts to
mobiliza it have -largely tailad, because the currernt Italian
perception of a threat of war remaing low.:-Unlike the case
in Germany or the Né%hexlands;-religion~9layaganéincoﬁsaquential
role in anti-INF dgitation. The Catholic ‘Church has not
espoused a pacifist line and has remgined alocf from the ‘dsbate.

The Italian Communist Pariy (PCI) and the Italian Socialist
Party (PSI) are the only two major parties with the potential
o exploit neutralist opinion, which is widespread in both.
But domestic constraints limit the ability of either party to
capitalize on that opinion. The PCI is also affected by its
need to allay domestic suspicions of its links with Moscow.
It must prove its respectability and reliability as a supporter
of Italy's security alliarces if it is to attain its goal of
government participation.

Only the small Radical Party has attracted anti-military
and anti-nuclear elements by openly opposing current security
policies. It resists TNF deployment and supports unilateral
disarmament., It has drawn away some PSI and PCI followers on
this score, but has little influence.

Under these circumstances, Italian Governments have
consistently ignored negative public opinion and taken
positions concerning nuclear weapons, including TNF deploy-
ment, that meet NATO wishes. 1In turn, Rome seeks to parlay
this acceptance into greater status within +he al;iance.
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(C/NP) Belgium and the Netherlands

TNP deployment hasg been a contentious issue in both Belgium
and the Netherlands. Although strong opposition to deploynent
exists in hoth countries, its origins differ.

In the Netherlands, Calvinist principles of ethice and -
morality have reinforced- the long Dutch ‘history of neutralism - :
and pacifiam, ‘A% & consequence, the churches--mainly’ Proteatant

but Catholic ag well--have become the leading force 'in. the anti-

TN¥ campaign.. The Dutch: Rave demonstrated qrowing anthugiasm -

for arms control. . A:1980¢: poll showed that 57 percent oppused’

the production and depioyment of new nuclear weaponsi: 24° percent
favored production but opposed deploymant; and. only 18-percent’

favored production and: deployment. Under thege cirTumstances,

it is unlikely that any Dutch Government will ascept TNF deploy-

ment in the Netherlands. ' -

In Belgium, TNF oppogition has become hostage to move urgant
econuaic and linguistic tensions. The socialigts, who Have led
the anti-TNF crusade, are able to translate defense expenditures
into a "gquns or butter"® argument as the economy deterioratas. and
the ability to fund welfare programs declines. The willingness
of any Belgian coalition to sacrifice demestic programs for TNF
modernization is accordingly very limited. The prospect for
deployment in Belgium, althcugh more likely than in the Netter-
lands, does not stand better than an even chance.
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{C/NF) WNcrway and Dsnmark

Daspite the fact that both Norvay and Denmark followed
neutralist policies before World War 1I, current opposition
to TNF deployment in Europe and support for a Nordic nuclear-
weapons-free zone do not result from any increase in neutralism
or pacifism. Recent public opinion polls in Norway have shown
that support for NATO has now increased to an all~time high.
However, fear of nuclear war, caused by the increase in Soviet
nuclear weapons, the stalemate in arms control talks, and the
adoption by the Carter and especially the Reagan administrations
of policies to build up nuclear :rms and deploy mores of them
in EBurope, has created receptivity to arms control schemes.

The ruling Norwegian Labor Party, which holds only a
pluraiity in Parliament, fears that defections by its anti- ,
militarist followers, although few, could drive it from power
in the parliamentary election in September. I“~s leaders, there-
fore, supported a proposal by those groups that Norway join
with the other Scandinavian countries in a Nordic nuclear-
weapons-free zone, provided that such a zone included territory
outside Scandinavia and wers part of a continent-wide arms
contrel system. Labor government leaders make clear that their
endorsement responds to broader Norwegian desires to put pressure
on the US to intensify efforts to raestart arms control talks.

Danish Social Democratic leaders are more careful in backinag
such a zone, but they make clear that they support the Norwegian
objective and are responding to both general Scandinavian fears
of a nuclear arms race and, for =hem, overly belligerent US
policies toward the USSR.
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. GROMYRO ON NO FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

summary
y In his September 22 UN Ganeral Assembly

.8peech, Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko

modified the ancient Soviet proposal to ban
first use of nuclear weapons. General Secre-
tary Leonid Brezhnev's 26th CPSU Congress

 {teration of that proposal earlier this year

had implicitly recognized the legitimacy of
use of nuclear weapons in response to aggres-~
sion with conventional forces. Gromyko's new
argument is that no first use of nuclear
weapons could ever be justified. The change
appears to be part of Moscow's effort to capi-~
talize on West European sensitivity to nuclear
issues~-both enhanced radiation weapons (ERW)
and theater nuclear forces (TNF).

L S N B 2

During the early 1950s, the Soviet posi-
tion evolved from one of demanding a ban on
huclear weapons per se to the 1955 proposal to
ban the use of such weapons. In 1960, the
Soviets further refined that idea and proposed
to ban first use of nuclear weapons. Tradi-
tionally, Western powers objected that a ban
on first use would put NATO at a disadvantage
in the event of a Warsaw Pact attack with con-
ventional forces.

In 1972, cduring the heyday of detente,
the Soviets sought to meet that Western objec-
tion by prorosirg a combination ban on first
use of nuclear weaporns and first use of force.
Under such an arrangenent, a country that was

CONFIDERTIAL
RDS~3  3/28/87 (Stoddard, P.)

Report 237-CA
September 23, 1981

Review Autherity FLEISHER, ERIC
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the victim of agg:esaion wlth conven tional waapona would be
free -to- de:etd*itagl;, and thus use of Epsleaz: waapons .in.
- fesporise would: ‘S€: recegnized as leqxtimah-.,.cwc~ykc zade-this

. Proposal in: hix dpadch to.the UN Ganeral: Arsenbly 1 Septatber -

197254 The.suuietx'we%t bacx on the ‘1872 -jdsa yn- Novenbar: 1976

uhen;the warsaw’éact propoeea a. ban on: first.use ‘of. nuclaar
vaapbns—la Eu pe.‘.< s
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v ;goggver, tetu:neé ta thefI§72-£ormu1§ in a -
Ha:c&:Z, 19791 BPeech -whén: hv>proposed ﬁzat.cscs ‘{Conterance ;-
on Secusity. 4ng” cboperatiaﬂ _a‘hn:cﬂéT §E&EEE? kéach an _Bgree—

: '-meqt O A0k batgiithe f1Est vo ds= .githef Niclear or ¢onveh~

“tional uetponam..socething like a non~AgETés8Ith Dack.” . |
Bxethev-:epea =d-the {§ea of a c¢onbined:- “ban _on-£izat uge. of

: tnuclear _wNeapons and. cehnventional forces in: uarcpe in his

Feb:ua.y 1381 spaach to' the party congreSs.

Gromyko has now in effect reversad Brezhnev's congresa
wording and gone to a Righly propacandistic Eo*mulation
denocuncing as immoral, {rndeed or inirnal, any fi use of
nuclear weapona. 1In do 29 so, he has appa'ently giver up any
thought of negotliating any agreement with the West on the sub~
Ject. But he ptobab’: calculates that his present taek puts
the USSR in a bett cositien teo o explcit the peace

zovement In nesberﬁ Burope and corcerns -Rere about BRW and
TNT.
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Dr. Thomas Mirow

28 September 1981 [Source: WBA, A9, 35.

Also published in Willy
Brandet, Berliner Ausgabe,
Bonn (Dietz) Vol. 9, 2003.

-Contributed by Bernd

Rother.]

Note

RE: Conversation Willy Brandt’s with French President Francois Mitterand on 23
September 1981 in Elysee Palace
(also present: Thomas Mirow; Interpreter)

The talk was focused on issues of security policy.

Francois Mitterand stated that now, in 1981, there exists more or less a strategic
balance. By 1985 there will be a Soviet superiority. Afterwards, until about 1992, he
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
French nuclear forces are only slightly larger than what is actually needed for
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
moratoria since 150 SS-20 missiles are sufficient to destroy everything. He sees no sense
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
statements in an interview with [German weekly magazine] “Stern” were cut and edited.
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
conventional superiority exists for a long time already. It gets partially overstated. If the
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
reaction to the latter. He encouraged Francois Mitterand to address in his forthcoming
meeting with the German Federal Chancellor the Euro-strategic and global balance.



He [Brandt] voiced understanding for the French situation, but he also referred at the
question of Soviet legitimacy to counterbalance the French forces, and at Soviet security
considerations with regard to China.

In conclusion, Brandt explained the concerns of the Federal Republic’s young generation
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.
There is no precise answer to the question when French security interests are
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
he wanted to emphasize that he does not apply the term “neutralism” with regard to
developments in Germany.

Thomas Mirow
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NATIONAL SECURITV DECISTION
DIRECTIVE NUMBER 15

THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES
(Intermediate~-Range Nuclear Forces)

On the recommendation of the National éecurity Council, which
met on November 12, 1981, I have made the following decisions
regarding the U.S. position for the first round of the nego-

tiations on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) scheduled
to begin on November 30, 1981. .

- We will propose an agreement on intermediate-

: range land-based systems that would remove and
dismantle the Soviet Union's SS-20 and retire
SS-4 and SS~5 systems in return for no ceployment
of the U.S. Pershing II and GLCMs.

Archive.

- We will also indicate that we are prepared to
seek subsequent limits with signficant reductions
for other nuclear weapons systems.

Directives

We will negotiate in good faith to achieve global,
equal and verifiable levels of weapons.

Security
|
]

-- The Interagency Gfoup will ensure that the
negotiating instructions, including enumeration
of objectives and principles, are fully congruent
with the President's decisions as expressed in
this National Security Decision Directiva.

Nationa
Presidential
Item Number PD 01602.

The Digital
Collection
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gnder provisions of £.0. 12358
bed G55/ '[y en . OH'DR by S. Tiey, National Security Councd
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TO: The Secrestary P

‘\\ / :
FROM: INR - Hugh Montgomeﬁgp\ ( (ZZZ/

SUBJECT: INF: The Soviet Approach

As you know, the Soviet press has dismissed as propaganda
the President's offer to forego deployment of Pershing IIs
and GLCMs if Moscow would agree to dismantle its SS-208, SS-4s
and SS-58. Nevertheless, we think :that the. Soviets may re-—
frain from rejecting in Erihciple a_zero option and might
attempt instead to.redefine It to include US forward-based

aircrait as wvell as A ed nuclear systems.

There are indications Moscow foresgees. spending the first
%eaz of negotiutions defining which systems will be limited.

a aexpect e ‘Soviets to press also for a freeze on all
pedium-range systems (which would cover Pershing IIs) as they
proposed last fall, or for the moratorium on land-based missiles
which they have used in their propaganda offensive since last

spring., Additionally, Moscow will probably propose limits on
SLCMs.

Although the negotiations will be prolonged, Moscow may
eventually compromise on FBS because it fears that GLCHS and
particularly Pershing IIs wou pose a -greater reat than
forward-based alrcraft. The Soviets may alsc fear that

without an INF agreement, NATO's initial deployment of 572
missiles would be followed by additional systems.

The Soviets are unlikely, however, to show flexibility
on FBS until they are convinced i:hat the deployment of
Pershing IIs and GLCMB cannot be averted. Even if they com-

promised, they would probablv defer rather than drop outright
their FBS demands.

At the preliminary talks in Geneva last fall, the Soviets
contended that INF negotiations could proceed, but no agree~-
ment could be concluded without a ratified SALT treaty, We
think the Soviets will reassert this position, because in the
absence of a SALT agreement both sides would have the means
effectively to circumvent Iimits on INF systems.

United States Department of State
QOffice of FOI, Privacy, & Classification Review

Date: 04/19/95

|
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Soviet statemants indicate Moscow will exclude systenms
with ranges below 1,000 kilometers,

Europe acts as a buffer to protect Soviet territory from
NATO's intermediate range missiles,

have more systems with a range from 150 to 1,000 kilometers,

‘ A A o . ] ‘..:; /

"o : pass nuclear artil ery, tactical
mlesiles ang aeven warhead stockpiles. Such a Soviet counter-
sponsive cord wit e Eurcopean .

ts attention turned to shorter range |
nuclear weapons. If Mogcow eventusa

If! 1ly agreed to limits on
the §5-12/22 ang S5-X-23, It would at a %InImum insIst on
£8 on US an ro - _West German Pershing I miss es, as
well as on U3 ¢ d-b

orward-based alrcratrc.

Finally, Moscow may also take certain military steps to
gain leverage during the INF talks and to increase Soviet
military capabilities. For example, Moscow could deploy
§8-208 well beyond current numbers. The Soviets might be
able to deploy long-range SLCMs ang GLCMs by the migd-1980s.

Drafted: INR/PHA/GPT:RHahsen:cb

11/20/81 x28702
Cleared: INR/PMA:RMartin

INR/SEE:RBaraz

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

Part Three:
International Diplomacy

1982

Rome, Italy, 10-12 December 2009



[Source: WBA, A9, 7
Also published in Willy Brandt, Berliner Ausgabe, Bonn (Dietz) Vol. 9, 2003.
-Contributed by Bernd Rother.]

[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-Jurgen Wischnewski]
E.B. [SPD General Secretary Egon Bahr]

Dear Mr. Brandt:

| 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. | mean the problem of nuclear medium-
range missile in Europe.

| 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.



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 | 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, | 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. | 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 | 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 | 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.

| 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



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 | am certain,
Mr. Brandt, you will understand the motives guiding myself when | 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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PRIVATE INF EXCHANGE LB')/

With respect to the private INF exchange which took place at the
close of the last session, I have decided the following:

- The U.S. should continue to press for the zero/zero
approach.

- No actions should be taken to close the private
channel. If the Soviets respond in that channel,
the following points should be made:

- The U.S. believes the zero/zero proposal is
the best approach to reduce the risk of
nuclear conflict and to ensure effective
verification.

-- The U.S. cannot accept a position in which
the Soviets retain short time-of-flight SS-20
ballistic missiles while the U.S. foregoes
Pershing II ballistic missiles (and retains
only the slower, air-breathing GLCMs*).

- If the Soviets continue to be admantly opposed
to zero/zero, we should place the responsibility
on them to propose alternatives for equitably
¥educing the total missile force structures.

In preparing for the possibility of a Soviet response to the
exchange, an NSPG working group should prepare, on a close-hold
basis, talking points which outline the specific military and
other reasons why the U.S. cannot accept it. )
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Peace demanstrations in aly have besn comparable
iA size to these in other INF basing countrics, and
pablic opinion surveys shaw {hat astinuclear sentl
ment catends considerably beyond groups that dem-
onstrate? Mevertheless, peace activism in faly &
concentrated more on the far left{iban is the casz in
ather INF basing countricd During the past year,
peice activity has increased, primarily because the
ltalian Comemunist Party (PCI} has decided that

can profit politically by expleiting the i

In peinciple, the Tialian peace movement consists ol

mare thas 500 Jecal, regional, and national cammit-

tees and gssoclations representing both secular and
relipious organizations across 1he politieal specirum,
with the caception of the eatreme right. Yet most of
the non-Commanist groups kave o small membership,
and no strong national erganization devoled exclusive-

Iy 1o "peace” has arisen. The small Radical Party is

militar and getive, but its influence is weak. The

activities of the PCL and, 10 2 limited extent, the

Italizn Socialist Party (PS1) have e

impastant 1o-the peacs mavement

In general, 1he peuce movement has sulfered from a

leadership vacaum: :

o« Mo major palitical Egure kas made a full comumil-
ment to the peace mavement,

+ The miovement fself has nat produced a charismatic
figure capable of ransforming it into an independ-
ent furce that can exert signilicant pressure on the
Ializn Cavernment. _

The procminent pele of the PCT in peace activity has

b precluded differences within the movement aver

everithing from ideulogy 1o tactics. While a brouad

commimunity uf purpsse sometimes wnites the diverse
props in demunsteationg, major differences of atti-
tuthe sine dwever far franinn the swurface and have ¢ven
gitisgal geu(Ties between fival groups on occasion.

Vb ialian puse s emient o fur hus focdsed mastly
wrtt virganiging protest denansirations and rallies and
el peitinns. Some groups advacats murs

pap—s

vigaraus lactics 10 impede GLCM base construction
a1 Comisg, Sicily, and a few demanstrators huve iried
v abstruct construction vehicles. Acts of violencs
agaimst [NF eruise missile deployment may pecur, but
{ralian security olficials have said that the peace
movement poses ao threat 1a the stability of the
gaver or 1o the sucgessiul installation of
GLCMs in Sicily,

Tn contrast 1o the peace movements in the other INF
countries, the ltalian movement focuses almost exche:
sively on issucs that affect Ttaly(@nd has had less

coniact with forgign activists Lhan the move-
mients in Morthern Europg In addition Lo the atten-
tian i receives in Lhe . and especially in the

137

Communist press, the movemenl kas general
own publications o disseminate its message

€

£ demoRsTTaTians have been planncd and organized
by long-established groups—especially political par-
tims—rhese groupg have financed them from their awn
TEIOUFEES.

Origins of the Ttalian Pence Morement

The lalian peace movement attracts the young in
generl and the leftist oriented in particular. The
mavement began as an appatently sponlancous elfuet
o Lhe part of minor leftist political partics. the lialian
Communist Youth Federation | FGCIL, and seme paci-
fist groups. The immediate popular success of the
march for peace between the iowns of Perugia and
Assid, which was sposared by. those groups in Sep-
tember |81, atiracted the attention of the PCl and
same clerments of the P51, which saw in the peace
muvenyeat @ way 1o enkance their popularity with the
clectorute. In our judgment, the two parties feared
thul they were losing out on the peace Hsue with
vaters and wuickly developed their own peact policies
in an stiempt Lo organize | ihe movement
fior Lheir gwn political end

Ro'es af the PCT, the PSL, 0 anized Labot
The PUCL, the PSL, and the union federations are
probably the only organizations capable of providing

the pezce movement with the leadershi i reedi to
st an effetive natbenal IMEEI

S Lot
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hemmynsresiion (g L) Sicl=
di, o April [9R

PCL Since the fall of 1981 the PCI has been the
deminant farce behind the larger demonstratians,
[Dicxpite its major role in the peace mavement. haoar-
ever, the PCI has been reluctant to pull out all the
stigrs agaimt MATOS INF program: '
a-The party wants the |talian people and ather West
Burapean parties 10 regard i os 3 Western parly
and mol as 2 slawish folluwer of 1he Saviet line.
= The PCI hesitates to aflack the Socialisis, who
support NATO S INF position. because il aeeds
continued cooperation from (e Socidlisis to main-
yain its cantrol in el government cozlitions.
Thus the PCT waited wntil other West European
groups had demonstrated againsi INF deployment
befure staging 115 vwn protesds. The party played o
prumineat role in orgeAziiag i denwnsiratien in
Hoaie 1 24 Cctuber F9ED thae aniracied 30,000
participants. This demensiration, while primarily fo-
wopwnl agimned TN deployment in [aly, alse critiised
S gt S5 20 clepdoyment. The PUT ulse arganized 1he
o riwaied patpen o 4 April 14982 in Camiso, which
Lirreavnedh MLIEKD participants, a demansteation in
Wi oot 17 Al 1982 miendeid by mearly 1T,

aond the dermanstration s % Jung 19%2 in Heane that
aipeih bporg Wi 1”".':“!'|i|

@'e believe that the PO stepped up its agitation in
Tate 1951 mainly becaine its leaders boped ta profit
palitically from being the main “Tosce for peace™ 1n
Inaly, and to fuces the party s energies on sumething
aitier (B imernal bickering over martial law in
“Polund. In our jedgment, PCI keaders hoped that vace
the peace mavement had become respectable in West-
ern Europe, the party coubd take a-teading role in
fralian activity and in the progess create dafflicultics
fior ils rival, the P51 They probably heped that the
Socilists, as members of the goverament that had
supported NATO's dual decision dn INF, would have
tu chusse between remaining ool ol the movement,
thereby appearing 10 be against peuce, of maying
sevond fiddle in what was already 4 PCI shaw. The
sevond choice eould have allvaed the PCI o lead the
Sowialists bnbo powetions that woukd make rebatio
with their coalition pariners extremely awkw :nﬂ"l'h.e
PO hus Tailed, however. 1o druw ather major partics
inbu the peace mowement on ils berm., und in order 1w
awsd uppearing oo sulated, the Communists have

tried ta avesd obvivusly one-sid =W pstern posie
Lissns during (be past few muanth

8 of 9
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P51 The top leadership of the P51 hus ansoupced Organited Labor. Anather sector of sociely capable of
that it will support the deployment of 1MF if fts greatly boosting peace activity in Italy is organized
preferred solution of the “zero aplion™ proves unat- lubor. Durikg the fall of 1981, leaders of some major
\zinable. Mevertheless, the party has been feeling i unions made public statements in suppert of the peace
way coullously ever sinea the big upswing of peace sovement 1hal appearsd 1o presage major labor par-
activily last year, and its moves have not always been  ticipation in marches and demonstrations. Since Lthen.
consisten he Socialist  however, o vaguer and

leadershi of the
Perugia-Assisi march and embarrassed by its own aboT 5 7
ahsence from the impressive demanstration of Oclo- quesio wipatron in demonstrations (espe-

ber 1981. Later that falfthe PSI made a briel autempt  cially those dominated by the PCI), as well as an the
10 establizh itz own peace eredentials by organizing ific isues addressed by the peats nmpai:_n';l
demonsteations in about 100 ltalian civies. The party

emphasized broad themes such as the necd for 3

bolanced reduction in arms and the negative effects af - The lialian United Federation of Laber Undens is
Soviel arms palicy, and refrained from opposing the  compesed of the PCl-controlled General Confedera-.
goverament policy an INF, These peace actions did  tion of halian Labar (CGILY, the Christian Diemo-
nat have the desired impact on the puble, however.  eratic Puriy-oriented Confederation of lalian Work-
lurgely because the press and aiher partics ers Syndicates (CISL), and the Union of Ttalian Labor

PSI activity as a blatani political maneuver (UL, which is alfiliated with the PSEand the Sectal

Democratic and Repubdican Pariics, The 10 million
Afier same months of indeelsion, the P51 now seems  union members—almast Balf of the ltalian working
inclined 1o refrain from peace agitation, even thaugh force—usually back the foreign policy decisions of the
wume Factions of the parly are pressing for a more Urited Federation leadership. Generally supportive of
uetive mm.@_': believe that the party pulled back  detenie and diarmament. the United Federation abio

“because its leaders had decided that they could weath-  the need for the North Atlantic Alliance
er eriticism for not being in the forefront of peace :

. partly because its elTorts were unsuccesshul, bul also ackpowledges, with varying degrees nl'ml.hu.m?f

activie aps mare significant, they were able to  The United Federation 1z a whale has taken the

attack the PCI for whit was tremist, anti-  position that disarmament negotiatians should be

NATO, and anti-US sctivity. exhausted before proceeding with the NATO nuclear
modernization progeam. Leaders of CISL and the

{f_h: PS5 beadership has beon unable Lo prevent same |11 say that they will suppart the decision to deploy

party members from participating in demon- 3164 ai Comiso if negotiations [ail; the CGIL.
surations’ gwever, steongly opposcs the installation of misiles
{he beadership counscls w1 Comiso, The Geneva disarmament negdtiations and

activity Few Socialists appeared ut the demonstration e crisis in Poland have somewhat distracted trade
in Bome an 5 June, for caample, Nevertheless, inter- oo <noort for the peace movement, Organized
nul tensions persist, The president of the Sicilian lubeor did ft help sponsar the Comiso demeonstration.
Regional Assembly, 0 P51 member, has al times leat g €151 agd UL relused to participate in the dne
sppesrt 10 the demands of bocal anti-INF erganiza- .5 8 June

tinay o the P41 leadership hos been trying 1o bring

himm m Ting withusit making 3 public issue vut of the
disagreement |

e Siciliun P51 nrembers wa
demonstration o Cemise bot did aot do se

Beswsninne il e Mrom Ve patbena b-bevel party
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The Soviets thus appear to be counting some out-of-area air-

craft. All PB-1l1ls are now staticaned in the US, and Mdscow seems

Tty be. i -8, planes on-carriecs not normally deployed in

w waters iy Moreover, Moscow excludes.from. its list all

. clear-capableBoviet: and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact tactical atz-

- .. CXafelin Bastérn-:Bdrope. that ‘are within tange.ocf NATO territory.
CERG i ed i

. .+ In-cobtrist to previous practice, recent. Soviet statemeats oa
» thec 1P tatanos-have Aot teferred to- Us Pogeidon missiles asszigned
. 7. FhesSoViats  thus appear t0 havev.ekiminated from their
gatisniy <§@H@am‘t’pm1£u&-to-be_;r.gont_enetou issue,
githsse: aissiies: presunubly ‘vould %wnnﬂ by a SALT

- s

-

M

- . Y
. e ‘..,' o e . - h

?

-

{b

e Tl L . :

p}.';.' ;‘;:Ebviet{sga;;nchts suggest that Moscow will sesk to limit the
o Te ., npnber’ of: platfoina {launchers and ajzrplanes) rather than weapons
? “(wathoads:-dnd bombs). The Soviets assert that NATO has a

: .. SO-peichnt advantagé in the number of weapons on medion-range

; . systexid,.and that NATO would have a 231 advantage {f it deployed

' Pershing I¥s and GLCMs as planned. Moscow would have difficulty,

however, supporting these contentions even using its own list of
systems. .

The Soviets will probably continue to assert that linits
should be confined to Europe only. Moscow probably believes that

a global regime wculd unduly restrict the number of nediun-range
missiles it could target against China.

In recent months, the Soviets have propesed stopping the
deployment of SS-20s in the western USSR if NATO does not deploy
GLCMs and Pershing 1Is. 1In addition, the Soviets probably fear
that MATO could use submarine-launched cruise missjles (SLCM3) to

circumvent an INF agreement. Thus, the Soviets may well scek to
limit SL(Ms as well.

The Soviet press hLas dismissed as propaganda President
Reagan's offer of November 13, -331. During negotiations the
Soviets are likely to counter tie 38 proposal for a zerc option by
insisting that it would have tc cover US FBS and allied systemrs.

Moscow may sventially comzrani
GLC!Ms and Pershing IIs would cese
based aircraft, The Soviets nav oa
agreement NATO's initial deplovmen

followec by additional svstaewms|

Se cn TBS because it fears that
Jreater threat than forwacs-
so fear that withcut an INF

2 372 aissiles would He

i
i

The Soviets are unli<aly, ncwaver, vo show flexibility ¢on
until they are convinced :nat =no ‘2slovment of Fershing I1s an

-
=

é
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SIS cannot be averted., zZven :{ tacy comproaxised, they wolld
dtebably daler rather Shan érog osutright -heir FBS de:naads. if
Moecow Cefe-red these demands, it woulé probadly propose limizg -
SLCHs as well as on Persking Ils z2nd CLlMs.
Moscow may also take c2rtal eliitarvy steps to gain isveraga

In INP t2lks znd to increase Sovist "lllitvtj capatilities. MNcoscow
could, for exasmple, deplov S$5-220s5 well bheyvond their curres=
aumbers. <The Soviets mignt oe atle o deplay loag-reage LIS zod
GL(H3 by the £id-1980s.
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Sovist Premises L. ) -

., The Soviet Pnjonm has insisted that INF negotiatisns link
limits on. Soviet~"méfyim-reoge® land-based missiles with limits on
U8 foiward-besed dyatess (FHS). According to the Soviet
definition, ¥BS are-alrcraft on Eurcpean territozvy and on cacriers
in adjacent vaters that could strike the ESSR. .-

-

- -The Alleged Strategic Threat. NATO views INF talks 28 aimed
at rdafgcsing tha preponderance of Soviet intermediate-range
nuclear weapons in Europe. Fcr Moscow, however, the cptimal
result would be to avert NATO's deployment of Pershing IIs and
GCLMs and to reduce the threat pcsed by US and allied nuclear
systems that ave already in Europe that have ranges sufficient to
strike the Soviet Union. Moscow argues that the existing svstens

gise the US an advantage in the giobal nuclear baiance, despite a
US-Soviet parity in central systems.

The Soviet position that INF talks should address the US
"strategic® threat from European bases has its ¢ .nesis in SALT
negotiating history. The Soviets argued in SALT I that any system
should be considered strategic if it had a range sufficient to
strike the homeland of the opponent from its usual peacetine
base. Even after dropping their insistence on such a
comprehensive definition, they oressec¢ for the inclusion in SALT I
and IT of US forward-based svs:zens.

Moscow agreed to put aside thc F35 issue im 3ALT 1 aznd az:zin
at viadivostok in 1374 for othaer Zoviet SALT II objactives, bus
states that they expected FBS :0 L2 addressed at a later time.
The agreel Stitement of Principles for SALT 111 inclucdes :the
assertion tha: SALT 7II negotia%izns w1ll te conducte? "taging

tnto consideration fachors tnat determine the strategic

situation.” Soviet regotiatorz tizarily intanded this lenguage o
cover US Zorward-based systenz, 1:rcuat the US specifically
tziected such an iatarpretation., 5. o g2 sra2liminargy INF talur in
“enevs in the fall of 1980, =ie 3Scv:ze mghazized that the U3
Sysiens a2mirsced Sy thelr 2iosczals o o3 stranegan ookl
Ataingt the USSR, Thev 2ave rzana 13dcrsian reveauadly e

. - b
¢ pIst year

]
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Thus, the Soviets intead to address in nagotiatioas baginniang
in Geneva on November 30 what they maintain is the unilatecai
advantage of the US which arises from the g2ographic difference
betueen the two parties, and which allows the 7S to supplement it
straxegic capabilities with intermediate-range naclear weagons.
¥oscow contends that NATO's planned deploymeant of S72 Pershing IIs
and GLCMs will add to the US strategic advantage. The Soviets
argue that the Pershing IT would give the IS5 the ability to launch
a.gsurprise attack on Soviat strategic installations. Uefansz
Hinister Dimitcry Ustiaov wrote .in the Pravda issue of July 23,
1981, that altinugh the US claimed it would deploy medium-range
rissiles:to defnnd-Western -Eurone, the US would actually use them
Tori*preventived, strikés against iCBits and cther strategic taczgets
in ¢the Soviet Union. . Ustinov izplied that Pershing Ils in Weetern
Europs would give the US an- advaptzage that could affect the .
outcore of a global nucleaxz war.

.- IRPF and SALP. Aafter SALYT I wa3l signed in June 1979, Sovie:
officials refused to begin INF negotiations unless SALT Il was
ratifis®?., They relented on that condition in July 1980. At tae
preliminary talks in Geneva that fall, the Soviets contended that
although INF negotiations could ptcceea, no agreemant could be
concluded without a ratified SALT treary.

Tha potential for citcumventing limitations on intermediate
nuclear forces in the absence of naw limitations on strategic
gsystems is probably the chief reason why the Soviets have insinted
on linking tha2 two issues. {loscow may well telieve that the US
unfettered by limitations on central-system warhe»ds or launchers,
would replace whatever it gave up in an INF agreement with
U'S-based strategic weapons. Announced U5 plans to deploy SLCis
doubtless reinforced arguments in Hosccw that a free-a\and;nq INF
ajreement would allow the US to deplcy systenms in Europe th
could threaten the USSR. 1n !Nescow's view, such an agre°n=ut
mignt aiso lead ffashingren co Ll 1t could spare the IS hom2land
fcom Soviet attacks oy forgoinc tanz -3¢ of IS3iMs,

[ L R

An TNEF agreement unacconparisd oy 4 SALT treaty would, of
cour3e, leave l'oscow free to taiget 23dditional ICS5H3 agzias:
Zurope. Thus, both siZfas would tave aptians for cizcumvention
that could make INF neqotiacions a 2llo. znersise.

escow's Likelv Aporoacn

Earoent fenarks Sy Sovist LEFLl_ sl s vnrside a seoed audization
9! tae fstufe NMOSCOW Wil na<e duricu the INT vegatiabi.ons this
2ill. Th2 Seviat pasitisn ar chaz Taoto ore limitesd. oume ognmre
&7 Ltimiratian, z2nd tne aga: - 3" B omimae T e e e
TLrRSAT oo ot te Eaviat stanus 4 t = Ty oméL T
SSORIT.NDY REITLIARLL T TR oo oAt
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S T0 Bes Lirited. The Soviets assert =hat each sidc has

. 1,000 med ek-range nuclear delivery systems in Burope.

= Jstiaov in-his:July 25 Pravda article aad Brezhmev in an interviay
vithADe:=§giggel ou November 2, 1981, implied that the Soviets
woueld propose to-liait.euca-sgstens, and that they defined then as
kaving a range or "radius of overation® of 1,000 to 4,500 kilo-

. meters. Willy Brandt was told in a message delivered by a Soviet

diplomat fn. Fate Fuly 1981 that Such systems con~igt of:

‘~~Soviet $5-4, Ss-5, ald 85-10 -amissiles and Backfire, Eadger,
ana a;gdﬂeribnnpera:_ :

-~*over 706* US aircraft, including P-4g-and P-111s based in
Earope, A-63 and A-7s on cirriers, and FB-11ls; and

=-"abdut 300" British and French systems, including French
e aircraft, British Juican angd Buccaneer bombers, French
lana-~vased IRRMS, ang British and French SLBmMg 2/

Certain aircraft on both sides are conspicuously missing from
Moscow's liat, namely:

=~F~168 and F-104s assigned to NATO, which have flight radii
exceeding that of the F-4;

~~300 British and French Jaguars, whose flight radius of 1.100
- kilometers is ahous the same as the Mirage IV'3; and

--sbviet S5U0-248 (Fencers), nearly all of which are based in the
USSR, but whose flight radius of 1,190 kilometers ig 30 per-
cent greater than that of the T-4 assuming NATQ fuel reserves.

loscov also excluydes all Nuclsar-capabple Soviet aircraft in
Eastern Europe. These encompass “iT-23s and 27s (Floggyers), sp-3s
and 178 (Fitters), angd M1G-21s (Tizroceds) vhich arze within range
. of much NATO territory.

The Sovietrg appear to he couniiing core 02t-cf-ara, airgrait,
All FB-1115 a1re now stationed in the 353, Although Ustinev dig fQt
specifiy how 2280Y A-6S and A~T5 he way wounting, Leonid Zanyatis,
the Chief of tre Crsu's intgrnacional Informat.cn De>arsment,
if ¥nr a pravious ci3gussinr 5:- . CEIAns Medinaw is likatwe e
fnelude, sez 74y Resars A Tritanw Medifieg PR R
TNT: Imorlizatiang 74- THE New - ey e R I LT R
??73%?2?'2:{C57R:Cf,‘?ﬁ;:\_ R I RV
-. Lyeaka, 15 e S
- toma a1 Mg p T e T | $ =
thats sun
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indicated in Tecember.1979 that the 0S had 292 carrier-based
aircraft in Burope. In fact, bowever, the US normally deploys two
carriers within range- of Enrope and in time of cridis is nnlikely
to dwploy more than.four. . Each of these ships would probably

00 mare than.a total of 36 A-6s and 2-78, which wotld make
only. 144 such aircraft or four carriers. .

-
-

. Ia_contrast.to.past Soviet ttztemenis, neither Ustisov noc
Srezhnev nor the wedsage to. Brandt referred to US Poseidon mis-
siles. assigned -to. XATO. The.Soviets hava_ thus apparently elimi-
nated from their megotiating position whit:proxised to-be a
coatentious isiuve, because these amissiles preswiably would be
covered by. a SALT agreement. Moreaver, their-lnclusion wouid
invita a US counterproposai to count Soviet SLBMS.

The continued inclusion of F-4s is censistent with pravious
Soviet propossls. Moscow cited forward-based aircraft to bolster
its case for US concessions in SALT and in the preliminary IRF
txlks last fall. The Soviet raticnale for limiting F-4s is not
clenry however, particulariy in light of Ustinov's assertion that
the Sovists only include systems in the INF balance with a range
or eoperational radius of 1,000 to £,500 kilometers.

Assuming standard US f£iel reserves, the P-4 has an cpera-
tional radius of 750 kilomecers without aerial refueling and from
a tase in Denmark could strike only a small corner of the Bal%ic
Military District in the USSR. Assuming less stringent NATO fual
reserves, however, the F-4 would have a radius of 1,090 kilometers
without aerial refueling and from its various ba.es in Westecn
Burope could strike targe*s in the USSR all along the borders with
Eastern Burope. Both radii assume 3 high-low-high fliqht profile,
however, which would risk heavy losses of aircraft attompting to
penetrate Soriet air cdefenses.

The Soviats may also be assuming eerial refueling by the F-4.
Ia June 1981, Viktcr Xarpov, the Scviszt negotiator zt the pralia-
inary INF talks, told Cmbassy Meoscow cff:cials £hat the F-4 nad
tesn lacluded because it could be wrially vefuelad. He added
that a soluticn to the F-4 issce a.ght e for the US to provide 2
statement alorg the lines of the Zovio: Jackfire sStatement in
SALT I, i.e., & commitnent
aircraft. Moscow prokabtly

.-

© the ~_.2ratjonal tadius of :-le

tua owarisd Le a safe proposal,

tecause the USSR'S tactilsudl asravalt cnold e sxciuded oY the
sroundr that Lhey cannot & fLooon owne oarr. Sagh a cara-
tility, “owaver, 15 undev dewelove ~L o he 3U-24& {(Faraag;.

The 30viéts Mmay navae oo slinsi whe Pershipe 1,
wiieon R3S a range o»f Tid WL : Ctohr o zvatems Lo o Le (it T,
e Tunz L9851, tae 3oviets ~oTe lras it (s ensse nat toe Porehiau
Wi1% & =hraat Yy Sorigt TorsiToT o aTrelomRgs QU o asagty -
at13ns z=auld sowver thiz mussilc.
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- But netther: Ustinuv nor Brezhnev nor the July nessage to . )

Braandt wmentioned the’Fershing I in- their disoussions of. the INF 0
balance. Wo'doubt this omission wis intended.to deflect potantial S
Wasters demmds:tuat the SS-12./22 with a range of 925 kiloweters -
an ‘the 8§-X-23-with: a.ra2nge of 500 xilometers: be subjectrto .. ~
Aiad tatdon®,: - - Lot L L . . S ST S SR

- Dot 2§20 e T - R S N S
s IIAEN ‘couliter O W NSprossesal to include short-range missiltes
in IMPF talks, Noscow wight initlally propose mwch Yroaler DG -
tiations; wiich would® tnclude nuclsar artillety, such tadticy
| mizsileis'ae tiw-Llasce,: or: aver My iead stockpidesy: _IL MOCOW . :
- eveuthally WpTeed to 1inite On the SS-12722 and: SE-X=23; it;weula .
" ¥k W sinlate” inelstt off 1imiteon US-and probably: West German SN

- Perahing I xmissilesias well sx on US forward-basnd: aircraft, .

..
. -
- .

[

i Gnft of Liwitation., Soviet statements suggest that Moscow
will smek to i1t tha aunber of plztforms (lsgnchers and aire- * :
planes). cather than. weapons. (warbeads and bombs}. The Soviets:daia .3
oot explicitly address this issue at the prelininary INF talks, - ) T
bot &id iaply: tiat they were seeking limits on platforms rather
than - -weapons.:

The Soviets ptobaily believe that such a stance would allow
them to maintain superiority in weapons while agreeing to parity
in platforms. The Soviets may also believe it would allow them to
avoid:

-~proviag their contention that NATO 2njoys substantial advan-
tages in weapons:

--disclosing details about their systems; and
~-~deaiing with refires.

In statements since the preliminary talks, the Soviets have
asijerted that NATO has a S0-percent acdvantace in the number of
weapons on medium-range svstems :n Lurope, and that NMATO wouid
heve a 2:1 advantage if it deploved Pershing ITs and GLCM3 as
Planned. Nosccw, however, would ha-e iiificulty supporting this
contention, aven if it used its own S5 o< systems corprising tha
INF taiance,

Even assuaming maxinum ta2dings co wATO aircra¥t and cinimum
1234ings o0 voviet alrcraft, ine Wase w. i: nave onlyv ascuy 2
Yd-peczert supesinrity, AZ5CMING 2000 Lisely Sovien aavizads s
which some alrtcralt carcy “omons and arn~ara 3iz-to-nerfase mysne
siies), toka} WATO weapois wo -1 ne = - . 0o perzent migher taan
20tal Soviet weaDpenS. loreava s, b e rieded dowiar Tanrcarg,
Floggern., Fittars, ard 7o oasbtess wee o CToeTuiva UATD perpinc:o
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froa their-current bases in the western USSR and East
the Sovt‘tg:!oula,l[aweaa 3dvantage of nearly two and

o s . .- LN

wvarhesads. - By g

. -~ .Mostow pratiabiy inteads to coatinge

- 89-5s, whicii Have a:8ingls warbead, with §s~20s, which have three

. i 2 -1imits on platforms rather than-weapoas,
SR _ﬂtim would ‘be free. to {

-

ern Zurope,
a half ro

teplicing its SS-4s8 and

acrease the nuumber of weapoas

I - ~irdE £ withhold data- on how maay:- weappus ity platforms
PrORCREY s L. L S L
%:"..f;;‘ Sowieki Interpidiate-range. nuclear forces enjoy a large’ - .
~T 2 to, rofiley ufsgiles. - This will give Moscow further-
B+ Oratgulsfot i pracforns as the anit of ‘timftation. The

37 Soulats Javkiaot. Howeved, addressed this issue. or even
- ..acknovledgdd that tbey have refires.
. i-:.'. _.‘.'i}:.t')g- - 4‘,‘:‘{" P . W . ‘ -
- - Apda: £ion.: At Genava in the Zall of 1980, the

.98 proposal £or combined.global and regional

ey ot nﬂ:‘;ltidnf arguing that the talks concerned oaly nuclear
ageiy Spes: - (Moscow traditicnally def

n Buzdpel:
tecritory west of the Urals.)
incloded sut~of-area A-6s, A-7
the Boviets will probtabdbly cont

-

be confined to Europe only.

Moscow probably believes
zestrict the number of medium-
againat China. 1In Moscow's vi
that allowed for enough missil
the West a numerical advantage
against China can not be simul
while all NATO Pershing IIs an
against tlhe Soviet Union.

Moscow may also prefer re
alreraft in reserve in the rFar

fines Puropean Russia as
although Moscow has apparantly

§, and FB-llls in the NATO total,

inge to assert that lim.ts shouid

that a global regime would unduly

ranje missiles it could target

2%, a global regime of equal ceilings

@ systems in the Far East would give
because most Soviet §S-20s targeted

neously taggeted against NATC,

GLCMs in Europe could be targeted

ta
4

gional limits so that it can hold

fast which could te breught to

within range of Wes
view, justified abr
argue ‘in future negotiations thee

of aircraft without being detectes.

have at

tern Eurcpe during a erisis that, in the Soviet
ogation cf ar INF agreement. The 3oviets might
ney could nct meve large nurmbers

Nevertheless, the West woyulsd
sugh a transfer,

most a few days' wezninc 3¢

iee

“eapons {ncreases
suclear-capabie Fioggers.

Tabdbles 1 ana 2, apsendea.

Tre Yfevigt superioriry i
to necarl-:

23 2ne 1f ons als-, esunts
s i, amd Fiehheds whiech are

currently bYazed ouv Tan: el lervitery, Yuz which sre
west of the Vrails anc .eou . Saves forvavé in tizme of rric
SZCRETNCT RTLiasdan:, FUREINN UATIONN
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;. . Moscow night
$8-Z0 lauache
Soviets wllY Tike
: m:n olfnl':he Urals
ﬁ.. s i3 .a:. ‘m-.

b

o_;..".,;z-'
- by &4h ;j
- mdght also
with ranges £

~—Cover US P-4s, P-168, A-Gs, and A-7s outsi
as.US A-4s, US and Allied F-163,

and French Jaguars;

--aiso cover Soviet SU-24s
Warsaw Pact MiG-23s and 2

-~but exclude Soviet and
and MiG-21s (Fishbeds)

I

-
ol

An Immediate Freeze.
a freeze on "the aggregate
Burogpean continent.” Thaisg
aircraft. In recent months,
their freeze proposal to a "
new medium-range nhuclear mis
explained that the latter pr

nore S8-20s in the western USSH

I1s and GLCMs.

lloscaw has stateé that

the& U3 pfessed for global limly
&mgj bq the' right to déploy more
RATO™ €& companaate for Soviet defense n
call for global liaits on, all ai
rom 550 to 4,500 kilométers,

slig@;,pumgziqalisgpetiprity in such aircr
craf® already, inclided by. Moscow, such

propo

SECRET
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1ght be prepared. to ligit the numbar--now 36--of
ES: in- the western foothills- of the Urals.

The

iy exclude, however, the 36 5S-20 lauvnchers just
» Which can hit all of
. 4,400 to 5,000 il ome!
tﬂ?ﬂ‘ﬁhh§ $5-208 1n the Far

 jnl 2’ Buropean war.. -
2.2 Bur bac..

Western Europe.

1The
kilometers.

). Woscow will
: he-Fer Edst are out of
Hat they coul@‘not-be moved within
R 5 BN .
18, ‘the Spvlets might respond
1§§1;es;aq§ aircraft than
eeds against China. IMNoscow
reraft on both sides
becatse-the West has a
att. 1In addition to air-
iimits woqld:

d2 Europe, as well
Allied P-104s, and British

(Fencers), Soviet and non-Soviet
7s (Floggers) and SU-17s (FPitters);

non-Soviet Warsaw Pact SU-7s (Fitctars:®
in Eastern Europe.

n Hovember 1980, the Soviets Propesed
umber of priancipal nuclear arms on Saa
sal encompassed both missilas ang
the Soviets have Pt olicly nacrowed

moratorium on deployment in Turope <f
siles.” Soviet spokesmen have
cposal would mean the deployment of a-:

il

NMATO did not deplcey fershing

Western acceptance of a moratoriu~ i:
not a concition for INF regotistisns e can expect, =owever, *=i:
the Soviels will press hari far = noracarium, 1£ the US do~s a1a.

ccept such a proposal, the Socpa-: Aaighe decide 10 suspend
unilaterally the Seployment of 97.0us =g d2monstrate 1o tne
Zurnpean public 'oscow's s:inceio  srarazg s success iUl negeti-
ations. *oscow woi31d Judge Loz e surden would then £2l: an
NATEC to meke sone teciprocal ~::z:-:rw

A Soviet Zero Op:ioc., Tre Sceiet arais s fismlisged ar
£I7paganda Presidant Iaalante oo g6 bovaner g, 193, s
deployment 2§ Pershing 175 can -, LoohnT forlats uouid o
dismantle sheir S3-43. 33-5s, ~od 33225 Yalenli: Palia, -
First Deputy Chief of twa Ciy ' anrrnatisnal Tedniaat: e
SEZRET/NO™ RELUASATTT TR OFLNCIGH ¢ O

UN

LASSIFI

ED



" UNCLASSIFIED

-~ 8 -

Department, told West German newsIen on October 28, 1581, however,
that Moscow woald examine a zero option very thoroughly, if it
vere proposed. He {nterpreted the zero option, however, to mean
elinination of all:medium-range systems on both 'sides, including
US forwarid-pased sircraft.

. the Sovists. may calcnlate that the European pablic would
perceive. such ‘a’ sweeping version. of zero option as showing -
greatsr comiithent:than the US to disarmameht. During negoti-
ations, the Sovietd are likely to counter a IS proposal for a zero

. . by St tp. focus dlscussions.on which systexs shouwld
oRtton by Stremting

iaited onder S€577 It cen be expected that Moscow would attempt
£o.avoid any ‘onus A¥’a zérd-option outcome were nat achieved.

Poss sibilities "fqi:. °S'ovfei: C_;_ag‘ roiaise

T 7egotiating history shows that a longstanding Soviet
objective has been to limit IS deplovment aot only of GLCMs but
almo of SLOMs. The Soviets have been reluctant tu compromise aon
ligiting timse systews, which were among the last SALT 11 iscues
to ‘be resolved. Agreement was reached under the SALT 1I protocol
to ban until the end of 1981 the deployment of GLCMs and SLCMs witn
a range of more thar 600 kilometers and the testing of MIRVed GLCMsS.
and SICMNS. During a meeting of the US-USSR Standing Consultative
Commission'in Harch 1980, the Soviets indicated that they would
tot proceed with the reduction to 2,:50 strategic systems urder
SALT 1I without a resolution of the srotocol issues or an
extension of the protocol.

Soviet officlals have arcued that the survivadility, accaracy,
range, and penetrability of GLCMs and SLCMs would Jreatly increase
NATO'S capsbilities against the USSR. In addition, =<he Soviats
have asserzed that it would be difficult to detect GLCMs and SLCMs
and to dis:inguish between conventional anéd nuclear systesms. They

also ncted in SALT talks that the MIVing of GLCMs and SLCMs wnyld
coppocrnd these probiens.

Moscow contends that Per3:ing 1Is Launched from Hdast Sermany
could strike Soviet ICHM instaliutiors. The Soviets argue that
the 2orshing II is very accurate and has a range of 2,300 kiio-
meters. They also maintaln that Pershing Ils could strixe Soviet
ICBMs and other instaliations i= “3: wos-srn (1S5S ivst five or i1

0

minutes after launch.4’ oscow'., canceris ace heigrtene? tececsa

a; It Tagt, the Tershiag 11 nas Tatzn gl L 8 kilimerers,

™ cempared with 740 kiloneier:s & .0 ae Foiihice 1. an!
clrecuiay evrcs provsbie (0 vr L 3tel TGl , JoamraATee Wt
3G metars far the 2oreci: s o S i cha tedlius af a .
wighin whicen Lalf® A: sno - Te onvmosted 1o TalL. -
tize vequicad fer the Parstiag e Fly o rle fall o emanc .
e3-ld sitwzes: the tire o re ol Teas IO srvean § e
wWeglerd 38T vauld o he oan 'a -t e L oty

ey aiiem e s = e e e e e s
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thg‘8°v§3£§nqﬁqaga¥§kg;y to have an adequate. defense agatnst
Yarshing IIs and'GLLMS until the late 13803 &t the earliest.

The Soviets: have.other concerss. They fear the transfer of
dev US systeds td- the AI1icH, Transfer to. the FRG would be
especiilly q ectionable, given traditional Scviet fears of a
tnpntppnghgékian;iilitgt?“thrgatq

. THe Soviats iy also. suspnct that if HATO ig ablzs ta overcome
political ogPositicn to INP modernization, the planned 572
missiles will ﬁe'!ust the bagimming oiia note'fa:;tnaching
expansiop. of FATO's milita 4. capabilities,. including the
deployment of. even more Eeggping TIs &nd'GLCHMS. Moscow may also
believe .that the déploymient '0f new NATO misciles would facilitate
the deployment of US enlianced radiation weapons and binary
chenical mmnitions in Eurcpe. '

Possaible Terms of Soviat Cogpromise. The abave coacerns may
offer inducement for the Soviets o compromise cn FBS in order ic
reach an INP agreement. Moscow is, however, unlikely .tc show
flexibility on FBS until it is convinced that the deployment of
Pershiny IIs and G_.TMs cannot be averted. Unti: then, Moscow wil:
endeavor to derail NATO's plans for INF noderaization by

undarmining public and official support for them, particularly in
the basing countries, '

Even if the Soviets compromise, however, they will probably
defer rather than drop nutright their FBS dem: 1ds. They aight,
for example, attempt to link initial concessions with an agreement
to negotiate limits on aircraft ian a second phase of INF negoti-
ations. Alternatively, the Scvie-s might propose ttat FR3 figure
in another negotiating arena, s<== as a Conference on Uisarmament
in Burope.

ltoscow will argque that &
Prench and British systems ur

- e

would have no leverage to constrains
Uniel Ji agreement that ser esgual
cei1lings on Soviet medivm-rang.

-

b T WYY

¥ MlUsilas and om U3 Pershing lls
and GLCMs. The Soviets t0ld Ar:zadt :n June that they were pre-
pared to reluce the number o 33-10; t2rgeed against Zuzope, tu:
that some wire reguires Lo sountar Grie-ow and rFree:h systenms.
NATO's contuntion t=at shese Y2075 8312 stratecia, snd tharetera
can nect Ze limited under INF ~al<s. <4ms acot zddresd the aviwad
Soviet otjective 0f limit:iag Tam 3til ity (f =ma Hass to znrilke
Sovic: territory Ziom Eorese

The S8-i2ts nav uyloimocsl o os < T4l otre zantlivs uf

Limiting US Persarag ils nrd 1t donasnliy drampian vha s
insisten-e -hat 3riciss xn roun i R O DS L B o
iimizs.  Tf ‘oscow zRoLl4 cos . Lol rwmard oWl
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Aln invex : g an v
TREY 2 g b e At Ehe megati-
BEVERE hnve veied: tha iﬁ ¥/ ﬁq- procaeda . wi thii?

. "“ESSR ‘will act? tu-«p:hvzut"t:ﬂé us' ftmresnb— _
s#&: a:uz.. Moscow: hqs ot shacified whats, : :
fh “take,. bui’there are tas t¥rapuld tsplenent’ wieh .
AR, Tbg Sa&iets could-' ;ﬁ; P A
Lﬁ'l .N...k':?:,:" o

;F,*jﬁfw --¢oatirig to’ den;oy SS-ZOB well be}ond ‘their cﬁ;%bﬁtlf;éigq@gdf

R '.,.' ,.. b »' 4

=:-—fep10y to forward dreas such shocter range Syster: as’ the

§5-X-23 and $5-12/22, which to date have not been based in
non~Sov1et Warsaw Pact countries

. In additxon, Moscow m1qht be able to depl
and GLCMs by the mid-1980s. ‘oscow would,

reconcile its regctiating post
freeze on medium-

' longvrange SLHs
however, have to

ure, zncluding its proposal for a
range systems, with new dep .oyments.

Prepared by Robert w. Hansern
x2870C2

Approved by Robert A. Mar:in
X22043
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o, Totak US; UK, '@nd ‘French Weapons - 1,791-1,845

1/ The Soviets have fdentified these Systems as figuriag in
their caleulation of the INF ba3lance in Europe. The aumbers

are based gn a presumed Sovie:r count. The a{rcraf: cited are
nuclear-~capable.
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- -Soviet SS-4, SS-5, and S5-20 missiles and Backfire, Badger, and Blinder bombers:

- -“over 700™ US aircraft, including F-4s and F11s based in Europe, A-6s and A-7s on carriers,
and FB-11s; and

~-“about 300” British and French systems, including French mirage aircraft, British Vulcan and
Buccaneer bombers, French land-based intermediate-range ballistic missiles (FRB11s, and British and
French submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs).

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



The Soviet press has dismissed as propaganda President Reagan's offer of November 18, 1981.
During negotiations the Soviets are likely to counter the US proposal for a zero option by insisting that it
would have to cover US FBS and allied systems.

Moscow may eventually compromise on FBS because it fears that GLCMs and Pershing IIs
would pose a greater threat that forward-based aircraft. The Soviets may also fear that without an INF
agreement NATO’s initial deployment of 572 missiles would be followed by additional systems.

The Soviets are unlikely, however, to show flexibility on FBS until they are convinced that the
deployment of Pershing Ils and

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



GLCMs cannot be averted. Even if they compromised, they would probably defer rather than drop
outright their FBS demands. If Moscow deferred these demands, it would probably propose limits on
SLCM s as well as on Pershing ITs and GLCMs.

Moscow may also take certain military steps to gain leverage in INF talks and to increase Soviet
military capabilities. Moscow could, for example, deploy SS-20s well beyond their current numbers. The
Soviets might be able to deploy long-range SLCMs and GLCMs by the mid-1980s.

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



strike the homeland of the opponent from its usual peacetime base. Even after dropping their insistence

on such a comprehensive definition, they pressed for the inclusion in SALT I and II of US forward-based
systems.

Moscow agreed to put aside the FBS issue in SALT I and apain at Vladivostok in 1974 for other
Soviet SALT II objectives, but stated that they expected FBS to be addressed at a later time. The agreed
Statement of Principles for SALT III includes the assertion that SALT III negotiations will be conducted
“taking into consideration factors that determine the strategic situation.” Soviet negotiations clearly
intended this language to cover US forward-based systems, although the US specifically rejected such an
interpretation. At the preliminary INF talks in Geneva in the fall of 1980, the Soviets emphasized that the

US systems embraced by their proposals and a strategic capability against the USSR. They have |2 words
illeg] assertion repeatedly over

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DG, 20037



on linking the two issues. Moscow may well believe that the US, unfettered by limitations on central-
system warheads or launchers, would replace whatever it gave up in an INF agreement with US-based
strategic weapons. Announced US plans to deploy system in Europe that could threaten the USSR. In
Moscow’s view, such an agreement might also lead Washington to think it could spare the US homeland
from Soviet attacks by forgoing the use of ICBMs.

An INF agreement unaccompanied by a SALT treaty would, of course, leave Moscow free to
target additional ICBMs against Europe. Thus, both sides would have options for circumvention that
could make INF negotiations a hollow exercise.

Moscow’s Likely Approach

Recent remarks by Soviet officials provide a good indication of the posture Moscow will take
during the INF negotiations this fall. The Soviet position on the systems to be limited. [2 words illeg]
of limitation, and the area of limitation wiil be [3 words illeg]

[2 words illeg] the Sovict stage of the preliminary talks.

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



Certain aircrafi on both sides are conspicuously missing from Moscow’s list, namely:
F-16s and F-104s assigned to NATO, which have flight radii exceeding that of the F-4;

300 British and French Jaguars, whose flight radius of 1,100 kilometers is about the same as the Mirage
IV’s; and

Soviet SU-24s (Fencers). nearly all of which are based in the USSR, but whose flight radius of 1,190
kilometers is 50 Percent greater than that of the F-4 assuming NATO fuel reserves.

Moscow also excludes all nuclear-capable Soviet aircraft in Eastern Europe. These encompass MIC-23s

and 27s (Floggers), SU-7s and 17s (F itters), and MIG-21s (Fishbeds) which are within range of much
NATO territory.

The Soviets appear to be counting some out-of-area aircraft. All FB-111s are now stationed in the US.

Although Ustinov did not specify how many A-6s and A-7s he was counting, Leonid Zamyatia, the Chief
of the CPSU’s International Information Department,

1/ For a previous discussion of the systems Moscow is likely to include, sce INR Report [no. illeg]

Moscow Modifics [illeg] of [illeg] TNF: Implications for TNF Negotiations [3 words illeg]
[sentence illeg]

[3 lines illeg)

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



(from bottom of 4th paragraph to end of page)

Europe could strike targets in the USSR all along the borders with Eastern Europe. Both radii assume a
high-low-high flight profile, however, which would risk heavy losses of aircraft attempting to penetrate
Soviet air defenses.

The Soviets may also be assuming aerial refueling by the F4. In June 1981, Viktor Karpov, the
Soviet negotiator at the preliminary INF talks, told Embassy Moscow officials that the F~4 had been
included because it could be acrially refueled. He added that a solution to the F-4 issue might be for the
US 10 provide a statement along the lines of the Soviet Backfire statement in SALT II, i.e., a commitment
10 limit the operational radius of the aircraft. Moscow probably feels this would be a safe proposal,
because the USSR’s tactical aircraft would be excluded on the grounds that they cannot be refueled in the
air. Such a capability, however, is under development for the SU-24 (Fencer).

The Soviets may have considered including the Pershing 1, which has a range of 740 kilometers,
in the systems to be limited. In June 1981, the Soviets told [name illeg] Moscow that the Pershing was a
threat to Soviet territory. [illeg] limited than INF negotiations should lilleg] this missile.

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037




(4th paragraph until the end)

The Soviets probably believe that such a stance would allow them to maintain superiority in
weapons while agreeing to parity in platforms. The Soviets may also believe it would allow them to
avoid:

— proving their contention that NATO enjoys substantial advantages in weapons;
—~ disclosing details about their systems; and
-- dealing with refires.

In statements since the preliminary talks, the Soviets have asserted that NATO has a 50-percent
advantage in the number of weapons on medium-range systems in Europe, and that NATO would have a
2:1 advantage if it deployed Pershing IIs and GLCMs as planned. Moscow, however, would have
difficulty supporting this contention. even if it used its own list of systems comprising the INF balance.

Even assuming maximum loading on NATO aircraft and minimum loadings on Soviet aircraft,
the West would have only about a 30-percent superiority. Assuming more likely Soviet payloads [illeg]
which some aircraft carry bombs and [illeg] air-to-surface missiles, total NATO weapons would be |3
words illeg] percent higher than total Soviet weapons. Morcover, if [illeg] included Soviet Fencers,
Floggers, Fitters, and [illeg] which could strike NATO territory

Zrem the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



(5th Paragraph 1o end)

Moscow probably believes that a global regime would unduly restrict the number of medium-range
missiles it could target against China. In Moscow's view, a global regime of equal ceilings that allowed
for enough missile systems in the Far East would give the West a numerical advantage, because most
Soviet SS-20s targeted against China can not be simultaneously targeted against NATO, while all NATO
Pershing IIs and GLCM:s in Europe could be targeted against the Soviet Union.

Moscow may also prefer regional limits so that it can hold aircraft in reserve in the Far East
which could be brought to within range of Western Europe during a crisis that, in the Soviet view,
justified abrogation of an INF agreement. The Soviets might argue in future negotiations that they could

not move large numbers of aircraft without being detected. Neverthaless, the Wes: would have at most a
few days warning of such a transfer.

m the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037
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An Immediate Freeze. In November 1980, the Soviets proposed a freeze on “the aggregate
number of principal nuclear arms on the European continent.” This proposal encompassed both missiles
and aircraft. In recent months, the Soviets have publicly narrowed their freeze proposal to a “moratorium
on deployment in Europe of new medium-range nuclear missiles.” Soviet spokesmen have explained that
the latter proposal would mean the deployment of lilleg) more SS-20s in the western USSR if NATO did
not deploy Pershing IIs and GLCMs.

Moscow has stated that Western acceptance of a moratorium is not a condition for INF
negotiations. We can expect, however, that the Soviets will press hard for a moratorium. If the US does
not accept such a proposal, the Soviets might decide to suspend unilaterally the deployment of SS-20s to
demonstrate to the European public Moscow’s sincere interest in successful negotiations. Moscow would
Judge that the burden would then fall on NATO to make some reciprocal gesture.

A Soviet Zero Option. The Soviet press has dismissed as propaganda President Reagan’s offer of
November 18, 1981, that deployment of Pershing IIs and GLCMs if the Soviets would not dismantle their
SS-4s, 88-5s, and SS-20s. [2 words illeg), First Deputy Chief of the CPS [illeg] International Information

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



(paragraphs 4 &5)

Soviet officials have argued that the survivability, accuracy, range, and penetrability of GLCMs
and SLCMs have asserted that it would be difficult to detect GLCMs and SLCMs and to distinguish

Yetween conventional and nuclear systems. They also noted in SALT talks that the MIRVing of GLCMs
and SLCMs would compound these problems,

Moscow contends that Pershing IIs launched from West Germany could strike Soviet ICBM

installations, The Soviets argue that the Pershing II is very accurate and has a range of 2,500 kilometers.

They also maintain that Pershing IIs could strike Soviet ICBMs and other installations in the western
USSR just five or six minutes afier launch.

Frcm the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



(paragraphs 4,5 & 6)

Even if the Soviets compromise, however, they will probably defer rather than drop outright their
FBS demands. They might, for example, attempt to link initial concessions with an agreement to
negotiate limuts on aircralt in a second phase of INF negotiations. Alternatively, the Soviets might
propose that FBS figure in another negotiating arena, such as a Conference on Disarmament in Europe.

Moscow will argue that it would have no leverage to constrain French and British systems under
an agreement that set equal ceilings on Soviet medium-range missiles and on US Pershing IIs and
GLCMs. The Soviets told Brandt in June that they were prepared to reduce the number of SS-20s targeted
against Europe, [illeg] that some were required to counter British and French systems. NATO’s
contention that these systems are strategic, and therefore can not be limited under INF talks, does not
address they avowed Soviet objective of limiting the ability of the West to strike Soviet territory from
Europe.

The Soviets may ultimately decide that the benefits of limiting US Pershing IIs and GLCMs
would justify [itleg] their insisting that British and French items be included in INF limits. If Moscow
should compromise in this regard it would

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037



nevertheless insist that the US agree no 1o transfer systems limited by an IF agreement to the Allies or use
other means to circumvent the agreement.

An agreement that limited or banned Pershing IIs and GLCMs, but which permitted SLCMs,
would be of marginal value to the Soviets unless SLCMs were addressed in SALT negotiations. SLCMs
and GLCMs share much the same capability. Therefore, even if the Soviets dropped their demand that
the US forward-based aircraft be included in INF negotiations, they would probably propose limits on both
GLCMSs and SLCMs.

Soviet Military Measures. Finally, Moscow may take certain military stands to gain leverage
during negotiations and to increase Soviet military capabilities in the event the negotiations fail. The
Soviets have vowed that if NATO proceeds with INF standardization, the USSR will act to prevent the US
from establishing measures if would take, but therc are two it could implement with relative ease, The
Soviets could:

continue to deploy $S8-20s well beyond their currently planned number

deploy 1o forward areas such shorter range systems as the SS-X-23 and S5-X-12/22, which to
date have not been based in non-Sovict Warsaw Pact countries.

In addition, Moscow might be able to deploy long-range SLCMs and GLCMs by the mid 1980s.
Moscow would, however, have to reconcile its negotiating posture, including its proposal for a
frecze on medium-range systems, with new deployments.

From the NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE, The Gelman Library, 2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701, Washington DC, 20037
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2. SEPTEL REPORTS COMMAND AND CONTROL ASPECTS OF -
JANUARY 31 TALKS WITH THE ITALIANS ON THE COMISO MOU.
REFTEL, DESCRIBES INTER ALIA ITALIAN PAPER PROPOSING THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF A WORKING GROUP TO EXAMINE THE POSSI-
BILITIES FOR A DUAL KEY ARRANGEMENT | B1

3. ON MORNING OF FEBRUARY 1, EMBASSY RECEIVED FOLLOWING
LETTER FROM GENERAL GIORDO, CHIEF OF THE MOD’S THIRD
DIVISION (OPERATIONS), FOLLOWING UP ON THE ITALIAN
WORKING GROUP PROPOSAL. THE LETTER IS DATED JANUARY 28.
BEGIN INFORMAL TRANSLATION: REFERENCE: OUR LETTER OF

5 SEPTEMBER, 1978. DURING THE JANUARY 14 MEETING, IN
ORDER TO COMPLY WITH POLITICAL DEMANDS, A PROPOSAL WAS
MADE REGARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A U.S.-ITALIAN
WORKING GROUP. THIS GROUP WOULD HAVE A MANDATE TO
EXAMINE THE TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY AND THE COSTS RELATIVE
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4. THE PROPOSAL DERIVES FROM A GROWING POLITICAL AND
. PUBLIC SENSITIVITY TO THE PROBLEM OF NATIONAL CONTROL OF
| AS THE DEFENSE GENERAL STAFF B1

PREVIOUSLY INDICATED IN THE REFERENCED LETTER.

5. WE HOPE FOR AN ANSWER IN THE VERY NEAR FUTURE WHICH
WILL ENABLE US TO AGREE ON THE MEETINGS AND ACTIVITIES
TO BE CARRIED OUT. END TEXT.

6. COMMENT:

WE ARE NOT CERTAIN OF THE CONTENT OF THE 5 SEPTEMBER,
1998 LETTER, BUT WE IMAGINE FROM THE CONTEXT THAT THE
LETTER PROPOSED SIMILAR DISCUSSIONS. WE HAVE IDENTIFIED
THE 1963 AGREEMENT REFERRED TO IN GIORDO'S LETTER. IT
WAS SIGNED APRIL 1, 1963 BY EUCOM AND THE ITALIAN
DEFENSE GENERAL STAFF, | Bl

| wE

RECOMMEND THAT GIORDO’'S LETTER NOT BE ANSWERED DIRECTLY,
BUT BE FOLDED INTO THE BACKGROUND OF DEALING WITH THE

COMISO PROBLEM.
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NATIONAL SECURITY DECISION ‘ o
DIRECTIVE NUMBER 86 » .

U.S. APPROACHE TO INF NEGGTIATIONS Q!L

The U.S. Delegation to the INF negotiations is directed to make a
proposal based upon The fsllowing elements to the Soviet Union
before the end of the cuziexnt round of negotiations: (K

- The U.S. continues to believe that the zero-zero outcome
is the optimal cutcome. (P,

- Without an agreement which satisfies the criteria we have
previously identified, however, the U.S. will deploy LRINF land
based missiles as planned by NATO. (§&

- While maintaining the other elements of the U.S. INF
position, and, as an interim step towards the ultimate
eliminaticr of all LRINF land based missiles, the U.S. could
agree tc accept a limit at one of a number of certain discrete
levels provided that the level would satisfy the criteria cited
above and provided the Soviet Union is prepared to agree to
reduce its corresponding LRINF land based missile forces to an
equal level. R

- Therefore, the U.S. INF Delegation should notify the
Soviet Delegation that the U.S. is prepared to enter into an
interim agreement under which the United States would accep< a
limit at some finite, agreed number of warheads on longer-range,
land based INF missile launchers if the Soviet Unicon reduces the
number of warheads on its LRINF land based missile force to an
equal level on a global basis. &

- The U.S. views such an agreement as an interim step to
the total elimination of weapons of this class. It hopes the
Soviet Union will reccgnize the wisdom of this and join us in
this view, but it dces not make a commitment bv the Soviet Union
te ultimately negotiate a zero-zero outccme a precondition for
the negotiaticn of what we would view to be an interim solution.
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E.C. 12356: DECL: OADR
TAGS: MARR, JA, US
SUBJECT: INF CONSULTATIONS ¥ITH JAPAR

1. (S) ENTIRE TEXT.

2. SUMMARY:

- ON MAR 30, ASSISTANT SECRETARY WOLFOWITZ AND EMBOFFS
MET ¥ITH FOREIGN NINISTRY DIRECTORS GENERAL AND OFFICE
DIRECTORS TO DISCUSS THE NEW U.S. INTERIM PROPOSAL
FOR INF REDUCTIONS. THE MOFA OFFICIALS SAID THAT GOJ
WOULD BE RELEASING ON MAR 31 A PUBLIC STATEMENT OF
FULL SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSAL AND THEY EXPRESSED AP-
PRECIATION FOR THE PROCESS OF CONSULTATION THAT HAD
BEEN INITIATED AS A RESULT OF THE SECRETARY'S VISIT
TO TOKYQ. THEY ALSO TOOK THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS
GOJ CONCERMS ABQUT THE PQSSIBLE PITFALLS FCR U.S.-
JAPANESE SECURITY RELATIONS AS NEGOTIATIONS ON

INTERIM PROPOSALS GET UNDERWAY IN GENEVA. THEY

SAID THEJR GREATEST WORRY IS HOW TO DEAL EFFECTIVELY
WITH THE CURRENT SOVIET EFFORT IN JAPAN TO ENCOURAGE

A SEPARATE JAPANESE-SOVIET NEGOTIATION ON SS-20'S
DEPLOYED IN THE FAR EAST, BECAUSE SOVIET GOAL IS TO
THWART CURRENT TRENDS IN JAPAN TOWARD MUCH MORE

ACTIVE AND OPEN SUPPORT FOR U.S. FORCE DEPLOYMENTS.
EMBASSY BELIEVES THAT, WHILE THE RESPONSIBILITY RESTS
LARGELY WITH GOJ TC RESIST SOVIET PRESSURES IN JAPAN,
THERE MUST ALSO BE DUE CONSIDERATION GIVEN IN U.S.

INF PLANNING PORCESS TO THE POTENTIAL FOR DAMAGING
U.S.-JAPANESE GEFENSE RELATIONS IF WE APPEAR TO IGNORE
ASIAN SECURITY CONCERNS. END SURMARY.

3. MOFA PARTICIPANTS IN MAR 30 INF DISCUSSIONS IN-
CLUDED NORTH AMERICAN BUREAU DIRECTOR GENERAL KITAMURA
(CHAIRING), UN BUREAU DIRECTOR GENERAL KAOOTA,
EUROPEAN BUREAU DIRECTOR GENERAL KATO, NORTH AMERICAN
BUREAU DEPUTY DG YAMASHITA, UN BUREAU DEPUTY DG ENDO,
EUROPEAN DEPUTY DG TANAKA, SECURITY DIVISION DIRECTOR
XATO, AND SOVIET OFFICE DIRECTOR TAMBA, AS WELL AS
SEVERAL OTHER STAFF OFFICERS. AFTER ASST. SEC WOLFO-
WITZ HAD EXPLAINED THE TERMS OF THE NEW U.S. INTERIM
PROPOSAL FOR INF REDUCTIONS, AND ANSWERED SEVERAL
QUESTICNS ABOUT THIS, MOFA OFFICIALS REPLIED THAT GOJ
FULLY SUPPURTS THIS PROPOSAL AN WOULD SO ANNOUNCE
PUBLICLY AFTER PRESIDENT REAGAN'S PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT.

4. THEY THEN PROCEEDED TO VOICE THEIR CONCERNS ABOUT
THE POTENTIAL REPERCUSSIONS IN JAPAN IF AN INTERIM
AGREEMENT ON INF RESULTED IN REDUCTIONS IN EUROPEAN
§5-20'S AND MOT FAR EASTERN SS-20'S. ON THE ONE
HAND, THEY SAID, THIS WOULD DAMAGE THE CREDIBILITY
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IT WOULD CREATE FERTILE GROUND IN JAPAN FOR SOVIET
ATTEMPTS TO DRAW JAPAN INTO SEPARATE NEGOTIATIONS

IN WHICH THE QUID PRO QUO WOULD BE JAPANESE GUARANTEES
TO PROMIBIT DEPLOYMENT OF U.S. NUCLEAR OR WUCLEAR-
CAPABLE FORCES IN AND AROURD JAPAN.

5. ASST. SEC WOLFOWITZ REPLIED THAT U.S. WOULD
RESIST SOVIET ATTEMPTS TO MAKE A DISTINCTION BETWEEN
EUROPEAN AND ASIAN DEPLOYMENTS, BUT IN ORDER TO MAIN-
TAIN PRINCIPLE OF A GLOBAL CEILING COULD NOT BEGIN
SETTING REGIONAL SUB-CEILINGS, WHICH WOULD, IN ANY
EVENT, BE MEANINGLESS IN PRACTICE BECAUSE OF 5S-20
RANGE AND MOBILITY. POINTING OUT THE GREAT DIVERSITY
OF SOVIET STRATEGIC AND THEATER NUCLEAR WEAFONS,
BESIDES THE S$S-20'S, WHICH COMSTITUTE THE TOTAL
POTENTIAL THREAT TO JAPAN, HE SUGGESTED THAT GOJ
SHOULD ATTEMPT TO GUIDE PUBLIC DISCUSSION AWAY FROM
STRICT FOCUS ON S$S-20'S IN ORDER TO REDUCE THE
OFPORTUNITIES FOR THE SOVIETS TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF

AN OVERLY SIMPLIFIED VIEW OF THE PROBLEN ANONG
JAPANESE PUBLIC. BT

Dept- of State, RPS/IPS, Margaret P. Grafeld, Dic.

easeg ) Excise () Deny Q)’Declassnfy
4 /7.7 % Exemption

CDSN=MAK786
PAGE 1 CF 1
0110112 APR E3
SECT Ot OF 02

TAD=63091,/1046Z

ET



McDonnellT
Typewritten Text
The Digital National Security Archive. Collection: Japan and the U.S., 1977-1992.
Item Number JA01146.


- +v DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
JCS MESSAGE CENTER

ROUTINE IYW RUEHKOAGOSS 0311020 THIS REGION. MOFA OFFICIALS SEEM TO RECOGNIZE THAT

R 0110117 APR 83 ' IT IS LARGELY THEIR ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY TO RESIST

FM AMEMBASSY TOKYO SOVIET EFFORTS TO MANIPULATE JAPANESE PUBLIC OPINION

TO  SECSTATE WASHDC 12859 AND ORIVE WEDGES IN U.S.-JAPAR SECURITY RELATIONS.

INFO USNISSION GENEVA 538§ USMISSION USNATO 1264 THEY HAVE ALREADY BEGUN QUIETLY TO SEEX QUT LDP
USMISSION USUN NEW YORK 4558 AMEMBASSY PARIS 2635 MEMBERS WHO CAN BEGIN WORKING WITHIN POLITICAL CIRCLES
AMEMBASSY LONDON 9862 AMENBASSY ROME 6396 TO BROADEN THE BASE Of INFORMATION AND UNDERSTANDING
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6. FINALLY, THE JAPANESE SIDE DREW ATTENTION TO THE
LINE IN PRIME MINISTER NAKASOME'S LETTER OF RESPONSE
TO PRESIDENT REAGAN ON THE INTERIM PROPOSAL, WHICH
READS: "...EVEN IF THE INTERIM SOLUTION WILL NOT
INVOLVE TRANSFER OF $S5-20'S TO THE FAR EAST, IT IS
IMPORTANT THAT DUE CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO THE
SECURITY OF ASIA. COMPARABLE TO THAT GIVEN TO EUROPE."
THIS LANGUAGE, THEY EXPLAINED, IS DESIGNED TO MEET
JAPANESE CONCERNS WITHOUT SAYING THAT REDUCTIONS MUST
BE ACHIEVED IN BOTH REGIONS. THEY SUGGESTED THAT IT
WOULD BE USEFUL TO GOJ IF THE U.S. COULD REITERATE
THIS PHRASE, OR SOMETHING EQUIVALENT TO IT, AS APPROPRIATE.
7. WOLFONITZ POINTED OUT THAT WHILE JAPANESE WERE
ASKING FOR "DUE CONSIDERATION, COMPARABLE TO THAT
GIVEN TO EUROPE," THE EUROPEAN AND JAPANESE SITUATIONS
WERE OF COURSE NOT PRECISELY COMPARABLE AND DUE COO-
SIDERATION WOULD HAVE TO TAKE ACCOUNT OF THAT FACT.
FOR EXAMPLE, WE HAVE NO REQUIREMENT FOR "COUPLING™

. THROUGH THE BASING OF U.S. WEAPONS ON JAPANESE SOIL,
INDEED VERY MUCH THE OPPOSITE. ALSO, CONVENTIONAL
DETERRENCE PLAYS A MUCH LARGER ROLE IN THE JAPANESE

. CONTEXT THAN IN THE EUROPEAN. THE JAPANESE SIDE
ACKNOWLFDGED THAT THERE ARE INDEED IMPORTANT DIFFER-
ENCES BUT THAT THE JAPANESE PUBLIC IS STRONGLY CONCERNED
TO SEE A REDUCTION IN THE SOVIET THREAT AND, IF THERE
IS Nu SUCH REDUCTIUN AS A RESULT OF ThE INF TALAS,
SOVIETS WILL ATTEMPT TO EXPLOIT JAPANESE FEARS IN
ORDER TO GENERATE PRESSURE HERE TO MAKE OTHER CONCES-
SIONS IN ORDER TO REDUCE THE SOVIET THREAT TO JAPAN.
IT IS PERHAPS FOR THIS REASON THAT THEY SHOWED A GREAT
DEAL OF INTEREST IN THE QUESTION OF WHETHER AN-INTERIM
AGREEMENT WOULD BE LINKED TO FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS ON
REDUCTIQNS DOWN TO ZERO.

8. COMMENT: BOTH THE HIGH LEVEL OF THE JAPANESE
ATTENDANCE AT THIS MECTING AND THE TENOR OF THEIR
COMMENTS REVEAL THE VERY SERIOUS ATTENTICN GOJ IS

NOW DEVOTING 10 THE INF DILEMMA. THEY WILL ExbiC]
THEIR VIEWS TG RECLIVE CAREFUL COWSIDERATION IN
WASHINGTON AND, TO A DEGREE. MAY TEND PURPOSELY TC
EXAGGERATE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF INF AS A LITMUS

TEST OF THE CREDIBILITY OF U.S. SECURITY GUARANTEES.
IT 1S ALSO APPARENT THAT MOFA OFFICIALS CONCERNED
WITH SECURITY MATTERS WILL BE EVALUATING U.S. RE-
SPONSIVENESS TO JAPANESE CONCERNS ABOUT INF, IN
RELATION TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF SUPPORT IN JAPAN FOR
THE DEPLOYMENT OF SHIP-BASED U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN
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Friday, May 27-Tuesday, May 31 [1983]

The summit in Williamsburg on all our minds but 1% on Fri. had a press
interview & then met with Prime Minister Nakasone of Japan — 1% name Yasu.
We met in office & then lunch in the St. dining room. He impresses me more
every time | see him. At lunch we surprised him with a birthday cake. | can’t
believe he’s 65. | had him pegged for 45. He’s off to Johns Hopkins U. for a
speech & then on to the summit.

| finished the day in Williamsburg with a 2 hr. prep meeting for the Summit.

Sat. 28™ — 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. | 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 (ltaly) all having at
them. | 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 — |
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. | 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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ke Absolutely secret ern Europe.
of the only copy Actions of president Reagan, whois abearer
on (rough draft). and creator of all anti-soviet ideas, creator of all

the untrue insinuations regarding our country and

s SESSION OF POLITBURO OF CC CPSU the other countries of the Socialist Community,

- 31 May 1983 deserve very critical and harsh reaction from our
In side. Meanwhile in the press, Michail Vasilyevich
{@hairman com. ANDROPOV Yu. V. [Zimyanin], those actions don't find that full

| Present com[rade]s. Aliev G. A., Gorbachev Mcoverage and deserving answer. This, of course,

nd S., Grishin V. V., Gromyko A. A., Tikhonov is not right. Imperialistic countries of the West

olic N. A., Ustinov D. F., Chernenko K. U., want to put together a bloc against the USSR.

d Demichev P. N., Dolgikh V. I., Kuznetsov V. They act together and, as you saw, Reagan man-

V., Ponomarev B. N., Solomentsov M. S.aged, though with some pressure, to convince his
_ Zimyanin M. V., Kapitonov |. V., Rusakov K. partners in the “Big Seven” to sign the resolution

V., Ryzhkov N. I. and express their opinions against the politics of

the USSR.

In the beginning of the session comrade  Now let's see what we do. To my disap-
1"Andropov expressed words of deep sadness abquaintment we act alone. Some of us speak out,
thBe death of comrade Arveed Yanovich Pelshéut we all do it separately. We, the countries of
\SComrade Andropov informed that the funeral ofWarsaw Pact and the other socialist countries
1acomrade Pelshe, according to the decision of thieat don’t belong under Warsaw Pact, have to
h-C is going to be held at 11 o’clock on the Redemonstrate strong unity. But the leaders of the
square by the Kremlin wall. The members of theocialist countries are buried in their national
funeral commission will come to the Domproblems. These, if you pardon my words, are
:GSoyuzov at the time of carrying out the body; th@ust minor unimportant actions.

[ Test of the members of Politburo, candidates to  That's why | have a suggestion to gather

I"members of Politburo and the secretaries wiliere in Moscow first secretaries of socialist par-

- come at 11 o’clock straight to the Mausoleum.ties’ CCs and the chairmen of Sovmins for debat-

n ing the current situation. At that meeting we
FANDROPOV.] Now I would like to address the could exchange opinions about the talks on the

gissue, which in my opinion deserves the exarms race and disarmament, decrease of the

hachange of opinions and suggestions. nuclear missiles in Europe, about the last deci-
at Today I've talked with a number of mem-sions of the NATO countries, and about the other
rs of the Politburo about our government'subjects, related to our counteraction to the
nnouncement of the response connected witlolicies of the Imperialistic countries, targeted at
e deployment of American missiles “Pershingthe worsening of the global situation.

"and cruise missiles in the countries of Western ~ Of course, there comes up the question of

1ciEurope; and also concerning the resolutioRomania: what to do with it? It seems to me that

J a@dopted by the countries of “Big Seven” innot to invite Romania is not in our interests,

mVilliamsburg. It's important that we discuss thiswithout it we can't really hold a meeting, though,

imatter, exchange opinions, and express the sugg it's known, they voted against the publication

) gestions that should be developed. of our declaration.

e Ifyou look atthe events that are taking place A question appears: when to hold a meeting
'p the Western countries, you can say that an anéind with what to conclude it. It seems to me that
soviet coalition is being formed out there. Ofve can't put away for a long time this sort of
course, that’s not accidental, and its highly damrmeeting, because the Western countries are quite

1§l;erous. At the session of the NATO countriesactive today. For now we aren’t active enough. |

that’s going on in Williamsburg, very aggressivehink that we should assume positions now, be-

Slspeeches are given; and the very resolutidore the meeting, to startthe counteraction against

virdopted by the “Big Seven” is non-constructivethe policies of the imperialist states. It seems to

Irbut aggressive. me that on that meeting we should develop,

or Ifyou analyze the reaction of the countriesdopt, and then publish a document that would

| of the West on our declaration, then the reactioexpress our reaction on NATO’s decision. Maybe

| hastwo sides. From one side, our declaration hadthat document we could once again bring up

himpressed them very much. There are indicdhe suggestions that were brought up before about
ﬁan, seen through some of the speeches of soman-aggression acts between the countries of the

Nofthe western politicians that give hope to normalVarsaw Pact and the countries of NATO. It's

Land productive high level talks about the decreasgiite possible that other ideas could be brought

CBf the arms race and disarmament, especially ap.

dthe nuclear weapons. On the other side there are In his recent speech, [Former West German

aindications of absolute fulfillment of the so-calledChancellor Willy] Brandt, introduced an idea

- double decision of NATO, which is the place-aboutjoining the talks on the limitation of nuclear
ment of nuclear missiles in the countries of Westissiles in Europe and limitation of strategic

h
en



McDonnellT
Text Box










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

Translated and published in
Cold War International 
History Project Bulletin No. 4,
Fall 1994, pp. 77-80.

McDonnellT
Typewritten Text

McDonnellT
Typewritten Text


78 DOCUMENTATION

nuclear missiles. Maybe we should all thinkhe country. We can't, comrades, forget in thisheir time Western countries themselves put a
about thatidea and make it an official proposal-situation defense sufficiency of our country. Thesguestion about the talks on all kinds of nuclear
join the talks about the nuclear missiles in Euopics should be constant in our media. Yoweapons.

rope with the talks about the limitation on all theemember comrade L. Y. Brezhnev at the XXVI ANDROPOQV. That's good, let them say
strategic nuclear weapons. We also should thirdession of CPSU [23 February - 3 March 1981that themselves, how they view that suggestion.
when and where to bring up this proposal. |thinkaid, that military threat is coming and because of GROMYKO. Itwill be easier for usto keep
that MFA and the Ministry of Defense will that we should lead a struggle against the inflin contact with those who speak against all kinds
decide on that problem. ence of military revanchist ideas of the Westof nuclear weapons. |think, thatthey can try this,

We have to open up a wider network to wirThat's what it came to: Reagan calls up the senispite of the fact that they will insist on location
public opinion, to mobilize public opinion of the tors if they support the ideas of the Soviet Uniomf nuclear weapons in Europe. Inaword, this will
Western countries of Europe and America againahd charges them with treason. Why don’t we uggve us a break.
the location of the nuclear weapons in Europpress to speak against the lazy bums, those who ANDROPOV. Anyway, we don't lose any-
and against a new arms race, that's being forceuss work progulshikov], bad workers? | ask thething.
by the American administration. The behaviocomrades to express their opinions about the GROMYKO. New ideas are starting to
of Japan, and especially of the presiderguestions brought up and maybe comrades haappear in America, though not officially, but it's
[Yasuhiro] Nakasone worries me. He comether suggestions. Who would like to take theery important. Maybe they will agree to union.
pletely took the side of the more aggressive pastand? Anyway, this line [idea] will have to be fulfilled
of the Western countries, and he completely GROMYKO. | completely approve of the right away.
supports Reagan’s actions. Because of that waggestions that were expressed by Yu. V. We will have an extra plan—it is the con-
should consider some sort of compromise in oukndropov. First of all about the call of thetinuing of the talks on restrictions of use of
relations with Japan. For example: we couldheeting of the leaders of socialist countries, coustrategic nuclear armament in the world and re-
think about joint exploitation of several smalltries of the Warsaw Pact. Thatkind of meeting, tetrictions on nuclear armament in Europe. The
islands, that have no strategic importance. Maylmy opinion, we should gather. [Romanian leadddnited States, as it's known, is talking about the
there will be other suggestions. 1, personallyNicolae] Ceausescu, | think, we should invite tdact that they can only strike in response to
think that Japan could initiate more active coopthe meeting. | would say, it's beneficial for us. aggression. | think, that they without enough
eration with the Soviet Union in the economic  ANDROPOV. Right now they are askingreason wouldn’t dare to use nuclear missiles.
sphere. for a consultation. Against the first strike are also Canada, England,

The next point concerns China. Ithinkthat ~GROMYKO. Particularly they were asking France, and Western Germany. This we also
the Chinese aren’t going to move any further ons for that. The meeting of the leaders of theave to use skillfully in our propaganda andin our
their positions. But all our data shows that thegountries of the Warsaw Pact will show the unityractical interests.
could increase their trade with USSR. They didf our Pactand prove our principal positionsinthe  Regarding Japan, | have an idea: why don’t
offer us a trade agreement for this year, thaestions of nuclear weapons and reduction @fe use our suggestion regarding the islands of
substantially increases our goodsarms race. | think that we should adopt at thHamabayi [sic-Habamai?—ed.], Kunashir, and
exchange[compared to] the previous years @fieeting a document, as rightly mentioned beforether small islands, that really are very little
trading with China. Because of that we mighYuri Vladimirovich [Andropov]. This document spots, and draw the border, | mean make an
have to send comrade [First Deputy Prime Minshould sound very clearly. Along declaratioradjustment of the border. It would be then the
ister lvan V.] Arkhipov to China to conduct ashouldn’t be made, but it should be sharp anehost prestigious suggestion.
series of talks and to “feel the ground.” And if weconcrete. This would be our collective action of ~ ANDROPOV. When | talked about Japan,
succeed in improving our economic ties withthe countries of Warsaw Pact. Itis needed. |didn'tmean that suggestion. | talked about joint
China through cultural, sports, and other organi-  What to do with the talks? | fully support theexploitation of several little islands.
zations, it could be considered a big step aheagliggestion of Yuri Vladimirovitch about uniting GROMYKO. We could do both at the same

Now about the Middle East. To say that th¢he talks on nuclear armament in Europe antime. These same islands are small dots in the
events in the Middle East don’t bother us wouldtrategic armament in whole. As you knowpcean and they don’t have such a grand strategic
be wrong. The fact is that we have very gooReagan has got a goal, whatever it takes him, tmportance.
relations with Syria. But Syria argues againstthglace the nuclear missiles “Pershing-2” and the  About China. The People’s Republic of
agreement that was made between Israel aodiise missiles in the European countries. Ahina expresses wishes to broaden our economic
Lebanon, Syria has no friendly relations wittquestion comes up, what should we do, whethéies. Even in practice it is starting something in
Irag. Recently Syria has been facing minowe should continue the talks? As it's knownthat sphere, for example the increase of goods
problems with PLO, and in particular with [PLOWestern countries, many of them, are ready faxchange.

Chairman Yasser] Arafat. In one word—here isleployment. That's why we should bring in ANDROPOV. This should be checked out,
a problem we have to think about. something fresh. And in connection with that thigs | said.

If you look at our propaganda, you carsuggestion about uniting the talks will serve our ~GROMYKO. I think, thatthe Chinese aren’t
come to a conclusion that it's quite calm when interests. going to go for anything else. One of the terms for
comes to strategic preparations of NATO. That's ANDROPQV. We should invite for these normalization of our relations is the withdrawal
true, we shouldn’t scare people with war. But italks the English and French, let them participat®f our troops from Chinese borders. It seems to
our propaganda we should show more brightlthey are nuclear countries. me that we could think about that. But then the
and fully the military actions of the Reagan GROMYKO. I think the English and French Chinese began to push for withdrawal of Viet-
administration and the supporting countries ofvill refuse for sure to hold the talks, but we shoulthamese troops from Cambodia.

Western Europe, which in other words meanisivite them, that's right. The main suggestion,|  ANDROPOV. | suggest we don't bring up
disclosing in full scale the aggressive charactehink, is the combined talks. That type of ahat question.

of the enemy. We need that, so we could use facisggestion deals with the restriction of nuclear H GROMYKO. Regarding Mongolia. Maybe
to mobilize the soviet people for the fulfillmentarmament in the whole, which means that in thee should withdraw part of the army away from
of social and economic plans for development délks they will include the tactic missiles, also. Irthe border. There is a danger in the Middle East
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that Israel will strike against Syria. If Syria ruinsthere. For example, from the Japanese sea we canthe other topics. [Bulgarian leader Todor]
Reagan'’s plans, Americans will go bankrupt. only access through the strait of La Pérouse, arghivkov, for example, can give a speech about

ANDROPOQV. | would suggest we turn tol should say, here we would substantially cut ouXuclear-free Zone in the Balkans. Now about
Syria to advise it not to pull itself into this maneuvering space. China. All the initiatives about the increase in
conflict. If the events start happening, we should  About the meeting with governments ofgoods exchange between USSR and China come
warn Syrian leaders beforehand to work out socialist countries. | completely agree with Yurfrom China. This is very important. That's why
corresponding plan. Vladimirovich. We should expose the Westernwve should feel the ground about broadening our

GROMYKO. Syria sends tanks to Leba-countries, their offensive speeches and militargconomic relations with China and send to China
non. Our task is to advise Syrian leaders tone. Maybe Yu.V. Andropov should say someeomrade Arkhipov for the talks.

withhold from any participation in the events ofthing on that topic, too. Regarding removal of the troops from the

the war. GROMYKO. I will have a speech at theChinese border, to me it seems like an unrealistic
ANDROPOQV. May be we should write asession. In that speech, it seems to me, | showdt.

letter about that to [Syrian leader Hafez] Assad&pell out a number of suggestions. Regarding Syria, as comrades have talked

USTINOV. All that we do regarding de- USTINOV. Maybe | should give an inter- about it, everything is correct. If Syria gets
fense we should continue doing. All the missilesjiew? In one word, we activize the work, gatheinvolved in a conflict, then we can lose every-
that we planned to install, should be installed. Abocialist parties and agree with them on thithing we have in the Middle East. And we have
the airplanes should be stationed at the spots webject. to keep Syria in our orbit. That's why we should
agreed upon. Reading the resolution that was CHERNENKO. Even if Romania doesn’tconduct more work with the Syrian government.
adopted by the “Big Seven,” | should say, it wasign, we could adopt a resolution without th&Ve have to find such a method in our propaganda,
very cunning and strict. Butit has its weak pointsignature of Romania. such forms and methods of conducting it so as to
and we should figure out how to use them. But USTINOV. Japan hadn’tjoined the military tell our people the truth about the nuclear war, but
everything happens in life, so “they” may bealliance of the Western countries, yet. That'sot to scare them, as Yuri Vladimirovich cor-
installing the missiles in England, FRG, and otherhy we should act not only upon Japan, but theectly pointed out.
countries. other countries, also, so that not only we openly CHERNENKO. It's absolutely correct, that

| consider the suggestion of Yurispoke outagainstmilitaristicintentions of Reagaifuri Vliadimirovich gathered us today, and the
Vladimirovich absolutely correct that we shouldadministration, English, Japanese and others, bauiggestion is right about a meeting with the
carry out active work, to counteract against ththe socialist countries did it, too, and the leadeteaders of all the members of the Warsaw Pact. If
imperialistic actions of our enemies. of the socialist countries could have spoken ouwgou look attentively at our friends—Czechs, GDR,

Regarding Mongolia | should say, that if wetoo. By the way, in those situation they have kepiungarians, Bulgarians, you get an impression,
move the Soviet army, that's now located thersilent. We have, comrades, to build, strengtheéhat the leaders of these countries don’t worry
back to our territory then we will lose a very goodhe socialist bloc, but very skillfully. To my about the current situation. That's why the very
post. Everythingis already equipped there. Thattegret, the relations between Vietnam and Chirfact of calling a meeting will mean a lot. | think
why we have nowhere to move on the Soviedre very strained. | absolutely agree with thehat we should call a meeting in a near future, as
border. decision of Yuri Vladimirovich about enforcing said Yuri Vladimirovich.

Regarding Cambodia and Vietnam, we alanti-war propaganda, targeted at the arms race, VOICES. Support the suggestion about the
ready talked about it not once. | figure that wevrong suggestions of the Western countries argalling of a meeting.
shouldn’t lose positions won in battles, but wespecially at the American administration. It ~CHERNENKO. Atthat meeting we can talk
should retain them. The sanctions which wer®oks like the Americans thought about installingabout China, about the Middle East and about
discussed earlier by Yuri Vladimirovich, shoulda space command. In aword, | would like to sagther important questions of the international
be supported. We will look at it very carefullythat we should more widely speak out about owgituation. | think that all the questions that Yuri
and think about our actions. We also have to thirduggestions and expose the militaristic intentiongladimirovich stated in his speech were very
about talks in Vienna and Geneva, in regards tof the Western countries. correct. There gathered a “big Seven” of Western
nuclear weapons as well as strategic. In fact | ANDROPOV. Of course, we aren’t goingaggressive states, but we are also a “big Seven,”
consider very rightful the suggestion to combinéo change Reagan’s behavior, but we will exposend we should meet, but this would be now a
both of these talks. Maybe, Y.V. Andropov willhis antisoviet, militaristic intentions very deci-meeting of “big Seven,” fighting against nuclear
consider it rational to speak out with that suggesively. arms and for peace.
tion, and maybe give another suggestion, let's TIKHONOV. Reagan doesn’t react any About working out the suggestions, that
say, about decrease of nuclear weapons by Bfbre to our suggestions. Regarding the unitinguri Vladimirovich talked about, | think, that,
percent, including French and English nucleaof the talks, this is one more of our importanincluding our interests, we should prepare them

weapons. suggestions, and we should bring it in. Missilesyell and introduce [them] to [the] CC.
TIKHONOV. England and France will never of course, they will place in Western Europe. But ~ GRISHIN. | completely support what Yuri
agree to that. [we] should explain it broadly and clearly to outVladimirovich suggested. The situation is dan-

USTINOV. If they don't agree, than our people and all other nations of other countriegierous. The resolution of the “Big Seven” that
proposal will sound all over the world. TheThe resolution of the Soviet governmentis averthey will put the missiles in Europe, has an
middle-range missiles,- Western countriegmportant document. We now have only to deeffensive character. Actually, there is being
wouldn’t refuse against their location in Europevelop propaganda, expose the actions of the Wdetmed a bloc based on an anti-soviet platform.

GROMYKO. But what then to reduce? and have a strong influence over people. | thinWestern countries try to outweigh the countries

USTINOV. We can reduce all the rocketsthat meeting that Yuri Vladimirovich talked aboutof the Warsaw Pact with the nuclear weapons.

GROMYKO. We proposed that. is vitally important to be held. And with that weThe meeting should be held before the meeting of

USTINOQV. Yes, we already proposed, bushould somehow hint to socialist countries thatIATO.
we should offer again. About Japan | would likehey alone and each one of them, let's say GDR, GROMYKO. It could be held even after
to say that we can look only at very small islandsGzechoslovakia, Hungary give a speech. LetNATO’s meeting. Then we could find out their
but the big island Kunashir—we have quite settlesiay a speech for Nuclear-free Zone in Europe ampaint of view on several questions.
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GRISHIN. On our meeting we should callto the participants of the meeting of the “Bigand their VPs and talk to them about these sub-
socialist countries to active counteraction toSeven,” and then, maybe later, to Reagan. jects.
ward imperialistic countries. About the invita- PONOMAREV. In response to the actions RUSAKOV. We have to, obviously, check
tion of Romania, | am for it, though there’s noof the “Big Seven” we should work out oureverything that's going on in the socialist coun-
guarantee they will sign the resolution. Theguggestions. Maybe, after the meeting of theies in these areas and then let them know our
behave very badly. Not long ago, as it wakaders of the socialist countries we should holsuggestions and give them friendly advice.

known, Ceausescu hosted [conservative Wegarty activities, and meetings in the country. ANDROPOV. All this, comrades, can be
German politician, Bavarian state premier Franz ~ USTINOV. Thisis all correct, butwhatif we done and | think that you will take these tasks
Josef] Strauss and during the talks he spoke vesgare the people? actively. There is a suggestion to give to com-

badly. | think that we should prepare a good, PONOMAREYV. On 20 June, for example,rades Gromyko and Zimyanin a task to summa-
short, but sharp document, that will be adopteithere’s going to be an Assembly of Peace irize all that we talked about on our session, and
there. Prague, we should use it for propaganda of oyrepare a suggestion about the counteractions
I am completely for opening of wide rangepeaceful propositions. towards the actions of the imperialistic states,
of propaganda in our press and among our oral ZIMYANIN. | completely agree with what targeted at worsening of the international situa-
propagandists, which was mentioned before byuri Vladimirovich said. | would ask a permis-tion. Don’t be long with the preparation of those

Yuri Vladimirovich. sion to begin realization of this ideas startinguggestionsand enteringtheminthe CC. Agreed?
ANDROPOQV. In that sphere we so fartomorrow. In particular, gather the editors of the  EVERYONE. Agreed.
don’t do a whole lot. leading newspapers, information agencies and ANDROPOV. On this permit me to end our

GRISHIN. | think that with Japan we tell them about these ideas, especially point theeeting.
should look for the way to soften the relationssharp end of our propaganda at Reagan and his
With China we could develop economic relaaggressive suggestions. (Source: TskhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 53, LI. 1-14.)
tions on higher levels. Of course, China won't KUZNETSOV. | think, we should activize
give up on Cambodia, and on that issue we witllso the work in parliamentary relations, espet. [Ed. note: Evidently a reference to Deputy Prime
never come to an agreement. | think, that weially about sending our parliamentary delegaMinister Leonid Smirnov, head of the Military-Indus-
should keep Syrians from unnecessary actionons to France, USA, and the other countriedfial Commission (VPK) ]
so that they don’t get pulled into military con-Obviously, on the session in A.A.Gromyko’s
frontation. speech he should mention these questions.

ANDROPOV. At one ;?oi.nt, remember | ANDROPOV. Now | would like to tell you, The intense, neo-Brezhnevite and al-
Wonitsend any 100ps to Cuba. And tworked aie o norm youof | am alking aboutmprove. 105! NC-Stalinist conservatism of the brief
right, the Cubans accepted it. We should tell thment of our work inside the country, and aboutthe%hernenko |nterreg.num (Feb. 1984-March
same thing to Syrians. | think such a saying wilhcrease of our, leaders’ responsibility of th 985) pervades th's_ July 1,984 .Polltburo
prevent them from confrontation. assigned tasks. It doesn't only concern me-€xcerpt. The transcript also illuminates the

GORBACHEV. You said it right, Yuri Andropov, or Gromyko, Ustinov, we all are per<elationship between fluctuations in CPSU
Vladimirovich, that the time now is calling us tosonally responsible for the departments that weadership and reassessments of past party
increase actions, taking necessary steps to dead. Comrade Tikhonov has to keep a tight grihistory. On this occasion, the Politburo’s
velop a broad program of counter-measuresn Food industry. Comrade Gorbachev has to uggnsideration of requests for rehabilitation
against the aggressive plans of the Western coqawerweathgrexcuses,butorganizeafight’fort%m several one-time rivals of Nikita S.
cerious tasks. We can take some acion towsiebout bad weathe, b work more, so hey urg"USHIENEY Who e been ousted from the
the countries of CMEA [Council on Mutual every good day, every minute for gathering mor arty in mtra—leadershlp struggles in the
Economic Assistance], countries of Warsaw Paatrops, do all we can to increase wheat crops al 50s prompts. a vigorous bout (_)f
and separate socialist countries. | completelyther grain and meat and dairy. Comrade Aliefthrushchev-bashing. (The three erstwhile
support the suggestions about holding a meetitgs an important task—improvement of the putParty stalwarts who had petitioned the Polit-
and other actions, that were suggested helig transportation system. Comrade Kapitonoburo—Vyacheslav M. Molotov, the long-

* * * * * *

including the military line. has to increase the common goods productiotime USSR foreign minister; Georgii M.
The United States is moving to Europemore should be done in that field. Comrad@jalenkov, for a time considered Stalin's
Here we can't wait. We have to act. Demichev should be stricter with the repertoire Oﬁkely successor; and Lazar M. Kaganovich,

ALIEV. | support all the suggestions ofthe theaters, we have too manynegativesides,agﬁe of Stalin’s key henchmen and First
Yuri Vladimirovich. This complex of actions is the other questions in the development of o . -
vital to be carried out. Our exF;ernaI politics hasulture derr?and more attention. You,Fl)Detr Nonvich|;r)epUty Premier after Stalin’s death—yv e.re
an offensive character, but the character of [@emichev] are the one to be asked from in thié1|I expelled from the p:clrtylleadershlp "J
peace offensive. The imperialists are irritated byector. | wouldn't talk about the other comradest957 @s members of the “Anti-Party Group
our suggestions. All that you said here, Yurihey all know their departments and their goals. that had allegedly plotted to overthrow
Vladimirovich, regarding a meeting of the so+hink that you should gather all your employeeXhrushchev. Also seeking additional privi-
cialist countries, improving relations with China,and tell them about the ideas and tasks that iieges was Alexander Shelepin, once KGB
about the Middle East, especially about startingilked about today. You can gather all of them q¢hief under Khrushchev but now denounc-
a wide propaganda—all this deserves specigou can gather them in according to groupgng him.) Sympathetically considering the
attention and should be adopted. _ whatever is better. _requests of the “Anti-Party Group” to be

DEMICHEV. Why don't we write a letter USTINQOV. Maybe | should gather with restored to honored party positions, one
to Reagan from the name of comrade Andropowdmrade Smirnovall those in defense and we’'ll . -

ANDROPOV. | would modernize a bit the talk about our defense. Politouro member after another—especially

suggestion of P. N. Demichev and write a letter ~ TIKHONOV. | will gather all the ministers Defense Minister UStinQVa Foreigp Ministry
Gromyko, KGB chairman Viktor M.
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“Let me say that there are indeed qroun&s for alarm.d The

91tuat10n, such as it 13, is no fault of ours nd unless

thls dces not suit ua at all

e i g

those,who thxnk along the same llnes.

”Forty years ago, Mr. Harrlman _you came as Amhassador Qf

the Unlted States to the Sd?let Union. Wa were then alliea

Ve succeeded in ri&lng ahnve'the &ifferenc 1n our soc1al

systems and un;ted ln tha face o the,fascists and defended
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peace in tha warld. Wa saw yeur own pexsonal cantrihutiun aty _ .

that. tlme, and we/dc not forget it.

\

r,

e "’, - . S

we went through prev;ously._ This war may pcrhaps not occur
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e and'economxc:and other kxndh 6f harm”f I venture»_,~,;L,

preponderane

shows a lack of’understanding of the;role and potential

of my country and of the Unxted States, and you know bett:r than R

us, the 1mpact,it haa in.relations between the United States and

1ts allxes.r It ia exaeptionally damagmng ﬂor 1nternation'l

'relations as a whole,;>;;;;”‘
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— -

'not

complicates our task.. j%f f
“Nothing is left ta ﬁhe imagination,in what Washmngtun i

throws dqwn as threats. damnatlons and autrlght abuse; but they
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;;:"Wa treat our relatxons W1th the Unzted Qtatea sﬁrloualy,ﬁ, {:”jﬁ;ﬁ
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: mutually~beneficial or, aven better, gooﬂ relatians as cur

all doubt there ig one victrm of tha ev11 whlch.may come from
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the attltnaewtakeﬁ hy the Whlteﬁﬁousa#. mhat isuconfidenca,

the confidence whxch bagan 1n the last decada an& was valueﬁ

throughout,the world.‘ These are not just swear warﬂs that are

q‘_‘

belng put out hut*an attempt to undermine all the things created

hllaterally and on a broa&er plane in that Perlod.d ?;f‘

“In these conditlons, we can slmply have.nn confidenoe-gi'?*sf

ﬁt?“Nox are we in.the hahlt'
'campalgns.‘ We canduct our affairs with the Uﬁlted}States and

_those leaders elected'by the peopla
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5 We know ﬁhat the Harriman family is actively particlpatingf ]' .

”'ln the pnlitical llfe of-the Hnitea States?ﬁfWa would appreciatefa k

"prospects in your eountry
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:{and for relations thh the"Sov et Unian,‘{'l

- When tﬁe GeneraI Secfetarf¢;iﬁisﬁeaﬁthiérst&temeﬁt,

‘respondea that I wished toéaddress"firstihis'last remarks.~?
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s wartlme relatxons.r I had coma at that period w1th the Britlshff

’TL;5aut. I saxd that not' ust myaelf bnt‘cthers wnuldrbe ready td

tions I had mantzoned that there ware somefnmerlcans wha wante&j,

good rela+1ons between the United States and ther oviet Unlun.iffr

, He also took note of my'comment that the critxcal remarks were

}incldental, slnce as he hadJSaid;the,Suviets were'prepared to ~w*‘1'*5{

,raiss.  He added thatr_
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‘ peaca, ‘ag’ are the Scwie{:’"










I then noted that I sshould not take any more of his time
and hoped that‘the meeting had been as useful to him as‘it haﬁ
been tq me. He noted that he was very’happy Qith the)ﬁeating
(A:batov later informed me that Andropov had paﬁééd'tﬁe word

that he felt the meeting was a success).

COMMENT :
The principal poihE which the General Secretary appeared

to be trying to get across to Mrs. Harriman and me was a genuine

concern over the state of U.S.-Soviet relations and his desire

to see them at least "normalized", if not improved. ‘Eiﬂgggmed

_‘.———h-___.-—-—"_'—"-——-——-—.‘_____

m%éééiﬁulat&oﬁ?”ﬁe was critical of the current state of

relations, but was careful to stress -- several times ~- that

‘, 0 to have a real worry that we could come into conflict through

SSAIBUO)) JO ATBIGY] TOPIANK] ¥ B 2

efforts for improvement had to be mutual. This point about the

3

need for Soviet, as well as U.S. steps was included in the

R

Pravda and Tass summaries cof our talk.

I felt Andropov was making a major effort to be non-polemical

in our conversation.

I am not in a position to make a real judgment on Andropov's
health, although we noted occasional tremors of his hands, but
not when they were in repose, and a rather rigid walk. He was
in full command oflhimself and his part of the mecting: read
his statement without effort, and responded or made points during

Y

the exchange guickly and without reference to Alcksandrov.

4___________::_-----.-.--.-.-.--lllllllllllllllllllll
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Also present, besides Mrs. Harriman, the General Secretary
and myself, were the General Secretary's Assistant, Andrey M.
Aleksandrov-Agentov, and the interpreter, Viktor Sukhodrev,
both of whom had been at all my previous meetings with Brezhnev,
as well as Peter Swiers, who was able to accompany me again on
a trip to the Soviet Union through the courtesy of the Department

of State.




Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 165.

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. | have to agree with them it's the way to go.
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THE WHITE HQUSE -

- NATIONAL SECURITY DECISICN . September 21, 1983
DIRECTIVE NUMZER 104

U.S. APPROACH TO INF NEGOTIATIONS - IT (K

The basic US position taken at the INF negotiations in Geneva is

and remains a sound one. Its essence is captured in the US

proposal to eliminate the entire class of land-based LRINF
_missiles. This proposal remains the optimal outcome for the US,
Wfor NATO, for Europe, and, I believe, for the Soviet Union. It
Jis a principled position which involves the most significant
Odegree of reductions possible in the class of LRINF weapons
which cause most concern to both sides. It fully meets our own,
gand NATO's, criteria for a genuine arms reduction agreement and
cit remains my hope that the Soviet Unien will eventually see the
Swisdom of our proposal. P

£In the interest of exploring all possibilities, and on the basis

Lof close consultations with our allies, I decided last March to
propose an interim step towards the ultimate elimination of all
LRINF land-based missiles. While actively keeping our proposal
to eliminate all land-based LRINF missiles on the table, the
United States formally notified the Soviet Union that the United
States is prepared to enter into an interim agreement under
which the United States would accept a limit at some finite,
agreed number of warheads on LRINF land-based missile launchers
if the Soviet Union reduces the number of warheads on its LRINF
land-based missile force to an equal level on a global basis.
This proposal alsc meets the basic criteria we have established
and is in the US, NATO's and, I believe, the Soviet Union's
interest.

Both of these proposals have been translated into draft treaty
texts and provided to the Soviet Union. Regrettably, the Soviet
Union has not, as yet, provided a serious response to our
interim proposal. They have not demonstrated, through their
actions at the negotiating table, that additional initiatives on
our part are the appropriate next step in the negotiations. Nor
have they demcnstrated any flaw in the fundamentals of the US
position and in the criteria upon which it rests. The US,
therefore, will not offer any new initiative altering the
fundamental US position that the US seeks an agreement which
meets agreed NATO criteria and which significantly reduces the
number, and could lead to the ultimate total elimination of,
nuclear warheads on LRINF land-based missiles.

There should be no doubt that without an agreement which
satisfies the criteria we have identified, the US will, with the
cooperation of our NATO allies, deploy LRINF land-based missiles

as planned. (A Savm A
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‘f'negotlatlons, and with the first NATO LRINF missile deployments,lh
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At the same tlme, durlng the course of'the next“rcund chINE

it is'more essential than ever that the US aggressively pursue
an agreement on LRINF missiles which meets the criteria we have -
established for such an agreement and thus furthers both US and
NATO security interests. Through the end of this year, we and
our allies will have to work very closely and very diligently to
be in a position to deploy NATO LRINF missiles on schedule as
planned in the absence of such an arms reduction agreement. As
we do so, the US must continue to work with equal vigor and in
equally close cooperation with our allies on the negotiating
track of the NATO 1979 dual-track decision. Finally, in doing
so, we must exploit every opportunity to ensure that we are
perceived as being equally committed, as we are, to both tracks.

Basic Decision. In light of this, I have decided to take the
necessary steps to "flesh out" the fundamental US INF position
and to do so using a step-by~-step approach that unfolds over the
course of the next negotiating round. This approach should
include the early presentation of general statements on each of
the three majecr areas identified by NSC discussion: the PERSHING
II/GLCM mix, regional missile sub-limits and the consideration
of aircraft. By carefully crafting these general statements so
as to protect later US options to the maximum extent possible,
and presenting them in a timely manner, the intent is to:

= c¢larify the US INF position in these areas;

- demonstrate that we are exploring every avenue in seeking
an acceptable agreement which meets the criteria we have
identified, and US/NATO security requirements; and

- posture ocurselves so that, should we choose to consider
more detailed positions on any of these items later in the
round, we face the minimum risk from the Soviet assertion that
the US is introducing new material so late in the negotiations
that NATO deployments must not proceed until there is sufficient
time to consider the new elements. (B8d.

Implementing the Step-bv-step Approach. In implementing this
decision, the following strategy should be applied:

-~ The initial US step should be the presentation of general
statements made near the beginning of the round. These should
protect future US negotiating options to the maximum extent
possible but place clear markers on the remaining issues which
we may have to develop more fully during this round.

~ Work should continue on a priority basis to refine the
more detailed options we may wish to consider on each of these
subjects later in the round (e.g., in the October time~frame).

- During the round, the use of these more aetalled EPSltlonS
as they are developed can be considered as needed. »¥‘afhﬂJWMf“
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- Finally} xfinecessary-przo:ftna e'mld&Novembe:-ERG v
Bundestag debate, all of the elements of the US INF pOSltlQn
set forth by that time (some more detailed- by that point than
others) can be pulled together into a coherent Eresentatlon of a
cczprehensive position that could ke nowly compelling to the.
public, but which is not, nor could be successfully -
characterized by the Soviets to be, a "late change” in the us
position requiring that NATO deployments not proceed as
scheduled until adequate time for full discussion ln Geneva is

provided. (2w,

The Treatment of Aircraft. The basic US position remains that
we prefer tc focus on the LRINF missile issue, the issue
involving the destabilizing systems of most concern to both
sides. However, in the interests of pursuing an agreement which
meets the US criteria, we are certainly prepared to consider
proposals involving aircraft that also meet these criteria. In
doing so, however, we will exercise extraordinary care so as not
to degrade NATOQ's conventional defenses or the critical
centribution made to both those defenses and to the defense of
other US interests by dual-capable and carrier-based aircraft.
Therefore, on this subject, instructions for the US INF
Delegation should be drafted to reflect the following:

- Ambassador Nitze should inform the Soviets that he is now
authorized to explore in general terms possible limitations on
LRINF aircraft which would involve equal, verifiable limits on
US-Soviet LEINF aircraft only and which do not entail a
degradation of NATO conventional capability.

- Having done so, the US Delegation should invite the
Soviets to offer their views concerning how such a limitation
could be crafted within the parameters of the stated US

criteria.

- The US Delegation should, to the extent possible, limit
discussion to LRINF aircraft, and should deflect discussion of
other dual-capable and carrier-based aircraft.

- Pending the completion of additional work in Washington,
the US Delegation should not offer any additional propeosals on
the treatment of aircraft without first obtaining authorization

from Washington. [DS¢

The Senior Arms Control Pollcy Group will develop contlngencv Us
proposals on the aircraft issue for use if needed.

- The Pelicy Group should use as a baseline a global, equal
limit on F~111l, BADGER and BLINDER aircraft at or above planned
US levels. Such a contingency proposal should be refined to
minimize its risks to the US if adopted. If better alternatives
to this proposal are subsequently generated, these should also
be developed in detail.
smand 10T .ﬁﬂ’ﬂﬁfui??
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et Th;s tasklng-does not imply that T have- dec:ded tc make 1"
‘more detalled'proposalvcn aircraft during this round. '

'Reglonal MlSSlle Sub-limits. On the subject of regional m1551le'f;

~sub~-limits, I have declded that we should adept the following --~ -

formulation as the first step on this issue. In the context of

an agreement involving equal, global limits on LRINF missiles,

the US is prepared to consider not offsetting the entire Soviet

global LRINF missile deployment by US deployments of LRINF

missiles in Europe.

- To implement this, the instructions to the US INF
Delegation should reflect that in the context of a discussion of
equal, global limits on LRINF missiles, Ambassador Nitze is
autherized to explore in general terms Soviet views on
alternative means of implementing this commitment. In doing so,
he should consider the additional work which will be ongoing in
Washington and keep open US negotiating options under study.

The Senior Arms Control Policy Group should continue toc refine a
specific, more detailed US proposal on the regional missile
sub=-limit issue. At the same time, we must avoid the perception
of a separate Asian balance. The baseline alternative that the
Policy Group should focus upon should be the offer of a US
commitment not to deploy in Europe more than a certain
proportion of the global level of LRINF missile warheads
permitted under any agreement, with the right to deploy LRINF
missiles elsewhere to an egual global ceiling.

- The Policy Group should also continue to consider the
merits and risks of a possible contingency proposal for equal
European subceilings within equal global ceilings. (%]

PERSHING II/GLCM Mix. The PERSHING II system offers a much
needed, time-urgent, hard-target kill capability. Any reduction
of the 108 PERSHING IIs to maintain a fixed ratio would reduce
NATO's ability to hold at risk time-urgent targets at longer
range. Clearly, the PERSEING II system cannot be eliminated,
short of Soviet acceptance of the zero/zero outcome. At the
same time, we should be prepared to assure both the Soviets and
our allies alike that in the context of an acceptable agreement
entailing significant reductions, we would consider reducing the
planned PERSHEING II deployment in an appropriate manner. Mg

One proposal suggested has been to keep the current ratio
(approximately one PERSHING II missile to every four GLCMs)
under an agreed, limited deployment. This could reassure all
concerned that PERSHING II would be reduced under such an
agreement, and thus could be seen as a substantive move in the
eves of the Soviets. However, there are a number of concerns
surrounding such a proposal that require additional study. 35(
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On. the: FERSEING IT/GLCM mix Issue,. I'haver decided that the: -
initial step the US should take iz the'presentation of the .

following position. In the context of an agreement involving
significant reductions from current Soviet-and planned NATO

deployment levels, the US.is prepared to distribute the . — _ -
ruductions to be made from plaunsd levels of forces between both
the PERSHING II ballistic missile and the GLCM deployments in an

appropriate manner. (5 .

In support of this position, the Senior Arms Control Policy
Group should examine the mixes that would result.at. various
alternative aggregate levels involving reductions in both
systems and resulting from the application of the criteria that
PERSHING II and GLCM must be deployed in organizationally
efficient units.

- This work should determine if a commitment to maintain
roughly the currently planned PERSHING II/GLCM deployment ratio
makes sense in light of the mixes generated when consideration
is given to organizationally efficient units.

- It should also explore in more detail and on a pricrity
basis the advantages and disadvantages of using the concept of
ballistic missile to cruise missile ratios to encourage a shift
away from ballistic systems to slow-flying systems.

- This study should also review the implications of such a
proposal for both deployment and negotiations. (®%i

Verification. Final preparation of verification annexes as
appropriate to support the draft US INF treaties should be
completed on a priority basis so that these annexes can be
tabled in Geneva as early as possible during the next round.

Other Work. Work should proceed tc identify the preferred Us
missile warhead number associated with the US interim proposal
against the contingency that we may wish to table a proposal
including such a number during this round. PR

Suspvenses for Tasked Work. The additional study tasked by this
NSDD should be completed as comprehensively and as rapidly as
possible in order to support the strategy outlined in applying a
step-by-step approach. The Senior Arms Control Policy Group
will provide a status report on September 30 on all work tasked
in association with this NSDD and not completed by that date.

Previous Guidance. This NSDD supplements NSDD-86 and other
quidance previously issued on the US INF position. =41
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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"

e 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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e 15. Promemoria Rapporto trai 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.
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Translation from Russian

Highly Confidential!

Protocol
of the extraordinary meeting of the Committee of Ministers for Defense from the

Warsaw Treaty member states

Berlin
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
resulting from the deployment of new American medium-range nuclear missiles in some
Western European countries.

[.]

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
balance of forces in the interest of peace, and to guarantee the security of the allied
countries.

The Committee of the Ministers of Defensedecides:

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
out measures to increase the command capacities of the Unified Forces and
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.



The Minister for National Defense of the Socialist Republic of Romania (SRR), Colonel
General C. O 1t e anu, expressed his following own opinion on the decision made by the
Committee of Ministers of Defense:

- delete from the first paragraph “situation resulting from the deployment of new
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.Olteanu
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
SRR, as they stood in contradiction to the meeting’s agenda. In their respective
statements they criticized the Romanian proposal.

The meeting of the Committee of Ministers of Defense was conducted in a functional
atmosphere, and in the spirit of friendship and mutual agreement.

[ ...] [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!

Statement

by CPSU Central Committee and USSR Minister of Defense, Marshal of the Soviet Union
D.F. Ustinow,atthe extraordinary session of the Committee of Defense Ministers of
Warsaw Treaty Member States on 20 October 1983 [in Berlin]

[.]

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
socialist community. It is due to the need to apply effective countermeasures to preserve
the security of our states.

The source for the growing danger of war is evident. [t 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
other countries of the socialist community, and against all progressive forces in the
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
openly declared the fight against the socialist community. They join a path of far-
reaching war preparations against the Warsaw Treaty states.

Dangerous tendencies, both in aggressive intention and practical actions by Washington
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 % 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
implementation. This is where we see the particular threat to peace and the future of
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”.




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
11,000 units). There are also plans to install long-range cruise missiles on submarines
and ships.

The American Pershing and cruise missiles scheduled for deployment in Europe are part
of this strategy to reach superiority over the Warsaw Treaty countries and to conduct a
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
NATO armies will increase year by year. Compared to overall military expenditures,
investments in these areas of modernization will grow faster.

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
overtake the USSR and Warsaw Treaty countries at any cost in order to create an
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
budget of over 280 billion dollar through Congress. This amount almost doubles U.S.
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
mention that the pace of growth in military spending by Western European countries
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




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
want to buy time and then deploy ballistic Pershing-2 missiles and long-range cruise
missiles”.

The so-called U.S. flexibility in these negotiations is also worthless. It actually boils down
to a juggling with numbers in the sense of how many missiles the USSR must reduce. and
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
limitation agreements on the basis of parity and equal security results in the opening of
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
will be pushed more and more towards a fateful line whose crossing can result in the
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
expansion from the Arctic Sea to the Mediterranean, from the depths of U.S. territory to
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
source for large-scale ideological diversion, blackmail, and provocative acts against the
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
countries a part of official government policy and an important element for war
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
politicians represent extraordinary great danger for the security of the countries of the
socialist community and entire mankind.

[..]



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 I: “If there will be a deployment [of U.S. missiles in Europe],
then we will not cede our position and weaken our defense. We will implement timely
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
decisions. They remain deaf to our constructive proposals guided by sincere efforts to
reach agreement on treaties to limit nuclear armaments.

[.]

In recognition of its responsibility toward its fraternal countries and the entire world,
and to prevent a nuclear catastrophe, the Soviet Union is undertaking everything to
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
destroy the existing military-strategic balance, the Soviet Union will give an appropriate
response. For us, words and deeds are identical.

[.]

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
begin with additional deployment of such missiles, land-based cruise missiles included.
We will also strengthen clusters of our long-range operative-tactical missiles.

We will also implement measures to make it transparently clear how frightening U.S.
considerations actually are pertaining to the geographical remoteness of its territory.

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,
against a strong and technologically well-equipped adversary. Those units will be
preferably treated with the most modern armaments.

]

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
reliable security for our state and all states of the socialist community, as well as the
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
current situation we also expect an increase in contributions from our friends to the
common cause of increasing defense capabilities of the socialist community.

]



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

[.]

On the other hand it is mandatory to exploit the developed economic basis of the
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
just in no way inferior to the probable adversary - neither in armaments, nor in training,
nor in combat readiness; but that they are superior to this adversary.

]

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
present development of international relations and draw reasonable conclusions
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
November already. Final construction to build infrastructure on these bases is already
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
American medium-range missiles, then negotiations over nuclear arms limitation in
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
a high level of combat readiness. And it is our duty to fulfill this order given to us exactly
and with honor. Nobody will relieve us, the military, from this task.

[..]

And this is no accidental mood held by one man [referring to himself, B.S.] but a vital
necessity. It is the demand coming from the military-political situation we have. Any
deviation from this course is dangerous to our peoples and countries.

[...]
[Translated for CWIHP by Bernd Schaefer]



Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 190.

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 | 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.
| couldn’t tell her it had started. This was one secret we really
managed to keep.



Nuti.

and Leopoldo

Pulcini

by Giordana

-Contributed

UA 5: Miscellanea

e 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
critiguing the Soviet refusal to compromise.
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coordination and tasking. The further addition of a
second bomber planner, two targeteers and an expert in
ECM and attrition would have added to staff awareness of
B-52 capabilities and improved overall tasking effective-
ness. Late announcements of the pre-exercise briefings
prevented the participation of aircrews who were already
flying missions. These briefings should also have been
‘fplanned for and included in the exercise OPORDs Delayed
planning affected a variety of missions. -Better advance
planning among the various agencles would have provided
smoother operations and prevented any delayed or cancelled
activities. In a similar area, late installation of
secure volce equipment and the failure of previously
coordinated message procedures at the deployed location
hampered initial activities of the ADVON members. As in
many of the exercises in Europe, poor early planning,
-gﬂlack of coordination or failure to follow previously

'establiahed procedures caused ‘the majority of difficulties'l:
in effecting a smooth operation.75
Able Archer 83 Command Post Exercise

@ The next activity to include a small SAC ADVON

contingent took place from 7 to 11 November 1983. The

75. Rpt(C/DECL OADR), 'CRISEX 83 Trip Rpt", 7AD/DO8/DO0C/
INT, 24 Qct-8 Nov, 9 Nov 83, Ex 261.
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annual SACEUR-sponsored Exercise Able Archer received
token ADVON support from SAC. The command post exercise
which culminated the large scale REFORGER seriesrof live
exercises emphasized the tramnsition from conventional to
chemical' and nuclear operations. Since theﬂggggp;;;;;ee
in Europe was limited almost entirely to conventional

- - warfare (tankers in the ETTF retained an EWO commitment),

*?the command avoided any alignment-actual, simulated or~fgzz o

otherwise-with nuclear activities ~ The ADVON provided
nine liaison officers for a newly developed conventional
build-up portion of Exerc¢ise Able Archer 83. These
officers came from Headquarters SAC(2), Eighth AF(3),
Fifteenth AF(l) and 7AD(3). The ADVON members deployed
to the three major support centers (AFNORTH, AFCENT and
AFSOUTH), SHAPE Headquarters and the UK RAOC. Strategic
Alr Command objectiVes consisted of. dbservation pf B-52
'and KC 135 employment interface with SACEUR and NATO ]
"ataffa, updating 1ocation guidanee and determining the -gp;f
scope of future SAC participation. The commander in ”
chief European Command originally envisioned a large-
scale SAC ADVON at all the major ACE locations. Due to
SAC doubts concerning the direction and value of Able
Archer and prior commitments, 7AD suggested to SAC that

a total of 14 members be deployed as an observer team.

When SAC advised of the ability to augment the team




* 2

¥

t
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with only nine people, the division notified 5ATAF that
noone could be deployed to that locatlion (Vicenza, Italy).
This notification on 2 August 1983 outlined the level of
participation occurred.76
.) The overall tone of the low key conventional

buildup during the first three days of Exercise Able

‘Archer argued heavily against future SAC ADVDN partici- S

pation Due to the low-key aspect many'sub-command

lcenters failed to . respond to message traffic and other

centers did not participate at all. Very little realistic

‘tasking of SAC bombers took place effectively preventing

the exercise of B-52 procedures training. The observers
at SHAPE Headquarters felt that Able Archer was not only
too short for effective ADVON training, but also it re~

mained primarily a nuclear procedures exercise. Beyond

fthe limited play of conventional bomber tactics and

tufexecutipn,_tanker pianners had aven less activity The

“?Qexercise used primarily preplanned numbers Of tankers

76. Msg(S/DECL OADR), 7AD/DO to HQ SAC/D0O, "Exercise
Able Archer 83", 231630Z Dec 82, Ex 281; msg(S/DECL OADR),

7AD/DO to SHAPE/OPS "Able Archer", 7116152 Jan 83, Ex 282,

%(S/DECL OADR), USCINCEUR/ECJ3 to 7AD/DO, "Able Archer
252031Z Jan 83, Ex 283; msg(C/DECL OADR), 7AD/DO to
SHAPE "Able Archer', 28T104%Z A r 83, Ex 284; mngC/DECL
OADR), 7AD/DOX to USCINCEUR/ECJ3 ~EX, "Able A Archer
081215Z Jul 83, Ex 285; msg(C/DECL OADR), 7AD/DO to
COMFIVEATAF, "Able Archer 83 augmentee requirements",
091300Z Aug 83, Ex 286.

DARE 3
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and sortie capability and did not allow for reallocation
of assets. For instance, one AFCENT request to disperse
KC-1358 to an alternate location did not produce any
response because the locked in scenario required future
chemical and airfield attacks on the base in question.
For these and a variety of similar reasons, the 7AD after

_action-repoft advised egainst fufure'SAclparticiﬁation

‘”fin Exercise Able Archer. A further change in emphasis

iand allowances for making simulated bombef and tanker
employment more realistic left open the possibility for
future participation. ~Primarily, 7AD and SAC becgme -
familiar with the basic tenets and activifies of Exercise
Able Archer and knew what type of information needed to
be built into the exercise during future planning
conferences.77

 Crested Eagle/Dense Crop 84

A

Q) From 8 to 14 March 1934 the s.a.c ADVON took Paxt."i"

in the. aimultaneous command post exercises Crested Eagleihia
and Dense Crop 84. Crested Eagle a CINCENT exercise.

tested organizations throughout the Allied Command Europe
(ACE) in the conduct of conventional warfare. Dense Crop

84, scheduled and conducted by CINCSQOUTH, took place at

77. Rpt(S5/DECL QOADR), "Ex Able Archer 83 SAC ADVON After
Action Rpt", 7AD/DOO, 1 Dec 83, Ex 287.
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e 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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e 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 Il: Attivita 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 along 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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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 203.

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. | 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 | didn’t come with a pledge of more money for Ed. the
meeting would be a “sham.” Well | didn’t come with any pledge — to
the contrary | told them Fed. money was not the answer. | was given
a very warm reception.
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