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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON |

NSC UNDER SECRETARIES COMMITTEE

SECRET ' - August 16, 1976
NSC-U/DM-137B

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Third Quarterly Report on Implementation
of the Final Act of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)

-This is the third quarterly report submitted
by the NSC Under Secretaries Committee on imple-
mentation of the provisions of the Final Act of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). It covers the period February~-l - April 30,
1976, and reports those actions related to the CSCE
which have been taken since the end of the last
reporting period.

Implementation continues to be an extended
form of negotiation on East-West lines, with .each
side seeking to establish its interpretation of
the provisions of the Final Act and to position
itself advantageously for the follow-up meetings
scheduled to begin in Belgrade in June 1977. The
approach of East and West to this broad negotiation
clarified during the reporting period as CSCE
participant states began to think more actively
about the Belgrade meetings and to relate those
meetings to their present actions.

The Soviet Union and its allies have acted
along predictable lines. The Soviets have continued
to take modest steps to implement a few of the
provisions of the Final Act, albeit at a slower
pace than in the last quarter. They have also
displayed heightened sensitivity to charges that
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they are giving short shrift to Basket III., At the
same time they are attempting to deflect criticism

by going over to the offensive in four areas: polemical-
style criticism of the West for its alleged failures

in implementing Final Act provisions; reinterpreta-
tion of the document to suit their own negotiating
positions and Communist ideology; exaggeration of -
their own implementation efforts; and an attempt to
shift the focus of public attention away from the
concept of implementation toward the idea of the CSCE
process as part of a developing and progressing trend
in European relations set in motion by the Soviets'
so-called Peace Program. The Eastern European states,
whose internal policies on humanitarian and informa-
tion subjects vary but are generally somewhat less
severe than those of the USSR, have, with the exception
of Romania, followed the Soviet lead in their positions
on CSCE issues,

Neither the Soviet Union nor its Eastern allies
took any significant new implementation steps during
the reporting period, but modest progress was
registered in a few areas. There was a marked
increase in emigration from the USSR to the US which
appears to be continuing, though this was probably a
function of various pressures in addition to the
CSCE. Soviet Jewish emigration was up slightly in
comparison to last year's levels, though it remains
far below the 1972-~1973 peak reached before the
Jackson-Vanik amendment was passed. Greatly increased
emigration by ethnic Germans from the USSR is largely
due to bilateral FRG-Soviet considerations. Similar
emigration from Poland to the FRG is primarily due
to the recent Polish-FRG emigration/credits treaty,
although FRG officials state that the CSCE made it
possible to reach an agreement. The ' Soviet Union
continued to comply with the Final Act's Confidence
Building provisions on major military maneuvers
through notification, shortly after the end of the
reporting period, of a 25,000 troop maneuver held
near Leningrad, to which the USSR invited observers
from countries in the immediate area. Some progress
was also made on increasing the number of direct
contacts between US and Soviet institutions, but
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our own ability to follow-up on opportunities con-
tinued to be limited by lack of funds. A Soviet
dissident group has been formed to monitor the

Soviet Government's compliance with CSCE provisions,
especially those relating to human rights. Slower
implementation progress during the reporting period
may reflect Moscow's intention to husband possible
further implementation steps until the months leading
up to the Belgrade meetings next year.

Soviet and Eastern European efforts to take
the offensive on CSCE implementation have been carried
out principally through a broad program of propa-
ganda supporting official government statements
and initiatives pursued bilaterally and in multi-
lateral forums. The Soviets have also taken a more
polemical posture in our previously businesslike
private bilateral exchanges. They have advanced

_interpretations of the CSCE provisions which often

do not accord with the language of the Final Act

or its negotiating history. The views they have
expressed on the legal nature of the Final Act, on
several principles, such as inviolability of frontiers
and non-intervention in internal affairs, and on

a variety of issues relating to Basket III, all
demonstrate this tendency to reinterpret and to
distort the significance of the Final Act. When it
serves their purpose the Soviets have suggested that
the principle of reciprocity, which is mentioned in
the Final Act only in relation to a few specified
points, extends to all of Basket III. More speci-
fically, they have alleged that the provisions of
Basket III impose restraints on the activities of
journalists and radio broadcasting stations. For
example, the Soviet Foreign Ministry Press Chief

said in an interview that "the decisions of the
Helsinki Conference . . . call upon journalists to .
promote through their profession and skill the creation
of a genuine atmosphere of respect and trust among
peoples," which is in contradiction to the Final

Act commitment that governments should "facilitate

the freer and wider dissemination of information

of all kinds." 1In their complaints about our refusal
of visas to Soviet trade union leaders the Soviets
have claimed that we are violating Final Act provi-
sions, although there are no specific references
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to trade union exchanges in the Final Act. 1In fact
we carefully eliminated such references during the
CSCE negotiations so as to avoid any basis for the
charges the Soviets are now making.

The Soviets have played up examples of their
own implementation, even when these do not derive
directly from the CSCE. They have stressed Brezhnev's
grandiose proposal for conferences on transportation,
energy and the environment, their announcement of
two major military maneuvers and invitations to
observers, and the procedural changes on journalists'
visas and on emigration applications, which were
covered in previous reports. They have also stressed
the large amount of Western cultural material used
in the USSR and Eastern Europe, in comparison with
Soviet and East European material used in the West.
At the same time, the Soviets have accused the Vest
of neglecting implementation in these areas, largely
on the grounds that there should be strict reciprocity
in exchanges of cultural material between states.
They have also claimed that the Final Act was not
widely circulated in the West and have focused on
specific incidents in which they allege the CSCE
has been ignored, such as our visa policies and
alleged interference in the Italian political campaign,
These themes have increasingly been incorporated
into Soviet responses to our demarches to them on
CSCE implementation. The most recent Soviet response
was couched in a significantly sharper and more
accusatory tone.

In fact, the US implementation record
generally excellent. Among several recent
mentation activities were meetings between
and publishing industry representatives to

is

US imple-
government
discuss

implementation of CSCE provisions relating to books.

We believe that our emphasis on patient and persistent

efforts toward meaningful implementation remains

the most valid approach to the Conference and its

results. However, the application of US laws concerning

visas and the possibility that our consular fees may

be raised could make us vulnerable to criticism for o
failure to carry out the CSCE provisions faithfully, '
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and thus give the Soviets a pretext for non-compliance
and render it difficult for us to press for maximum
implementation. We are also forced to forego
opportunities for broadening cultural exchanges
because of the reduced availability of funds from
private and government sources. .

The US and other Western countries have main-
tained their insistence on the need for meaningful
implementation of the Final Act, and implementation
remains the central theme of the Western approach
to the post-Helsinki period. We understood from
the outset that the CSCE would not lead to a funda-
mental transformation of the internal structure of
communist governments, and that patient efforts
would be required to bring about implementation
of the commitments contained in the document signed
in Helsinki. This has been the rationale underlying
our bilateral approaches to the Soviet. Union and
other East European countries where we have sought
to use the CSCE provisions in support of our broad
foreign policy goals.

In addition to our bilateral approaches, we

' have worked in multilateral forums such as the ECE

to focus on certain specific areas where early
implementation is possible. In all our activities
we have stressed that the degree to which the CSCE
has been implemented will be a key factor in the
development of our approach to the Belgrade follow-
up meetings at which a review of implementation
will take place. In pursuing our efforts, we have
continued a pattern of close consultation with our
Allies in order to maintain the essential Western
unity which made a successful CSCE possible.

With one year remaining before the Belgrade
meetings, CSCE countries have begun to look ahead
and to prepare for them. Consultations among CSCE
participants have already begun, initially among
the neutral states which have the deepest interest .
in a continuing follow-up mechanism of some kind.
The follow-up meetings offer useful leverage in our
efforts to encourage implementation. Since the
CSCE was originally a Soviet proposal, the Soviets
retain an overall interest in making the Final Act -~
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of the Conference a document of historical signi-
ficance. They are well aware that the Final Act

is viewed with great skepticism in the West and

that Western acceptance of the value of the CSCE
depends on the performance of the USSR and its .
allies in the area of freer movement of people and
ideas. We have been using these factors to encourage
Soviet compliance.

A joint'Legislative-Executive Commission.. to
monitor the results of the CSCE has been established
as the result of a Congressional initiative. This
Commission, the legislation for which you signed
into law on June 3, has the responsibility not only
for monitoring implementation actions, but also for
encouraging programs and activities to implement
the Final Act.

Deep skepticism remains regarding Soviet inten-
tions to carry through on their commitments in any
significant way. We continue to press the Soviets
and the Eastern European states for meaningful
implementation of the Final Act as the key to developing
positive US attitudes toward the CSCE and a more favor-
able climate for US-Soviet relations.

ot N

Charles W. Robinson

Chairman
Attachment:
CSCE report
PHOTO COPY
-SECRES- FROM :

GERALD R. FORD LIBRAR




— CIA HISTORICAL REVIEW PROGRAM HE
1 RELEASE AS SANITIZED solfet
1998 of

Soviet Union-Eastern Europe




sxcﬁ'r

SOVIET UNION - EASTERN EUROPE

This publication is prepared for regional specialists in the Washington com-
munity by the USSR - Eastern Europe Division, Office of Current Intal-
ligence, with occasional contributions from other offices within lhe
Directorate of Intelligence. Comments and queries are welcome. They should
be directed to the authors of the individual articles.
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Background on Gromyko's Call
for Talks on the Indian Ocean

Foreign Minister Gromyko's statement at the UN
on Tuesday that Moscow ig prepared to talk to .Mother
powers" about reducing outside military activity in
the Indian Ocean is probably more a tactic to put
the US on the defensive rather than an expression
of a genuine Soviet goal. The advantages that would
acerue to the USSR from an Indian Ocean arms control
agreement are considerable, and if they are serious
about pursuing them, we expect that they will ap~-
proach the US bilaterally. '

Gromyko's offer comes on the heels of other
signs of Soviet concern about Washington's success
over the last year in mobilizing sentiment of the
coastal countries against Soviet naval activity in
the Indian Ocean and in persuading these countries
to grant the US military additional access to tmoni-
tor Soviet activity, The Soviets are especially
concerned about the change in policy of the govern-
ments of Australia and Wew Zealdnd, which allow
port calls by US nuclear-powered ships. They also
fear that the US will replace the British when they
withdraw from Gan in the Maldives and from Masirah
in Oman.

Despite General Se¢retary Brezhnev's denial at
the party congress last February and again during
Prime Minister Gandhi's visit teo the USSR in June
that the USSR had any bases in the Indian Ocean,
most of the countries in the area accept the fact
that Moscow has a base in Somalia. The Soviets
probably calculate that by coming ocut publicly in
favor of talks on the Indian Ocean they will put
the onus on the US for being insensitive to the
concerns of countries on its periphery. They may
also hope to strengthen congressional opposition
to any further expansion of US naval activity in
the Indian Ccean.

October 1L, 13276
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Moscow's enthusiasm for the idea of arms control
in the Indian Ocean seems to have waned considerably
since the Soviets first approached the US about the
idea of issuing a joint declaration ”11m;t1ng mili-
tary bases and fleet concentrations in the Indian
Oce&an"™ in March 1971.

For one thing, acceptance of special restrictions
for the Indian Ocean would be a dangerous precedent
that could erode Soviet positicns at the Law of the
S5ea conference and on freedom of the seas.

For another, the Soviet navy probably does not
relish the idea of restrictions on its activities
and especially would not want to engage in talks on
the Indian Ocean while the USSR is in an inferior
bargaining position. The navy would prcbably dlso
object to the idea of talking only with the US as
long as significant French naval forces are located

in the Indian Ocean. (CONRIBRHILAL)

October L, 13976
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Kirilenko's 70th Birthday

Soviet party secretary Andrey Kirilenko's 70th
birthday last month was saluted with appropriate
honors, inecluding the publication of his ¢ollected
speeches and articles. In garnering his second :
"Hero of Socialist Labor"” award and official praise
for his speeches, Kirilenko has caught up with the
other senior leaders—-General Secretary Brezhnev,
President Podgorny, Premier Kosygin, and party sec-
retary Suslov. All except Brezhnev have already
celebrated their 70th birthdays. Brezhnev, whose
honors came early, will be 70 in December.

A review of Kirilenko's collected works in .
Pravda on September 29 is not yet available here,
but the embassy reports that while it reserved di-
rect personal praise only for Brezhnev, Kirilenko
is depicted as a wise, experienced leader in de-
fense, internal party affairs, economics, and for-
eign policy. Earlier reviews of the collected works
of other leaders were also laudatory, and Kirilenko
has apparently received his due.

As Brezhnev's unofficial deputy, Kirilenko
still seems the most likely interim successor in
the event of the General Secretary's sudden death
or incapacitation, and these almost obligatory
honors do serve to draw attention to his favorable
position in the hierarchy.

With his second "Hero" award, he joined a se-
lect group entitled to have a bust erected in his
hometown. Brezhnev's was unveiled with some fan-
fare in May, Podgorny's with less publicity last
month. Kosygin's and Suslov's have not yet ap-
peared. (

October 1, 1976
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Bucharest PCC Meeting Now
Deferred Until November

A Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee
session will now apparently take place in Bucharest
in November or December. Earlier reports had sug-
gested it would be held in late October (Staff NWNotes,
September 23).

A high=-ranking Romanian official in Bucharest
recently told the US ambassador that the PCC would
meet in November "in any case,"” although the dates
were not yet firm. The Soviet political counselor
in Bucharest has confirmed the November date, but
added that the gathering might come as late as De-
cember., He hinted that Brezhnev is likely to tie
an official visit to Romania on either end of the
session. Both sides have reportedly agreed to in-
crease exchange visits of high officials, and a trip
by the Soviet leader has been rumored for several
months.

The main topic, according to the Romanian, will
be a review of strategy before the Belgrade CSCE
follow-on meeting in 1977, The group reportedly will
‘alsc consider earlier Romanian proposals for estab-
lishing "periodic consultative mechanics" at the
foreign ministers level. The Romanian official
stressed that both topics fit in with Bucharest's
desire to emphasize the Warsaw Pact's political
rather than military aspects. He added that he
doubted that the group will discuss basic changes
in the Pact's military structure,

Romania's proposals to establish "periodic con-
sultative mechanics" may be an attempt to sidestep
a reported Soviet proposal for a permanent cocordi-
nating secretariat--presumably with a strong Soviet
secretary-general, Bucharest is not averse to peri-
odic discussions of foreign policy, but has persis-—
tently resisted the formation of supranational bodies
that might seek to dictate Romania's foreign policy.

Oc¢tobaer 1, 1974 4
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The Romanians have complained about Soviet at-
tempts to play down the significance of the Belgrade
.meeting, and will probably welcome the chance to dis-
cuss Buropean security topics. Bucharest and Moscow
| interpret the Helsinki accords differently, but will
probably be more willing than in the past to f£ind
common ground in hopes of preserving the surface
calm that now prevails in bilateral relatiens. i

v

October 1, 1976
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USSR~llungar

The Hungarians are pleased with Moscow's choice
of Boris Sevykin to head the Hungarian section of
the Soviet party Central Cocmmittee, according to a
clandestine source. They believe that Sevykin, who
has served more than four years in Budapest, is more
favorably disposed toward Hungary than was his ‘préde-
*cessor, Leonid Mosin.

Mosin's removal in early August may have been
prompted by the publication in Pravde August 7 of an
article unusually critical of Hungary's controver-—
sial economic reform, The article, which was ua-
doubtedly approved by Mosin's section, expressed
satisfaction with the current situation in Hungary,
but criticized earlier “erroneocus views" and "in-
correct measures” that had "reduced the party's
leading role” in the Hungarian economy.

While the Soviets have in the past been uneasy
about Hungary's economic experimentations, they had
hersetofore refrained from direct criticism in the
press, Budapest probably regarded this action as
a breach of inter-party protocol--especially because
it came long after Hungary had taken steps to re-
assert the party's pre-eminence in the economy.

The source claims that Kadar engineered Mosin's
removal during his meeting with Brezhnev in the
Crimea, but Mosin had, in fact, been transferred to
a less prestigious job outside the apparatus at least
two weeks earlier. R

The Hungarians' anticipation that Sevykin will
be more tolerant than his predecessor could bhe mis-
placed. We have one report that the Soviet embassy
in Budapest has taken a more skeptical wview of Hun-
garian developments than has Moscow. Sevykin was
the number~two man in the embassy and presumably
had a hand in shaping that opinion.

Cctober 1, 1976 6
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The Soviets and the West German Elections

Soviet relations with West Germany are central
to Moscow's policy toward Europe and its policy of
detente. The Federal Republic's size, wealth, and
position in Europe make the matter of who runs the
country a vital Soviet concern. As the West German
election campaign goes into its final days, the So-
viet Union has gone out of its way to demonstrate
that it favors a victory for the ruling Social Dem-
ocrat - Free Democrat (SPD/FDP) cocalition.

The most dramatic Soviet gesture in support
of the Schmidt government was the announcement on
September 19 that Soviet party chief Brezhnev would
visit the West German capital, probably late this
vear. The invitation to Brezhnev had been extended
and accepted in October 1974 during Chancellor
Schmidt's visit to Moscow, but during the following
two years, Soviet relations with the West German
government fluctuated and the visit was repeatedly
postponed.

Soviet concern that the progress made-in their
relations with West Germany in the early 1970s might
be undermined was evident in the period following
the Buropean security conference last year. Among
the targets of Soviet comment was Minister of De-
tense Leber, a conservative Social Democrat, who
has advocated building up the West German military
in the face of growing Soviet strength and has dis-
paraged the force reduction proposals advanced by
the Soviets at the Vienna MBFR talks. The Soviets
were also disturbed by the increasingly critical
attitunde of Foreign Minister Genscher, the leader
of the Free Democrats, who has insisted that the
bilateral legal assistance, cultural exchange, and
scientific-technological cooperation agreements
under negotiation apply to West Rerlin as well.

As preparations for the West German election cam=-
paign guickened last spring, Ambassador Falin openly
admitted that he could barely tolerate the foreign
minister and implied that one advantage of a victory

October 1, 1976 -
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by the Christian (CDU/CSU) parties in the October
elections would be the selection of a new man for
that position.

The May Note

In a statement handed simultaneously to Schmidt
and the world press on May 22, the Soviets said that
"certain quarters” who question West Germany's Ost-
politik cannot be strictly categorized by their po-—
litical labels. In other words, the Soviets recog-
nized that there were "reasonable" politicians in
the Christian parties and that they could work with
a "reasonable" CDU/CSU government. The statement
called those who raised the specter of overwhelming
Soviet military strength agents of the West German
armaments industry and promoters of larger West
German military budgets. The choice for West Ger-
many, the statement concluded, was either peace or
war.

In milder terms, the Soviet note reiterated
Moscow's desire for disarmament, peaceful coexist—
ence, and closer bilateral cooperation with West
Germany. Even though the Soviets implied that they
could work with a CDU/CSU government, they explic-
itly approved the efforts by the ruling coalition
to improve relations. In the Soviet view this
would have been "simply unthinkable"” before 1969
when Christian Democrat-led governments "were un-—
able or, perhaps, not all willing™ to pursue con-
structive cooperation with the USSR. If irrespon-
sible eircles would stop trying to frustrate de-
tente, Moscow promised in the note that it would
be ready to move on to regular political consulta-
tions, probably on the French model; additional
treaties expanding bilateral cooperation—--implying
progress in the three negotiations stalled on the
Berlin clause; and increasgsed exchanges and trade.

The Campaign
Having made its positiocn public, Moscow lay

back. The West German parties were concentrating
on domestic issues, and the Soviets realized that

October i, 19764
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no good purpose would be served if by their actions

. or statements they called attention to the ruling

coalition's somewhat tarnished Ostpolitik. But Mos—
cow was not guiescent. It stepped up the number of
approvals for exit visas for ethnic Germah Soviet
citizens, promoted trade fairs in West Germany- and
West Berlin, and let pass minor incidents on the
transit routes to Berlin. The steps were designed
to be helpful to the ruling coalition, as well as

to demonstrate to the West German voter the practi-
cal benefits of good relations with the USSR.

As the campaign heated up, the Christian par-
ties shifted the emphasis to foreign policy and ac-
cused the Schmidt government of having given much
away for little in return. They promised to re-
assert German interests in a forthright way if
elected in October. The opposition's accusations
were given particular point by a number of inci-
dents on the West German border with East Germany
and East German interference with buses loaded with
young Christian Democrats en route to West Berlin
to demonstrate against the Berlin Wall. At the
same time, the Soviets contributed to the upsurge
of negative publicity on relations with the East by
issuing a sharp protest against plans to allow West
Berlin to participate in the new European parlia=-
ment that would serve the European Community.

Even so, Soviet support for East German sover-
eignty on its' horders and on the transit routes
was fairly low key. The Soviet statement on the
European parliament was a careful defense of exist=-
ing Soviet legal positions rather than the opening
sally of a larger campaign directed against West
Berlin and West Germany. Moscow's caution on the
neuralgic Berlin guestion was also evident in the
delay of six days before any commentary was issued
in support of the East German interference with
travel to West Berlin, the less than authoritative
medium in which it appeared, and the brief time
allotted for further commentary on this subject.

After additional meetings in West Berlin at
which CDU/CSU officials and politicians challenged

Octaober 1, 1976
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the Soviet view of West Berlin's ties with West
Germany, the Soviets fellt compelled to respond.

They issued a series of attacks on the CDU/CSU, in
particular against CSU leader Strauss and CDU Hesse
leader Dregger, whom they called relentless advo-
cates of an anti-communist, anti-Soviet, cold war
line. Conversely, commentary hostile to Genscher
ended. Instead he was elevated to the status of
statesman alongside Schmidt for advecating continued
adherence to Ostpolitik.

Soviet Ambassador Falin held a highly publi-
cized meeting with Genscher on August 26. Although
Falin gave Genscher no sign of Soviet concessions
on the three stalled treaties, backed Bast Germany's
actions during the summer months, and reiterated
standard Soviet positions on Berlin, he sought to
keep the atmosphere of the meeting calm. He urged
the promotion of a “reasonable atmosphere® around
West Berlin, and if Genscher worked for this, he
said, the Soviet Union would be his "best friend."”
Following the meeting it was announced that the
West German and Soviet foreign ministers would
confer in New York in late September. Both sides
conveyed the impression that new developments in
bilateral relations would be discussed.

For the Soviets, the West German elections
were not simply a choice between thes forces of dark-
ness and those of light. Even while they were
speaking and acting in ways helpful to the ruling
coalition, the Soviets continued to criticize the
government and keep open lines of communication to
the opposition. After all, the Soviets, too, could
read poll results. Human nature may also have
played a part. Within days after his fence-mending
talks with Genscher, Ambassador Falin was once
again defaming the foreign minister, for whom he
seems to have a genuine dislike. Of more signifi-
cance, Falin held a cordial meeting with a promi-
nent Christian Democrat politician to register So-
viet uncertainty about the current views of the
ruling coalition and to reiterate Soviet willing-
ness to conduct a "constructive" policy with a
CpU/CSU gevernment.

Dctobey L, 1976
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The resulting uproar from the Social Democrats
forced Falin to apologize and to convey an optimis-
- tic picture of Soviet - West German relations in an
interview appearing in a Bonn newspaper. FPalin
said that the Genscher—Gromyko meeting in New York
would produce a new exchange of ideas, and that he
foresaw no difficulties in reaching agreement on
the three stalled treaties as long as the solutions
were "based on the Quadripartite Agreement.” Differ-
ences over Berlin, he said, should not be exagger-
ated, and the ties between West Berlin and West
Germany could, in fact, be developed, so long as
the ground rules were followed. As additional balm
to the aggrieved Social Democrats, Falin indirectly
criticized those CDU/CSU politicians who persist in
the "hardly constructive" tactic of reopening gues-
tions that have been solved and insisting on solving
insoluble problems in relations with the East.

The Soviet media supported Falin's gestures
with a series of successively sharper attacks on
the CDU/CSU, with party leader Kohl a specific
target in the barrage. One particulaxly sharp com-
mentary referred repeatecdly to the "wild™ attacks,
full of hatred, on the East made by "Strauss and
hig satellite Kohl" and predicted the Christian
parties would be defeated in the elections. Other
commentaries, citing Western press reports that
linked Strauss with payoffs from Lockheed, £latly
charged the CSU leader with corruption.

After the Electiofis

Having made their positicn clear, the Soviets
have reduced their coverage of the elec¢tions to
bland reportage focusing on the benign effect of
the impending Brezhnev visit and tendentious ex-
tracts from statements by leading West German pol-
iticians and from the West German press. The an-
nouncement of the Brezhnev visit listed Schmidt
as the host, conveying Lhe impression that further
progress could be made in bilateral relations after
the elections. The Sovicts probably feel that this
oxercise in atmospherics can do Schmidt no harm,

October 1, L1976
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and if, as they think, he pulls off a narrow victory,
cthey no doubt believe they will be in a good posi-
tion to guide the course of bilateral relations
along more productive lines.

If, contrary to Soviet expectations, the oppo-
sition parties win the day, the initial Soviet reac-
tion would be to back off until cabinet posts are
filled and a government program emerges. The So-
viets would undoubtedly exploit those contacts in
the CDU/CSU they have cultivated over the years.
They could also use the planned Brezhnev visit as
a means to explore the new government's attitudes
toward the East. If the situvation seemed unprom-
ising, the visit could always be postponed. Even
though CSU leader Strauss, who is a likely candi-
date for the Minister of Finance post, is particu-
larly disliked in Moscow, the Soviets would prob-
ably cut off their anti-Strauss propaganda while
they see how he behaves in office. Similarly,
should an incident involving West Berlin or East
Germany take place, the Soviets would react very
cautiously, with a sharp eye on the CDU/CSU re-
sponse. The cardinal rule in Moscow's foreign
policy is readiness to deal with whoever is in
power, regardless of past feuds, if there is even
a shred of hope of gaining some advantage. Soviet-—
German relations have frequently seen this princi-~
ple in practice in the past, and there is no sign
Moscow will deviate from it aAfter the election re-

turns are in. w
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DANTE B. FASCELL.
CHAIRMAN

"~ COMMISSION ON _
SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C., 20515

October 6, 1976

Cui 61975

The Homorable Gerald R. Ford
The President

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

Thank you for your letter of October 2 and your affirmation
of the "deep commitment of the Executive Branch to full cooperation
with the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)."

I am also pleased that you are ready to appoint the Commis-—
sioners from the Departments of State,Commerce and Defense, whose
presence on the Commission will formalize and expedite that coopera-
tion. It has always been my feeling -- and my understanding with
Secretary Kissinger -- that the Executive Branch Commissioners should
participate in the work of the CSCE in accordance with whatever
instructions you set to govern their conduct and role. Understanding
the policy problems raised by the joint nature of the Commission's
membership, I am in general accord with your decision to have the
Executive Branch Commissioners act in an observer's role in assist-
ing the Commission's deliberations, investigations and recommendations.

The Commission also intends to continue the practice it has
already begun of requesting information and documents from the Exec-
utive Branch through the relevant agency or department heads, rather
than through those "interim representatives' of the State, Defense
and Commerce Departments who have taken part in the Commission's work
until now. I am hopeful that use of these channels will provide the
necessary information and documentation to the Commission in a prompt
manner in order that the staff may expeditiously carry out its
tasks.

As you know, Representative Millicent Fenwick of New Jersey
was the chief sponsor of the legislation which established the Com-
mission. In testimony before the Subcommittee on Intermational
Political and Military Affairs, which I chair, she pointed out how
valuable it will be to have one government agency where information
on the aftermath of the Helsinki meeting, compiled by the Executive

/e 56+
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The President
October 6, 1976
Page Two

and Legislative Branches here and abroad, could be pooled and assessed.
"I look upon this joint legislative-executive endeavor to produce

not only a meaningful and accurate record of European compliance or
non-compliance,"” she said, "but also as an example of intergovern-—
mental cooperation in a most important human field."

I share her sentiments fully, and I intend to do all I can
to assure that the Commission conducts itself in a responsible manner,
sensitive both to the problems of Executive-Legislative coordination

* in the area of foreign policy and to the importance of that coordin-

ation in fulfilling the role the law has set for the Commission. I
see no constitutional problem in the Commission's composition or
assignment. I do see a great opportunity, given the will to cooperate
on both sides, for the Commission to assist both branches in carrying
out a common objective: the fulfillment .of an intermational accord

of great significance for the improvement of East-West relationms.

As you yourself said before signing the Final Act, "History
will judge this Conference not by what we say here today, but by what
we do tomorrow =— not by the promises we make but by the promises we
keep." I welcome your commitment to the Commission's inquiry into
those promises and the subsequent record of performance.

Sincerely,

ANTE B. FASCELL i
Chairman

Commission on Security and
Cooperation in Europe
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

.- Washington, D.C. 20520

October 8, 1976
UNCLASSIFIED

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BRENT SCOWCROFT
THE WHITE HOUSE

Subject: CSCE Commission

On October 7 the White House announced the
appointment of three Executive Branch Member-
Observers to the CSCE Commission: Mansfield Sprague
of the Department of Commerce, Monroe Leigh of the
Department of State, and Harry E. Bergold of the
Department of Defense. This action was taken after
we had reached general agreement with Dante Fascell
on the ground rules under which the Executive Branch
Member-Observers would participate in the work of
the Commission. We believe it would be appropriate
for the President to communicate the appointments
to Chairman Fascell in writing.

Unfortunately, in the letter in which he
communicated his agreement to the arrangements for
Executive Branch participation, Chairman Fascell
also characterized the role of the Commission in a
manner which is unacceptable. As Chairman Fascell
apparently sees the work of the Commission, it would
be the Commission rather than the Department of State
which could assume primary responsibility for assuring
that commitments under the Helsinki Final Act are
complied with, and the Commission would become the
principal repository of information on such compliance.
This approach, we believe, is inconsistent with the
President's exclusive responsibility under the Consti-
tution for the conduct of foreign affairs. Moreover,
we believe it important at this initial stage to
indicate explicitly to the Commission that we are
not prepared to accept a Commission role which usurps
this authority. For this reason we believe that when

UNCLASSIFIED
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the President communicates to Fascell the names of the .
Executive Branch appointments, he should also set the 3+

record straight insofar as Commission activities are
concerned.

/ . 4 L]
2. C. Arphiur Borg

Executive Secretary

Attachment:

Draft‘Presidential letter.
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DRAFT PRESIDENTIAL LETTER

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In my letter to you of October 2, 1976, concerning
the Executive Branch Member-Observers of the CSCE Com-
mission, I stated that once it was indicated that the
arrangements specified in the letter were acceptable
to you I would be advising you of the names of the
persons I intended to appoint. As you have indicated
in your letter of October 6 that you are in general |
accord with these arrangements, I am pleased to indi-
cate to you that I have appointed the following persons
as Executive Branch Member-Observers:

The Honorable Mansfield Sprague

Counsellor to the Secretary for Congressional

Affairs, Department of Commerce

The Honorable Monroe Leigh
Legal Adviser of the Department of State

Mr. Harry E. Bergold, Jr.
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Legislative Affairs)

I believe that you are personally acquainted
with all three of these persons and that you will
agree with me that they are admirably qualified to
serve in these important positions. I have directed
them to be prepared to undertake their responsibilities
immediately.

The Honorable

Dante Fascell,

Chairman,

CSCE Commission,
House of Representatives.
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With respect to your letter of October 6, I
regret that I cannot concur fully in youf character-

ization of the role of the CSCE Commission. That
characterization, if implemented, carries the impli-
cation that the CSCE Commission, rather than the
State .Department, would have primary responsibilityv
within the United States Government for assuring
compliance with the Helsinki accords. We do not
believe that such a role for the Commission is con-
sistent with the President's exclusive authority under
the Constitution for the conduct of relations with
foreign governments. I believe that great care must
be.taken to assure that the primary authority and
responsibility of the President under the Constitution
with regard to direct and formal contacts with foreign
governments are not confused or misrepresented.

Sincerelyv yours,

Gerald R. Ford
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Report Edouard Brunner on importance of the CSCE follow-up for
Eastern European countries transformation, (undated) 1976

Entretien avec un diplomate (X.) d’un pays ,orthodoxe” du Pacte de Varsovie qui est
détaché pour quelques semaines a New York pour suivre les travaux de la 31éme
Assemblée générale et qui fut mon collegue a Genéve au cours de la deuxieme
phase de la CSCE

Document reprinted in:
Edouvard Brunner, Lambris dorés et coulisses: Souvenirs d'un diplomate (Paris: Edition
Georg, 2001), pp. 177-180 (Annexe).

Summary:

This 4 page document is a report by the Swiss diplomat Edouard Brunner, a member and later
head of the Swiss CSCE delegations to Helsinki, Geneva, Belgrade and Madrid, who was
assigned to the Swiss observatory mission to UN in New York in the year 1976 to follow the
XXXI. UN General Assembly of 1976. On that occasion he met with an unidentified diplomat
(X.) coming from an “orthodox” Warsaw pact member state, which he knew from the CSCE
negotiations in Geneva. In their encounter X. stressed the importance of the continuation of
the CSCE-process since the Geneva talks not only had spurred (visible) discussions between
the Western and the Eastern camps, but because it had also provoked a confrontation (though
invisible for the West) of the more liberal elements with the dogmatic hardliners in each
Warsaw pact state over the subject of human rights. X. gives full credit to the neutral and non-
aligned states for their dedication to the idea of a follow-up in the Geneva talks. The CSCE
according to X. is the only international forum that would be able to keep up a certain level of
pressure on the socialist states, which was so important for the more liberal elements to
sustain their efforts for human rights in their own societies. Other than pressure of the sort of
the Jackson-Vanik amendment in the United States the CSCE provided a legitimate and
helpful basis for implementation of these ambitions within the Warsaw pact states. Therefore,
X. concluded, it was crucial that the follow-up of the CSCE was secured beyond the Belgrade
meeting and the pressure the Helsinki process exerted with regard to human rights questions
continued.
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Source: Entretien avec un diplomate (X.) d'un pays "ortho-
doxe" du Pacte de Varsovie qui est détaché pour
quelques semaines & New York pour suivre les tra-
vaux de la 3leéme Assemblée générale et qui fut mon
collégue & Genedve au cours de la deuxiéme phase
de la CSCEL.

De par la nature des propos &changés, je voudrais con-

gserver & cet entretien un caractére confidentiel.

Au cours de l'entretien nous avons eu l'occasion d'évo-
quer certaine aspects de la CSCE, les nombreux points d'accro-
chage entre pays occidentaux et d'Europe de 1'Eet, notammeﬁﬁ?
sur: leas problémes de la 32me corbeflle. A cetté'oeﬁasion, é{

me fait les reflexions suivantes:

a) La deuxigme phase de la CSCE a provoqué deux grands débats.
1'un visible 3 Gendve entre Occidentaux et '"orientaux", 1'autre
invisible 3 1'intérieur de chacun des pays du Pacte de Varsovie
oll les tenants d'une ligne plus libérale se sont affrontés &

ceux d'une ligne plus dogmatique avec comme théme la 3éme cor-
beille de la CSCE. X. me dit qu'a son avis, gréce au débat

de Genéve, le débat interne dans chacun des pays du Pacte de
Varsovie a &té provoqué, entretenu et mené 3 son terme. Le

débat de Gendéve a &été en quelque sorte 1'étincelle du débat
intérieur; 3 son avis toutefois et tout bien considéré, le

débat interne a &6té plus important que le débat de CGendve car

i1 a permis 3 certains &léments plus libéraux 3 l'intérieur de ces
différenta pays de marquer quelques points qui se sont exté.
riorisés par l'acceptation par 1'URSS et les autres pays socia-
listes de certains passages de 1'Acte final qui, au départ,

étajent considérés inacceptables par ecux.



b) Les suites de la CSCE sont pour les tenants de cette
ligne libérale extré&mement importantes et beaucoup d'entre

nous ont eu peur, dit X., qu'en raison des efforts francais

et belges & Genéve les suites de la CSCL soient réduites a4
néant. 51 nous les avons aujourd'hui quand méme nous les
devons en grande partie aux pays neutres et non-alignés
d'Europe qui ont €té les seuls & voir avec lucidité 1'impor-
tance de maintenir et de développer ce forum mutilatéral unique
en son genre entre pays 3 systémes politiques et &conomiques

différents.

c) Ces suites sont utiles car ce forum est le seul qui
maintient sur les pays socialistes d'Europe une certaine
pression dans les domaines des droits de 1'homme ce qui pour
les tenants d'une lipgne plus libérale dans les pays socialistes
est extrémement important. C'est 14 un appuil qui leur est
indispensable pour exercer & leur tour une certaine pression

aur les nombreux &léments du parti qui pour des raisons diver-

saes sont partisars de 1'immobilisme.

d) Cette pression-13 ce n'est qu'd la CSCE que l'on peut

la trouver, d 1'ONU en tout cas pas. au contraire, dit X., la
pression & 1'ONU a'exerce souvent en sens inverse et cela parce
que la grande majortté des pays du Tiers-monde ont sur les
problémes des droits de 1l'homme et des libertés fondamentales

4 peu prés les mémes vues que les dirigeants les plus dogma-
tiques des pays socialistes. Il cite comme exemple le fait

que l'année passée les pavs socialistes n'ont pas eu besoin
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de faire le moindre effort pour &touffer dans 1'oeuf la
tentative américaine de présenter une résolution dans le domaine
des prisonniers politiques, les pavs du Tiers-monde s'en eont
chargés. Cette année, une proposition suédoise allant dans le
méme eens et la proposition allemande dans le domaine des otages
connaissent des difficultés analogues provenant des mémes pays.
Ddés lors, X. considére que les travaux des Nations Uniesg surtout
caux de la Trdsiéme Commission constituent un frein 3 la libé-
ralisation des pays de l1'Europe de l'est d'ol 1'importance encore

plus grande pour lui des suites de la CSCE.

e) Un autre avantage des suites de la Conférence de sécu-"*

rité, X. le voit dans ce qu'il appelle 1'Glément de la mesure.

En effet, dit-il, le genre de pression qu'exerce la CSCE et qui
est contenuedans le texte de lielsinki est une pression mesurée,
raisonnable, défendable, car, dit-il, la pire des pression qui
peut Etre exercée sur nos pays est celle du tvpe de 1l'amendement
Jackson qui en réalité atteint les objectifs apnosés 3 ceux
qu'elle poursuit. Au contraire, le type de pression de 1l'Acte
final est d'une nature différente d'abord parce qu'il s'agit
d'un document signé par les plus hautes autorités dans chacun
de nos pays ce qui fait que l'on peut légitimement se référer

A ce texte; sa valeur, dit-il, est de la m&me nature que 1l 'Acte
qui a mis fin aux travaux des partis communistes européens &
Berlin, encore que, dit-il, le texte de illelsinki soit moins

ambigu que celui de Berlin.



£) X. dit que jamais nous ne devinerons en Occlident la

somme de travail qu'a nécessité la mise en oeuvre de 1'Acte
final dans la plupart des pays du Pacte de Varsovie pour modi-
fier, pour harmoniser les lois et les réglements internes avec
les décisions prises d'un commun accord dans la capitale fin-
landaise alorasqque, dit-il, du c8té occidental, il est sr que
dans aucun de nos pays nous avons eu basoin de réviser la
moindre de nos lois et de rajeunir un seul de nos réglements
internes. Du c8té oriental, cela a di se faire dans de nombreux
cas sans compter les décisiong ad hoc qui ont dfl &tre prisag;ﬁ
pour trouver des solutions sui generis dans certaine cqslnoﬁgéﬁ
prévus. Cette pression dit X., doit continuer aprés Bolgrada?
car {1 est important et méme essentiel pour la aécurité et la
paix en Europe que la catégorie de personnes dont les vuas sont
ouvertes et raisonnables soient encouragées dans les pays socia-
iiatcs. De surcroit, d4it X., une amélioration des relations
&conomiques, de la condition de vie dans nos pays, 1l'apport
technologique de 1'Occident sont aussi des éléments importants

qui vont dans la méme direction.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 3, 1976

Dear Mr. Chairman: J&Lv’& 2 é ZLiil

I am transmitting today the first semi-annual report to the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Europe established by Public Law 94-304,

When I signed the Final Act at Helsinki on August 1, 1975, I stated that:

Our peoples will be watching and measuring our
progress. They will ask how these noble sentiments
are being translated into actions that bring about a
more secure and just order in the daily lives of each
of our nations and its citizens,

Since that time our policy toward the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe (CSCE) has continued to be that the test of the Conference
will be the extent to which its provisions are actually implemented. This
concept, advanced by all the Western leaders present at Helsinki, has .
made of the CSCE a key yardstick for measuring the significance of the
development of East-West relations,

The creation of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
and its work, is part of this measuring process. It reflects how seriously
the United States takes the Final Act and how conscientiously we expect’

all the signatory States to approach the task of implementing its provisions.
It is not our purpose to interfere in the domestic affairs of others. We do
expect, however, that all those with whom we pledged our word at Helsinki
will work with us closely to give life and meaning not only to the noble
goals but to the specific practical undertakings in the Final Act.

Livaqr paoy -y pmsp woy dosoioyy

The CSCE has a long history of diplomatic preparation and hard negotiation k‘s
against the background of wider diplomatic efforts. It is part of a broader X
diplomatic process, both bilateral and multilateral., The West, for "e%
instance, stipulated that progress in this larger area was necessary before
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the Conference could even be convened. As a result of these diplomatic >
efforts the Soviet Union and its Allies acknowledged, after a quarter-
century, that the United States and Canada do play an indispensable role
in security and cooperation in Europe. The four powers with responsi-
bilities for Berlin and Germany as a whole concluded the Quadripartite
Agreement on Berlin, and the East agreed to begin negotiations on Mutual
and Balanced Force Reductions in Central Europe (MBFR).

[ 38
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During the CSCE negotiations we worked closely, cooperatively and -
harmoniously with our Allies., We attached the greatest importance to
ensuring that the interests of our friends in Western Europe were
supported and reflected in the results of this Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe. We worked throughout the Conference in the
closest consultation with members of the North Atlantic Alliance and the
European Community, Maintenance of this Allied unity has been a major .
element of our policy since Helsinki and will continue to be a key part of
our approach to the Belgrade follow-up meeting. Largely as a result of
this unity, the West succeeded during the negotiations in obtaining
significant commitments from the Soviet Union and the States of Eastern
Europe on human rights and related matters, including especially the
freer flow of people and ideas. Through the CSCE the West succeeded

in establishing human rights and fundamental freedoms as a basic subject
for legitimate East-West discourse. With these cornmitments in hand,
Western leaders signed the Final Act at the Summit sixteen months ago,
almost three years after the initiation of preparatory talks and more

than two decades after the idea of a conference was first broached.

Since Helsinki our policy has been based on the need for implementation

of the provisions of the Final Act: we have stressed this approach in all
our contacts on CSCE. We have made a series of demarches to the Soviet
Union to convey to the Soviet government the importance which the United
States government and the American people attach to implementation of
the commitments contained in the Final Act, and have sought to_encourage
positive implementation. We have also raised specific CSCE commitments |
with each of the Eastern European governments and have urged that those
states fulfill their Helsinki undertakings. Our Allies and many neutral
European states have also urged Soviet and Eastern European implementa-
tion of specific Final Act provisions, using high-level visits and contacts
to press for progress on CSCE-related bilateral problems.
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Since Helsinki, the United States has also carefully monitored imple- =
mentation activity by all CSCE participant states, and has developed a '
continuing process of exchange and collation of information with our
Allies, We have maintained contact and compared notes with other
Western countries in order to have the broadest possible picture of how
the provisions of the Final Act are being carried out.

We and our Allies are now preparing for the 1977 Belgrade follow-up
meeting that is called for in the Final Act. The Belgrade meeting is, of
course, closely related to the broader effort to improve East-West rela-
tions, of which CSCE is a part. The course of the Belgrade meeting and
the future of the CSCE concept, however, will be determined primarily
by the degree to which the participating States carry out the provisions of
the Final Act.

The Final Act is not a legal document but rather an expression of political
will. Nonetheless, we do not accept the argument of some Eastern states
that implementation can only occur if there are supplementary legal under-
takings. Nor can we accept that behavior contrary to the Act's undertakings
is acceptable, even in the absence of such legal undertakings,

The Final Act has not transformed the behavior of signatory nations over-
night, but it has committed the national leaders who signed it to standards
of behavior which are compatible with Western thoughts about the relation-
ship of people to their governments. With its profoundly Western
orientation, the Final Act reflects the great importance that the West
attaches to human rights and the self determination of peoples. As stated
in greater detail in the accompanying report, the United States rejected in
the negotiations and rejects in principle the concept of hegemony. Rather
than freezing the political face of Europe the Final Act expresses the
determination that Europe should again become a continent of nations free
to choose their own course, both domestically and internationally.

The Helsinki document provides an agenda and a detailed framework

-- accepted at the highest political level by both East and West as well as
by the neutral States of Europe -- for addressing the problems which led

to the division of Europe. In other words, we and our Allies have, with
CSCE, added a dynamic new dimension to our efforts to reduce the barriers
between East and West, a dimension which is based on peaceful contacts
between both governments and peoples in Europe and North America.
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We are generally satisfied with the initial steps taken to implement the
military security or confidence-building measures contained in the Finxi
Act. The East has provided advance notification of several maneuverss®
and has invited observers, although on a somewhat more limited basis
than the Western and neutral States.

There has been some limited improvement in cooperation in the fields

of economics, science, technology and the environment in the last sixteen
months, a development which builds upon a process begun before the
conclusion of CSCE. Nonetheless, this section of the Final Act affords
scope for greater progress,

In the vitally important hurmanitarian and related fields, progress has
been both limited and uneven. Predictably the most difficult areas have
involved human contacts and the freer flow of information, concepts in
the practical implementation of which the Soviet Union and its Eastern
European Allies continue to have ideas very different from the West.
There have been some positive developments in the fields of culture and
education, which again build upon experiences which predate the Helsinki
Summit, It is evident, however, that so far the Soviet and East European
record on human rights issues remains inadequate when measured against
the important undertakings of the Helsinki Final Act. The success of

the Belgrade meeting will depend primarily on constructive Eastern efforts
in the period ahead.

As I pointed out in Helsinki, the signing of the Final Act began a process
directed toward more normal relations between States and people in Europe.
The start has been slow, but a start nevertheless has been made and we
are determined to continue our efforts. The Final Act remains a valid set
of standards which, if pursued steadily, will contribute toward lowering
the barriers between States and people in Europe.
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Thus far there has been some limited progress overall, but we are not
yet content with what has been accomplished. There is much yet to be
done to bring the commitments of Helsinki to life.

The United States intends to continue to work with all the signatories of
the Final Act for its full implementation. We will consult widely in
preparation for Belgrade and move in concert with like-minded states.
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We do not wish to engage in recrimination, but we shall continue to _ =
press for real and steady progress both within the context of CSCE and » -
in our broader relationships with the Soviet Union and the States of ¢
Eastern Europe. We hope and believe that CSCE will prove a practical

and positive step in an historic process. However, as I stated in Helsm}u
and wish now to re-emphasize, the proof remains in the doing.

Sincerely,

e

The Honorable Dante B. Fascell

Chairman

Commission on Security and
Cooperation in Europe

House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515
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SECRET/NODIS/XGDS
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Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State

.I;Ielmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the
‘Department of State

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff {Notetakerﬂm‘[_

s Loul.s de Gu1r1nga.ud, Minister of Forexgn
Affairs
Francms de Laboulaye, Director of
Pohtu:al Affa.lrs

Ha.ns D1etr1ch Genscher, Vice Chancellor
~and Mzmster of Foreign Affairs
Guenther van Well, Assistant Secretary
,..(Director), Political Department 2,
; MI.mstry of Fore1gn Affairs
Dr. Heinz Weber, Ministry of Foreign -
A:Efa.lrs (mterpreter)

; 'Arithany Crosla.nd, Secretary of State for

'~ Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs

Reginald Hibbert, Deputy Under Secretary
.of State, Fore:gn and Commonwealth
fol.ce R -

o

-

_-'-:Wednesday, :Deécember'8, 1976
: '9 07 - 10: 02. p m. (dinner)

‘i?rltl_sh Ambas sador's Residence
. ‘Brussels- . . : .

. Impact of CSCE on the GDR; FRG political
..i-situation; Warsaw Pact diplomatic proposals;
. IYugoslawa. .Spain and Portugal; Italy; CSCE

. réview conference; future of the Quadri-

partite forum
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Croslend: I am {old the other Foreign Ministers dislike chit-chat and there-
fore we should get dowm to serious business at once, and also that Mr, -
Sonnenifeldt is in czarze of the agenda, Is'thdt agreeable?

Kissinger: It's a Iact, whether ox not it's 'agreelablle".- L-_Laughte_;:/

Sonnenfeldt: We have first, questions left over on the GDR Erom the Berlin
discussion earliex/. Second, the Political Directors thought we should discuss
the two Warsaw Pact proposals -= {reezing of alliance memberships and the
nonuse of force. Third, an upda.te on Yugoslavia after the visit of the French
President and your visit, Mr, Secretary of State [Crosiand/. Fourth, Italy,

if you, Mr. Secretary Eﬁssmgej, _W'T.Sh to give an account of your Andreotti
discussions, Cyprus is up for gr‘a‘bis‘. Then Portugal. Then, in the miscellan-
eous category, Belgrade CSCE preparations, Then, anything else, including
the future of this forum among oth?_zfs_',

Impact of CSCE on the GDR . .

Crosland: All right, then, we'll start with your subject, the GDR.

Genscher: I have the 1mpress:.on the. GSCE ha.s a. partlcular impact on the
GDR. 1 think this is emdent s s,

Ve 350

Kissinger: Why should it?

Genscher: Because people in the ‘GDR gét better information than others

because of television from the FRG,: Also, because for them the decision

to leave their country is probably easier than for people in others., Refusal

to let the singer Biermann come back has had a big impact, The fact that

they wouldn't let him back, rather tha.n keep him quiet, is in fact rather extra-
ordinary. Stoph is better mformed "and has better contacts with the Soviet
Union,than Sindermann had.  We think everything is being done now to bring
things under control now in East Germany. In the last month or two, less
shooting has occurred on the border. Until today, when someone set off an
automatic firing device. ' '

Your Ambassadors in We st Germany have probably reported this article in
the SPD paper. There is an article in Vorwaerts that says the GDR should
have greater freedom -- which dld not have the support of the SPD party.
They deny it, and there is no doubt the denial is'true. R

Hibbert: The denial that it has the support of the SPD leadership.
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Kissinge»: Wkick ofmy coueagues has ever heard of this article? I had
not, Louis? '

De Guiringavd: No,

Genscher: By derying the article, of course, he's making it better known.
[Laughter/

I see that reporting from the Embasmes in Bonn i§ as slow as that of our
Embassies in foreign capitals, /T.-aughte__/

FRG Political Situation

Crosland: Can we carry this on a little, but also get into domestic internal
politics in the Federal Republic? What will be the effect of the split between
the CDU and the CSU? Particularly since the right wing of the SPD is led
by someone even more to the right than Milton Friedman,

Kissinger: What brings up the. na.me of Fnedmén" '

Genscher: The Federal Chancellor: has had the: name of Friedman on his
lips for many weeks. /_a.ughte_j

In the short term, itisa relaxation for the coahtmn. At least because the
regime has a few internal problems,‘ such as relations between legislation
.and the financial limitations -~ provzsmns which limit the credit the govern-
ment can take. There is a storm of protest in the country over decisions
that have been taken in the last day. ‘Unfortunately, at the same time they
announced that pensions would not be increased, they announced that allow-
ances for the Bundestag would be increased.. Thls comes from the fact that -
Parliamentary allowances will be. ta_xed

Kissinger: How does this a.ffect'tlie"Sif:lit."

Genscher: Because the CSU and the CDU will now be two different factions
and will lose some chairmanships. : coL

Kis singer: I thought théy" lzi'.greeé:f' éézi}éte' Efdgbetfi'ei' even though they are separate.
Genscher: No, it won't work in all cases. Strauss wants there to be consider-
able freedom of acfion even though they will often vote together. This is a big

change in the political landscape; - - There is no certa.mty that Kohl can make
real his threat to make the CDU active in Bavarla. :
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F Kissingaz: Wioy is thare such a thlféat to make the CDU active in Bavaria?
Genschex: There w25 considerable opposxtxon to Strauss in Kreuth at the
CSU Co=ngress. Strazuss doesn't want any other paity com;ng into Bavaria
before tke next landtag elections, “But if Kohl is to do it, he has to move
before the next landtag elections. . «°

Kissinger: What does Strauss gain from this? If seems to help the GDU
" more, ' . = .

Genscher: Strauss thinks that voters in northern Germany can now be reached
by the CDU that the coalition could not .reach, By establishing a sort of
National Liberal 7’arty .
Kissinger: It would have to be a three party coahtmn -- the CDU, CSU
and the National Liberals. He's tryifig to prevent the CDU from gaining
in the south by saying he won't move into the northern districts., But the
National Liberals would have to get .5%.

Genscher: “They could form a hst jinion w1th the CSU. The three parties
together could then form a majonty

Crosland: This offers no partmular incentive to the FDP to move in any
different dxrectmn than it is domg now, regardmg the coalition with the SPD,

Genscher: In 1969 we would have 'been very hard ‘hit by a party that competed
with us, o (Pt g

We have naturally discussed whether we would be damaged by fﬁis, but we
feel now we wouldn't. ‘We have been discussing the possibility of a coalition
with the CDU in two laendér. ‘Butone of our conditions will be that they
don't support Strauss in the Bundstag., So it can be regarded for the moment
as a release of pressure onus, - '

Crosland: The most important statément made at the European Council was
Chancellor Schmidt's statement that in no case would Germany reflate or
expand in order to help the rest of the Em:opea;?/'économy.
&ty : W

. We have three surplus powers -~ the US,. Japan, and West Germany. In

the U.S. there is some debate about reflation, Japan we don't know, and
poor Mr. Miki has lost the:election and is down the drain! But Mr. Schmidt
was very strong and very clear and I would sayat this dinner very depressing
because he said he would-noj;_{expia.n_d faster,

H
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It was very i—zortzni, coi't you think, Louis? -

De Guiringaud: It was a very important moment in the meeting. And also
his pessimistic views about the world economy., ’

Kissinger: I have heard his views,

Genscher: The mooé of the,Chancellor at The Hague may have been about

decisions that have to be taken in the somal ﬁeld "These are a very heavy

load for the S®». o

Crosland: Why? Because the Federai Republic has still a prospective rate
» of growth 0of 5%, and a prospective rate of inflation lower than any country,

and a good balance of payments, a.nd still'a lot of unemployment,

So what logic is there why the Ger.ma.n populatmn should be subjected to
future mortification by the Federal Chancellor urder these circumstances?
[Taughter/ I mean by the Eedergl_ Government,

' Genscher: The situation is very serious because of the unemployed and
many foreign workers have left. This has been reduced. The financial
basis of the social insurance system is'in a bad state. My party forecast
this would be so back in 1956 when this system was.introduced. This has.
been produced by the influx from the GDR and from foreign workers.
Because of the burden, and for h1stor1ca1 reasons, .there is panic fear
about inflation in Germany and you can't persuade the people in Germany
to think otherwise. This has influenced the pessimistic outlook of the
Federal .Chancellor., - 3 : . ”

Kissinger: Tony, do you thw.nk the Federa.l Repubhc should expand, and the
United States? e o

Crosland: Yes. The attitude of the German people about inflation I under-
stand. The argument about the 11m1t of the budget deficit I‘m skeptical of
because I've always heard it. '

Genscher: If you come to Germany and sa.y the flnanm.al position of Germany
is better, it would be of considerable help, /Laughter/

Crosland: But the Federal Republic like the United States is a rich country.
They have a healthy balance of payments -- whatever bloody Mr, Simon
says. /Laughte] : A ;

..‘]
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e two oroblems. The one real préblem is unemployment, and the
second is the sycholog c.—.l problem -- that the government in fear of infla-
tion is subjecti=g itself to severe monetarlst views.

-.v’/; here axr 1

What is the reasox for the mit_:_mplqmpnt? '

Genscher: It's 2 matter of [over=/ capacity in the construction industry,

and many workers in the construction industry are now having to leave the
industry. Tkere was much 1nvestrnent in the construction industry during
the period of upswiag

De Guiringaud: What is the number of your foreign workers?

Genscher: Two million. It w'a.;s two and a héii million before.

Kissinger: What is the political impact of a million German unemployed
when two million foreign workers are there?

Genscher: The unemploymeént payment is so high that there is not much
incentive to work. They get 80% of their pay. They work '"black' two or
three days. There are certain Jobs tha,t Germans will not take. There are
some streets in a part of Berlin where. only . the na.rne of the street is
German. g

Kissinger: Is France the same?’

De Guiringaud: In France we have the same problem. We have unemployment
‘more than is usual, and at the sg;n_e time moxre than a million foreign workers.,

Kissinger: I didn't realize the unemployment pa.yment was so high. Is it
the same in Britain?

Crosland: The same.

Kissinger: Eighty percént. it

De Laboulaye: In France it's 90% ft;:r: the first jreé.r.

Crosland: ‘We, like France, ha.ve some Who ca.n't be sent back home. Blacks
from the Commonwealth, i ' 5

De Guiringaud: - We have Algerians, Moroccans.
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;/Gensc‘::e-:: We have mor ~\—::»rkeu:'s from countnes than these countr1e5 have
2

under zr—s. ; i
V De Guirizgaud: We i".ave t':Le same a.s;'.G,errnany_. .

Genscher: The big nrob‘em in -l:lns area is the Yugoslavs.- There are
several Yugoslav divisions sta.ndmg on German 5011 LLa.ughter_f It's a
very, very serious problem, The Yugo slav Government regards the
presence of their workers in Germany as a chance for them to get training,
and wants them to come back. They-get 150 Marks per child from the
third child onwzzrés. No one can prove how many children a Turk has!

Kissinger: Even the number of children back home!

»

Van Well: They need only a certificate from their burgermeister.

Y

Kissinger: Why should you pay fof_ g?iildrén’they have back home? i I

Van Well: Social justice! i
Crosland: When the subject of the EEC and Turkey comes up, you should

hear the Dutch -~ who are totally 1rre sponsible because they have no . -
responsibility -~ argue for more freedom of movement of labor from Turkey. . s
At the last meeting, Herr Genscher, to his credit, said there would be no

more Turks in Germany, and he $adid he wasn't Saymg this only for the election but
‘he would say it afterwards. :

Warsaw Pact Diplomatic Propdsais

' Hal, should we go through'the agen‘d.a.?

Sonnenfeldt: We should have a word about these two Warsaw Pact proposals,
We all agree these Warsaw Pact pr0posals are both worthless and unaccept-
able. The only question is the ta.ct:.cs of gettmg thls mes sage back,

De Guiringaud: I would ment:.on the 'dlscussmns of last night between my
President and Marshal Tito /m Belgrade/ :

You know the Yugoslavs usually a‘re very strong for - ‘general disarmament,

Right now they are supporting a general discussion in the UN on disarmament,
Despite this Yugoslav bac‘kg_;-.ound_\,_ last night when we asked Tito about these
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" 2roposzls -- mozuse of forcs, no first use -- Tito discarded it aspure

propagz=da! OI cou=ss, we said we would not go along with these, and
we had zl-eady told this to the Sowets. 'As'fo'r non‘us'e of force, it was
alreacdy in the Charter of the UN, 'and on rio first use, it would deprive us
of all our dissuasive possibilities. -And Tito agreed with all of this! So
it'is different from wkat tnelr off101a.1 p051t10n ha.s always been on the
subject of disarmament, '

Kissinger: Does anyone d;sagree‘?
Crosland: Not zt all, [All aglreeti:/ .

Yugoslavia

De Guiringaud: Such a contradicﬁbiﬁ__ﬁi?tﬁ the genéial attitude of Yugoslavia,

Crosland: I think there is a contradiction on the official level which has
upset the Americans, and at the Nonaligned Conference where they upset
the British on-the Falkland Islands -- such a contradiction between this
and the reality as I've seen 1.t in rny discussions’ w1th Minic, Bijedic and
Dolanc, A ; oy
Kissinger: Oifficial Washington u.ndersta.nds Yugo slam.a must follow an
independent line for its own secumty, ‘which won't always please us. But
we have to shoot one across their‘bow when’ they get too enthusiastic, as
they did on Puerto R'Lco But at thé"éarne time I understand what they're
up to, AL :

De Guiringaud: You see, Henry, 1 agree with yous When there was at the
Colombo Conference a discussion of condemmng us for our attitude on
Djibouti and South Africa, the 'I‘unts:an made a staterment to us and the
Yugoslav made a statement too. They said they had to do something in

the nonaligned movement to preserVe their pos1t1on in the nonaligned move-
ment, “

Kissinger: -At the same time it QGE_sﬂ'.i: h@ii"'t: fo'p'rbté'st once in a while,

Crosland: But we shouldn't, ‘2s Louls says, ta.ke th1s too tragically, They
get very embarrassed when we rause 11: : “

Yugoslavia now is in a-#éf;‘y_‘i_rhpqi-ta_nt position, It'is clear the successors

will be very outspoken men, so from the point of the West it is a good bet,
They've prepared very carefully what they'll do if the Soviets do one, two,
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M that wav., ;

De Guiringaud: They made it clear several times they're determined to
resist the Russiazs, I've never heard Tito say th:.s. This time we heard
him one or two bours. Very strongly, in every part of his speech and
expose, it was clear that they would defend very strongly their independence,
their integrity, 2nd it was supporte_d very strongly by Bijedic and others in
the Collegial Presidency. We had the impression the Collegial Presidency
will resist any Soviet pressure. For how long, we can't say., But whenever
they do anything oa, say, d1sarmament 1t‘s done w1th a very powerful anti-
Soviet inner attitude,

Crosland: I had exactly the same impression -~ of the likelihood of Soviet
military pressures and how they would react, Most likely there wouldn't
be military pressure but stirring ap the Montenegrms, etc. I asked if the
younger generation felt the same way as their grandfathers. Were they
weakened by drugs and Western a.ttltudes'? I was very encouraged by the
answer, which convinced me they were just as determined, and bettexr
trained too,

Does this cover Yugoslavia? Except the EEC and Yugoslavia, When van
der Stoel goes there, he has to make a ringing declaration. '

De Laboulaye: It's been done. Hé.is back.

Sonnenfeldt: I said to the Political Directors that it is important to do as
much as possible before Tito dies, = Gratuitous advice to the EC.

Hibbert: . We are strong o:i'fx*a.'melwoz‘rk but not on content, before Tito dies,

De Laboulaxe- Three of us have des’lgnated m111tary adwsers. The U, S.
has not yet,

Kissinger Because we got into a bloody debate about who would control
them, It would be better to leave tha.s to the next administration, 1'll have
lunch with Vance and will strongly urge hirn to' do it.

De Laboulaye: The point is these rm.l:.ta.ry advisors go over contingency
plans and report to us, and it w111 go no farther without 1nstruct10ns from
us. 7 gy
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ommzHc Pronosals

One s jnc' we toox up befox =& we went to Yugoslavia was whether we should
put into the comcrmau=igque axnything in reply to the two proposals from the
Warsaw Pact.,

Sonnenfeldt: There was some f.eelmg that if.it was done, it would dignify
the proposals too much. But there is a need for a rapid reply.

KISSInger: Then it should be in th'e' communiqiie. Why not?
Somnenfeldt: There could be rgsﬁ_i_aﬂées by M_i_riiéters in press conferences,
_There are some allies who feel we shouldn't be too hasty, some who feel it

dignified it.,” We could instruct our_p_qople.!

Kissinger: If we all agfee it is nonsense, we should say it and get it out of
t he way. 5

Genscher: If we don't, we'll get some dangerous remarks made by our
Presidency -- the Dutch, .

Crosland: Not [the Presidencﬂ_:b‘f‘rﬂATO.

Sonnenfeldt: No, it's the Portuguese ‘now Lul the NAC Pres-:.denc_y_/
Hi:bbert: But the Dutch are the Pre51dent of the Nme.

Genscher: I'm always in favor of strong authority and this is why I look _
forward to the Brltl.sh Presidency, @aughteﬂ

Hibbert: We've been vaguely in favor of m_cludmg language but we were
worried by the apparent difficulties, We're not opposed to language.

Van Well: We were inclined to put it in, _
Crosland: We all seem to agree we want sométhing in.
De Guiringaud: I'd like to be careful about that. ‘Can we get a common

stand of the 15 allies? A very strong stand of the 15 members? If we can
get only a weak answer, it doesn't serve’'a purpose. .
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it's in sad

There ars tv-o problems. One ifs' no first use; that's easy.
And the seco:v'.: s more difficult -~ expansion of the Atlantic Pact, That
raises the questio= of Spain, If the other one is rejected and this one is not
mentioned, it will be aoticed, o ' o '

De Guiringawud:

Kissinger: What is the problem about Spain? They ve Just allowed political
parties and will hzve elections.

Crosland: There is uneasiness about Spain. If this is discussed, there
would be difficulties about language. For example, about the EC: France
would like Spain to come in be:fo:re Portugal; the British would like Poxrtugal
to come in before Spain, :

De Guiringaud: We feel Portugal. 1sn‘t yet at the social and economic level
to be ready to join the Community. But Spain could manage it, We feel
Spain could come in as soon as they have finished.'their political evolution,
which could be the end of 1977, Politically we would put them at the same
level, provided that Spain completes its political evolution.

Crosland: Giscard likes the King of épain but not Mario Soares. Z-Laughte;?
Hibbert: We discussed the possxbﬂlty of answenng that by saymg we believe in
freedom -- freedom at home and freedom to join.

Van W'ell

It's in the last paragraph of CSCE -~ tha.t all member states are
free to join or leave alliances. :

o

Sonnenfeldt: We could say the NATO 'a]li.a_ncé'is"aﬁ alliance entered into
freely by its members and the Soviet proposal isn't relevant. '

Kissinger: The first part should ¥e étrengthened.

Sonnenfeldt: We have to_go‘__into tfief";;'ai-bé'e@izi'es of 'th_e communique.
Genscher: It is formulated very smartly, no :E1rst use. We have to come

to realize that it is attra.ctwe if one ‘stands for the principle of renunciation
of force.

SECRET/NODIS/XGDS




i| Autority LYV VUrva 7|

- i . L JER a 12 -
By % NARA Dage F_ |- -
3=t 50 far we zrs agreed that in the drafting committee, we
to rej2ei both, :

We nzve to reject both. .

De Guiringzud: Boik, or else none: mentloned But in rejection of nonuse
of force, the languzge should be very carefully studied, because we should
be wary of the impdzct oa the Third World. We have already said we cannot
renounce defensive use, defensive first use,

Kissinger: Wko in the Third World specifically? With all respect, who in
the Third World really gives a damn whether NATO renounces first use of
nuclear weapons if it is attacked by the Warsaw Pact? First of all, if we
don't make a strong statement, the Chinese will be uneasy; that's a country
that matters. India is determined to become a third nuclear power anyway.

De Guiringaud: It's the propagandﬁ"éfféct that the Soviets will use.
Kissinger: But against our people',_-’_ not the 'I‘_h;i-r.d'@ofz-_-ld.

De Guiringaud: All the more,

Genscher: This will be a big issue in the 'céirliﬁé‘_ year.

Crosland: Hans-Dietrich,. are you agreemg wﬂ:h Loms that we should be
very careful with the wordmg"

Gens chexr: Yes,

.

Kissinger: You're saying we should reJect it now; you re not agreeing with
Louis. :

Genscher: It should be carefully worded,
De Guiringaud: I'm not against rejecting it, but it should be carefully done,

That's my United Nations ''deformation, ' that is where my Third World
concern comes from, But our own' people. see '

Kissinger: But if we're too. clever' \'ﬁre may coniuse our own penple even
more, It won't be too hard in America to get people thinking that no first
use is the best way to get the Euro"‘peans to build up their forces. I won't

be here, so it's not my problem,
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De Guizitzacd: Ve sZod say the, 'Wes‘t can.not renounce defensive use.

Kissizmgez: Woy =0t say the West cannot renounce., ..
Van Well: ..,,'"211l means."
Kissinger: ..,'2ll means.'  Then you can mention ''in case of attack on

itself,” The= you doa't have to say' "nuclear weapons” or ''defensive'' use,
both words which are \«evy elusnre.

Italy

Crosland: Italy. Henry?

Kissinger: In this small circle, I can say I msh I had something to report,

I can't see why he [Andreotti/ came to, the United States other than to get

his pisture taken. I said to him I see there are two parties in Italy, each

of whom is trying to outmaneuver the other. The Christian Democrats

are always trying to pass reform in-order to outmaneuver the Communists; ...
the Communists are calculating that.the passage of reforms will win them
respectability with the bourgecus:.e. One of them must be wrong, He didn't
have an answer, N i :

Crosland: A very significant thmgis hap_{aehing' in Italy. The PCI is turning
out to be deeply divided. The strains on the PCI are turning out to be far
greater than on the Christian Democrats. I predicted that at Oslo,
Kissinger: I don't exclude that,

Crosland: He /Berlinguer/ had dlfﬁculty at the last meeting in drafting a
communique. The strain on the PCI, on the unity. of the PCI, is extreme,
from this quasi-relationship. If th1s goes on, the Party may split. This
is the most significant development in Italy in the last eight months.

[To de Guiringaud:/ You were in Italy.

De Guiringaud: I was in Pisa for a day, and had a." talk with Andreotti, and
with Forlani. :

Crosland: Forlani was a footballer, he s not stup1d He played for Pesare,
[Laughter/ ) . _ 3
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De Guiri=ga=d: Tke imoression whmh my Pres1dent had from his long
conversaltioz wiiz Andreoti was very much along the line you [Kissinger/
were rezorting. A=drectii felt very confident he could outmaneuver the

Commimists exd that the Communists are under severe strain,

Kissinger: I doa'i exclude it, and I would add that the last time they didn't
have much choice except to govern thi—s way. I have no suggestion,

Crosland: The Andreotti-Forlani group is much more effective than the
Moro-Rumor faction, Craxi is much more effective than his predecessors.

‘He's Secretary Ge=zerzl of the Chr1st1an Democrats. He is a formidable

figure.

De Guiringaud: I've not met him, If the political picture is better than
expected, the economic picture seems to be terrible.

Kissinger: Then the political "pictulxilel will get worse too.

Crosland: The economic picture willbe hard to say. It depends in Italy
as in Britain on how far Mr. Simon insists on austere measures.

Kissinger: Our impression is the es_:_bnorhifc pi_ctizr_g: is not that severe,

Portugal

Crosland: No. That's Italy. Ha.l? o

Sonnenfeldt: That's all on Italy. There is Portugal and the consortium. If
you want to ‘discuss Cyprus.... That gets us down to the CSCE conference
in Belgrade., ' ‘ i

Crosland: In Portugal, Soares is becoming a right wing Social Democrat.
He's becoming very anti-communist, He's endangering himself with his
left wing. Everyone says his television broadcast:the other day was a
masterpiece of articulation and persuasiveness but.-he faces problems
with not the Communists but his own left. :

Sonnenfeldt: We had a question at the Political Directors meeting that aid
should go not only to the Soares Govarnment but to a broader-based govern-
ment, ; :

Crosland: I wouldn't go along with that,
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an Wellt Tha osposizio- there said that in order’ to have a greater success,

there s=ould be 2 b=ozder based government ,
Crosla=é: Cerieizly the 3ritish Government would never go along with
that, To rmz2Xke the'Soares Covernment share power with a coalition would

make things worse.

CSCE Review Confsreace

Kissinger: Maybe we should have 'a ',word about CSCE.

Particularly in view of the domestlc view of the CSCE in America, we shouldn't
slide into a review conference mthout a clear idea of what we want to achieve
in it, I felt we should have a rev'lew of both the pluses and the minuses, and
the Political Directors should rewew it,

Certainly the CSCE con.ference was not well prepared domestically in America,
If we don't have something clear abuut two months beforehand, every pressure
group in America will be beatmg up on the U. S. Government for not having
achieved the liberation of Estonia,

As for the future of this group, I will recommend strongly to Cy Vance that
he continue it, I see no reason why he wouldn't continue it, The next meeting
is in London. He'll probably send word to you before.

Crosland: On your first point, I agree we should examine CSCE probably
before Begrade. We've been doing it in the British Government.

As for the futuré, I hope this continues. I know you will get intensely bored,
Henry, with valedictory speeches, so-I'll be brief. Life will be duller without

you, but more seriously than that, you've brought a spirit of critical intellect~ . .-

uality to this enterprise that has been unique. In: sp1te of the fact you come
late to meetings. [Laughter/; despite the fact you're not briefed when you get
here /Taughter/, despite the fact you didn't know ‘what CMEA is, we'll miss
not having you around, You've had a major impact on diplomacy which has
been an experience for me for, whmh I've been grateful I'm suxe I speak for
my colleagues here, : ‘

All: Hear, hear.

[The meeting ended./ ST g, > : e
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RECORD OF CONVERSATION

with the USA Secretary of State
C. VANCE

February 26, 1977

I met with Secretary of State Vance and asked him to pass on as directed the letter of L.I.
Brezhnev of February 25, 1977 to President Carter.

"Dear Mr. President,

I attentively studied your letter of February 14 of this year. I want to talk in a frank
manner about the impression and the ideas which it provoked here in our country. Asl
understand, you welcome such direct conversation.

The general remarks in favor of peace and curtailment of the arms race which were
contained in the letter, of course, coincide with our own aspirations. We are definitely for
the ultimate liquidation of nuclear weapons and, moreover, for universal and total
disarmament under effective international control,

However, advancement forward toward these elevated goals will not be accelerated, but, on
the contrary, will be slowed down, if we first of all do not value what we already managed
to accomplish in this area over the last few years, and, second, if we abandon a balanced,
realistic approach to determining further concrete steps in favor of introducing proposals
which are known in advance to be unacceptable.

Reviewing the ideas which you expressed from this particular angle, we unfortunately did
not find in many of them a desire for a constructive approach, or readiness to look for
mutually acceptable solutions to the problems which are the subject of exchanges of
opinions between us.

As I already wrote to you, we firmly believe that in the first place it is necessary to

complete the drafting of a new agreement on limitation of strategic of fensive weapons, on
the basis of what was agreed in Vladivostok. The basic parameters of the draft agreement
which were fixed there, as well as additional explanatory statements which were agreed on



during subsequent negotiations, were the result of tremendous work. In many cases it was
necessary to make difficult decisions in order to find mutually acceptable solutions to an
apparently deadlocked situation. And to the extent that this draft agreement has already
been worked out, it is all interconnected -- you can not withdraw one important element
without destroying the whole foundation.

For example, it is enough to recall that -- and you, Mr. President should know this from the
documents from the negotiations -- that the method of counting MIR Ved missiles was
unequivocally conditioned on the achievement of agreement on the whole complex of cruise
missiles. The American side not only agreed to this in principle, but in January of last year
a concrete formula for counting "air-to-ground" cruise missiles within the ceilings for
strategic weapons was practically agreed. All that was left was to agree on concrete
formulas for sea- and land-based cruise missiles. True, the American side later tried to
propose the removal of the issue of sea- and land-based cruise missiles from the main
agreement, but we categorically rejected such an attempt to break from the agreement
achieved earlier,

Now it is proposed to us to withdraw the whole question of cruise missiles from the draft
agreement. How should we understand this return to a stage which we moved beyond long
ago, to the formula which has absolutely no prospect? To agree to this proposal would have
meant that blocking one channel of the strategic arms race we open another channel at the
same time. And does it really matter to people the type of missile by which they will

perish -- a cruise or a non-cruise one? Nor are there grounds to believe that it will be easier
to solve the question on cruise missiles later, when the sides start to deploy them, than now,
while they are still being developed. The experience convincingly shows the opposite is
true.

The aspiration to maintain artificial urgency about the issue of the Soviet intermediate
bomber called "Backfire" in the USA, (which is still the case as we understand from your
letter) is in no way consistent with the draft agreement. Let there be no doubts in this
respect: we firmly reject such an approach as being inconsistent with the aims and subject
of the negotiations and having only one goal -- to deliberately put the conclusion of an
agreement altogether in doubt.

Perhaps the United States has less of an interest in this agreement than the Soviet Union?
We do not believe so, and if someone has a different opinion -- it is a serious mistake.

In connection with the question you raised about the possibility of a significant reduction
of the levels of strategic forces, which were agreed on in Vladivostok, I would like to
remind you that we also did and do stand for stopping the arms race, including a reduction
of strategic forces. This can be proved by the agreement achieved in Viadivostok, which
implies for the USSR a unilateral reduction of strategic delivery vehicles. This, not only in
words but also in fact, actually is a striving for arms reduction.

We are in favor of the results which were achieved in Vladivostok being consolidated in an
agreement without further delays, and we want to move further ahead. As already
mentioned, we are ready to start negotiations on next steps, including the question of
possible future reductions, right after the current agreement is concluded.

Yet, we want to make it clear: any steps of this kind must first of all completely satisfy the
principle of equality and equal security of the sides. It seems to us, Mr. President, that
nobody can argue with our right to pose the question this way.

How does the idea of a dramatic reduction in the nuclear-missile forces of the USA and the




USSR look in this light? In your letter it is put forward in-isolation from all other aspects
of the present situation. In the meantime, it is evident that in this case the following
factors would have immeasurably grown in importance and to the unilateral advantage of
the USA: the difference in geographic positions of the sides, the presence of American
nuclear forward based systems and the aircraft on aircraft carriers near the territory of the
USSR, the fact that the U.S. NATO allies possess nuclear weapons and other circumstances,
which cannot but be taken into consideration.

The fact that it is impossible to ignore all these facts while considering the question of
reduction of nuclear-missile forces of the USSR and the USA is so obvious that we can not
but ask a.question: what is the real purpose of putting forward such proposals, which may
be superficially attractive to uninformed people, but in fact are directed at gaining
unilateral advantages. You yourself justly pointed out that attempts of one side to gain
advantage over the other can produce only negative results.

The same one-sidedness reveals itself in proposals on banning all mobile missiles ( i.e.
including intermediate-range missiles, which have nothing to do with the subject of Soviet-
American negotiation), limits on throw-weight, and on-site inspection.

You of course know better the reasons why all these questions are put in such an
unconstructive manner. We want to conduct the conversation in a business-like manner
from the very beginning, to search for mutually acceptable -- I stress, mutually acceptable
agreements. The Soviet Union will continue to firmly protect its interests; at the same time
a constructive and realistic approach of the American side will always find on our side
understanding and readiness to achieve an agreement. We hope to see exactly this kind of a
responsible approach when Secretary of State Yance comes to Moscow.

This refers to the problem of strategic weapons limitation as well as to other questions
connected with stopping the arms race. We definitely expect the American side to support
our proposals, including the proposal to ban creation of new kinds and systems of weapons
of mass destruction, to ban chemical weapons, and to conclude a world treaty on non-use of
force. Our proposals on this and some other questions, including that of the Indian Ocean,
were presented many times and concretely, in particular, in the United Nations. Keeping in
mind the intérests of international security and strengthening of peace, we could also
discuss questions raised in your letter, such as: warning of missile launch tests, reduction of
the sale and supply of conventional weapons to "third world" countries, and others.

We give much importance to the agreement on reduction of armed forces and weapons in
Central Europe without prejudice to the security of any of the sides.

Yet a one-sided approach is evident in your letter and as far as negotiations in Vienna are
concerned. This is the only way to treat, for example, the statements that the American side
views its positions in regard to the Vienna negotiations with the air of some kind of
"concern with excessive increase" of military power in East Europe. Not only is an objective
evaluation of the real situation missing here, but also the constructive proposals, which
were put forward by the USSR and other countries-participants in the negotiations and
directed at achieving progress at the Vienna negotiations, are completely ignored. We are
ready now and in the future for a search for solutions and outcomes, a search which does
not imply that someone will receive unilateral advantages. But if we are expected to
unilaterally reduce our defensive capabilities and thus put ourselves and our allies into an
unequal position, such expectations will lead nowhere.

It is impossible to agree with the evaluation of the situation relating to fulfillment of the
Four-power agreement which is given in the letter, The USSR never encroached and does



not encroach now on the special status of Western Berlin, and the appeal for support in
lifting tension in that region is directed to the wrong address. The fact that complications
still arisc there is connected with the completely definite policy carried out by the FRG
with the connivance of three western states, and is which is practically directed at
dissolving the Four-powers treaty and its cornerstone resolution -- that West Berlin does not
belong to the FRG and cannot be governed by it. But the attempts to break this resolution
are a very slippery path leading to aggravation of the situation. We believe that the Four-
power treaty should be strictly and faultlessly observed by all interested sides, and we will
in every way strive to avoid returning to the period when Western Berlin was a constant
source of dangerous friction and conflicts.

Without going into details, I will to say that your letter does not indicate any changes in the
USA approach to such questions as settlement in the Near East or improvement in the
sphere of trade-economic relations between our countries, which could bear witness to an
intention to move to their successful settlement,

And finally. In the letter the question of so called "human rights" is raised again. Our
qualification of the essence of this matter and of the behavior of American Administration
in this respect has just been reported through our Ambassador. This is our principle
position. We have no intention to enforce our customs on your country or other countries,
but we will not allow interference in our internal affairs, no matter what kind of pseudo-
humane slogans are used for the purpose. We will firmly react to any attempts of this kind.

And how should we treat such a situation, when the President of the USA sends a letter to
the General Secretary of the CC CPSU and at the same time starts the correspondence with
a renegade, who proclaimed himself to be an enemy of the Soviet State and who stands
against normal, good relations between the USSR and the USA? We would not like our
patience to be tested while dealing with any matters of foreign policy, including the
questions of Soviet-American relations. The Soviet Union must not be dealt with like that,

These are the thoughts, Mr.President, which my colleagues and | had in connection with
your letter. I did not choose smooth phrases, though they might have been more pleasant.
The things we talk about are too serious to leave space for any kind of ambiguity or
reticence.

My letter is a product of sincere concern about the present and future of our relations, and
it is this main idea that I want with all directness and trust to bring to you.

1 hope that with an understanding of the elevated responsibility which is placed on the
leadership of our two countries we will be able to provide the forward development of
Soviet-American relations along the way of peace, in the interests of our and all other
people.
With respect,

L. Brezhnev

February 25, 1977"

Vance read the text of the letter attentively twice and then, after a pause, said the
following.

"Personally I welcome such direct, plain-speaking language of the General Secretary. Qur
President still approaches certain international problems too lightly. For example, I told
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him several times, referring to the conversation with you (the Soviet Ambassador) and to
the history of negotiations on the whole, that the Soviet government gives very much
importance to solving of the question on cruise missiles. He doesn’t pay much attention, in
his striving to conclude an agreement without long negotiations on remaining contentious
questions, thinking that these questions can be put off for "later". I told him that it is not
so, but... (Vance raised his hands to indicate that he had not yet managed to persuade the
President that he was right).

I hope that the direct letter from L.I. Brezhnev, Vance went on, will make the President
look at the situation in a somewhat different way.

I, of course, do not fully agree with what is written in the letter, but I hope that it is this
kind of letter that the President neceds to receive now". (...)

The Ambassador of the USSR in the USA (signature)

/A. Dobrynin/
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BCTpeTHHCH c roccexpemapem BsHCOM B IONpOCHIJ €I'0 NepelaTrh
00 HasHA4YeHmMp muckho J.[. bpemHesa oT 23 “espand 1977 roma
npesunedty Kaprepy.

"YreaxaeMuit rocnommy IIpesumeHT,

A BHAMATEJNBHO O3HAKOMWICS C BammM nuceMoir or I4 TeBpand cC.T.
X0Uy HAQUUCTOTY IOT'OBOPUTE O TOM BOEYATJIEHNW M MHCIAX, KOTODHE OHO
BH3BaJIO ¥ Hac. Kax moHummaw, BH 3a Takoit mpsmoii pasroBop.

Comepmamnecs B IACEME BHCKA3HBAHUA OCUWEr0 XapakTepa B IOAB3Y
MHEpa R CBEPTHBAHNA I'OHKA BOOPYZEHUil, KOHEUHO e, CO3BYYHH HamuMm
COOCTBEHHEM yCTpEeMIeHZAM., MH OIpeleseHHO 32 TO, YTOOH BECTH IEJO
K J¥KBATAUAN B KOHEYHOM HTOI'€ ANEPHOIO Opy:xmA #, dojee TOro, KO
BCeoOUWEMy X LOJHOMY PA30DYAXEHHNI ION 3DIEeKTUBHEM MEZIYE2pPOITHEM
KOHTDPOJIEM.

OmHaxo OpOXBUXEHHE Blepel K STUM BHCOKUM LEJIAM' HEKAX 4e
ycKopurcs, a, Hao6OpOT, SATPYEHHTCA, €CaA MH, BO-IEpPBHX, He OyIeu
IOPORUTE TEM, 4TO yRe YIANOCh CHEJATh ha 3TOM NYyTZ 3a LHOCJIEeIHuUE
TOIH, @, BO-BTODHX, OyIeM HOOMIEHATEH B3BEWEHHHI, peanmcTndeckuit
IOIXON K OIpEeneNyIeHNn IANBHE:IIMX KOHKPETHHX WAaroB BHIBUIEHWEM
32BeIOMO HelpreMIeMHX IpeaNOReHUH. '

PaccmarpuBasg BHCK23aHHHE BaxM COOCpaEHHA WMMEHHO ION 3TUM
yIJIOM 3PEeHNd, MH, K CORAJNEHUN, EE YBANEJA BO MHOTZX M3 HUX CTDeli~
JIEHUS K KOHCTPYKTHBHOMY OOIXOLY, I'OTOBHOCTZA K IONMCKaM B3amMOIDA-
eMIeMHX pemeHmil mpodseM, KOTOpHe ARIAVTCA NPeAMeTOM Hamero o6MeHa
MEEHUAMA .

;




Kax g yxe mican BaM, MH TBepmo ACXOOM M3 TOr0, UTO B Iep-
By OoYeneah HEOOXOIHMO 38BELNHUTH: BHPAGOTKY HOBOI'O COIVIAWSHISL IO
OT'PAHNYEHNX CTPATEIHYECKAX HACTYIATENBHHX BOODYAEHHIl Ha TOfl
OCHOBe, O HOTODOil CHJIO IOT'OBODEHO BO Br2muBocTOKe. Eemp 32 nK-
CUDOBAHHHE TaM OCHOBHHE IIapaMeTpH 3TOTO COIVIEeHMS, Kak M TOIOJ-
EUTEJBHHE, KOEXDETHN3UDYOUMe UX MOJOREHNH, KOTOpHE OHIY COIIaco-
BaHH B XOIe MOOCJIENylIUX NepPeroBOPOB, ABWIUCH PE3YABTATOM OI'DONi—
HOI'O TpyZa. B pAme cIy4YaeB NOTPECOBAJIOCH IPAHATHE OTHOIB HE JEeI-
RUX pemeHnit id HaXOXTeHHd B3aUMOIpPHEMIEMHX BHXOIOB X3, XA3a70Ch
G6H, TYOMKOBHX curyammit. 4 B Toif Mepe, B Karoil 3TO coryameHne yse
BHpaGoTaHO, B HEM BCE B3aNMOCBA3AHO - U3 HEI'O HeJb3d S3BATH
K2KO#~-TO BaxHHil JIEMEHT, He paspylilB BCD OCHOEY.

JocTaToOyHO HaNOOMHWTE, Hampumep, - a Eam, r-H [Ipe3sHmeHT, 3TO
MOJZHO GHTH N3BECTHO U3 JOKYMEHTOB HeperOBOpOB, - 2r0 HOPKIOK

. mormcueTta pakxeT ¢ PI'Y GHiI YeTKO OGYyCJIORIEH TOCTHXEENEM NOIOBODEH-

" HOCTH MO BCEMy KOMIUIEKCY KDPHISZTEX DEKeT. AMEpnKaHCKas CTOpOHa He
TOJBKO COIVIACIIACH C STAM B IPUEIMIE, HO B AHBape MNpouwIoro rora
OHIa IpaKTAYeCKM COIVIACOBAHA W KOHKPETHAA TOpMyJa ydeTa XDEJIaTHX
paxeT "BO3IyX-3emIA" B yPOBHAX CTpaTETHYECKHX BOOpy®ReHuii. Ocra-
BAJIOCEH COIVIACOBATE KOHKDETHHE FODMYJH, Kacanimecs KDPEJIATHX DaKeT
MOPCKOI'0 U" H23EMHOT'O 0a3upoBaHms. ilpaBma, [DO3Xe anepMKaHCHad
CTOpOHA INONHTaNachk CHIO IPeIVIORATE BHHECTY BONPOC O KpHUI2THX
paxeTax MOPCKOI'O M Ha3eMHOI'O0 (a3’upOBaHUSa 3a pPaMKA OCHOBHOI'O
COIVIameHNnd, HO MH KaTeI'OPHWYEeCKM OTBeJH TakKyl MNONHTKY OTOHTH OT
paHee IOCTUI'HYTO# NOTOBODEHHOCTH.
_ Tenepr %€ HaMm OpemaraeTCsa BHHECTH 3a DaMKA COIVIaleHNS
" BooGile BeCh BOIPOC O KPHEJATHX DAKeTaX. XaK MH JOJLZHH NOEAMATH
3TOT BO3BpaT K IABHO IPOINEHHOMY 3Taly, K COBELUEHHO GeclIepcCleK-
TIBHON IOCTaHOBKE Bompoca? COINACUTECA C STHM OpeIIOxeHAeM O3Ha-
9aJ0 GH, 9TO, NEepeKpHBad OIME KaHaJ TOHKM CTPETeIWYecCKHX BOODY-
KeHuil, MH TYT Xe OTKpHBaeM IpyTroil xanan. A Kaxad, COOCTBEHHO,
JIONAM pa3HUlla, OT KakOoii pakeTH OHM IOTUCHYT — OT KDEUIATOH! ZIM
6ecKpHIOi? HeT HUKAKMX OCHOBAHRMII m IIA TOr0O, 9YTOOH IyMaTh, 4TO
peluTsh BOIPOC O KPHJIATHX paKerax OyIeT Jerde IOTOM, KOIIa CTODOHH
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OpUCTYOAT X WX Da3sBepTHBAHND, €CHM MEH He cIeyaeM 3Toro ceifgac,
IOKa OHM HaXOLATCA eme B CTaIUN Da3DpAaCoTkh. OnuT yGeImTeaBbHO
TOBOPAT 06 OCDATHOM.

Hakax He COOTBETCTBYET JOTOBODEHHOCTH IPOLOIRSMUEECS CTpeM—
JeHe, Kak BATHO M3 Pamero mmcEMa, MCKYCCTBEHHO COXPaHATE BOOpPOC

\ocwﬂwmcmmmgwmm@wmmtmmmﬁamﬂmwmm'

‘"Bsxﬁaﬁep". IycTs He GYLET Ha 3TOT CUYET HUKAXNX COiiHeHnii: Mu

PEUMTENBHO OTXIOHAEM TAKO#l IOIXON KAaX HE COOTBETCTBYOLMII LessaM

¥ NpemMeTy NeperoBOPOB I Oreclefyoupii TOABKO ONHO - 32BEIONO
OCJIORHATH, & TO M BOOGWLE MOCTABUTH OO COMHEHHE 3aKIOYEHHEe COTIIa—~
WeHNT.

A pazpe CoemuHEeHHHe LTaTH MEHBUE 3AUHTEDECOB2HH B 3TOM COIVIa~
meznn, yeM ComeTckmit Cows? LiH TaK HE CWATaeM, N €CIM KTO-TO IYMaeT
BHade, TO 3TO — Cephe3HOe 3aCiyANEeHne.

" B cBA3U C MOCTAHOBKOt Banm BOIIpoca_O .BOSMOZHOCTRE CyuecCTBEeH—

Jﬁﬁoro COKDAIIEHAA COTJIACOBAHHEX BO BraguBoCTOKe .JyDOBHE ¢cTpaTeru-

' 9UECKHX ‘CUI YMECTHO _HaIOMHATE, 9YTO MH CO CBOE# CTOPOHH BHCTYNAJH
I BHCTYIOAEeM 34 OpeKpauleHHe I'OHKA BOOPY:eHH#t, B TOM WnQiIe 4 3a
COKpaleHne cTpaTeruyYecKux cmi. 06 3TOM CBHIETENABCTEYyeT IOT'OBOPEH-
HOCTH, NOCTUTHyTad BO BIamuBOCTOKe, KoTopad o3HauaeT mi1a CCCP
OIHOCTOPOHHEE COKpalleHHe CTPATEeIrMYeCKHX HocuTeaeil. STO 4 €CTh Ee
Ha CJI0OBaX, a Ha JeJe CTpeMIeHAe K COKpalleHHMHn BOODPyXeHMil.

MH 3a TO, 4YTOGH pE3yABTaTH, KOTODHE GWiIA JOCTATHYTH BO
BrammBocTOKe, 3aKpemUTh B COIVIAWlEHUM (€3 IaJbHEiuX 3aTaIeK N
IBUraThCA HaJblie Blepel. Kax OWIO y:ze YRIOBIEHO, MH I'OTOBH
cpasy Ee NOCIe 3aKI0YeHNd YKA3aHHOT'O COIVIANEHUA MNDACTYIMTE K
IIeperoBopaM O NOCIeIyx umX marax, B TOM wWieie COCYINTE U BOIPOC
O BO3MOXHHX B JajbHeillleM COKpaueHndx.

, OmHaKo IONMRHA GHTH [OJHAS ACHOCTE: nmdme Taxue Wary IOJRHH
V' CYyRyT TmpexNe BCEro X B IONHON Mepe OTBeanB IPUHINOY DPaBeHCTEA X
OIMHAKOBO desomacrocTa CTOPOH. IyMaercsa, I-H HpeanneHT HAKTO
He MOEET OCIHapHBAaTh IPaBOMEPHOCTH TaKOil NOCTAHOBKA BOIpOCA.
Kax B 3TOM CBeTe BHIVIZOAT HAIEA DE3KOI'0 COKDPAWEHNA pakeTHO-

L 7| amepusx cmn CCCP m GIA? B Bamem ImchMe OHa BHIBAT2€TCA B OTPHBEE
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OT BCeX IDYTHX aCMeKTOB.CYWECTEyLUel! CHTYaImu. i eiIy TeM Ode-
BIIHO, YTO B STOM CJyYae HEM3MEDHIMO BO3DOCHO OH 3HaUEHHE — IpUdYeM

. K omHocTopoHEe# Brroze g ClA - Taxmx QaKTOPOB, XAK DA3HUIA B

Teorpagude cKoM ONIO:REHUA CTODOH, HEJNWAE anMepUKAHCKAX ANeDHEHX
CDeZICTB IepeloBOro daBHPOBaHHH A ABMAHOCHOI ABMaIUn BOIU3H Tep-
pumopnn CCCP, najnuue ANEDHOI'O OpyXUA Y COI3HEKOB "ClIA mo HATO

I IPyTHX OGCTOATENBCTB, KOTODHE HEJNB3 COPACHBATE CO CHeTa.

it

\

HeBO3MO:RHOCTE HIHODHPOBATE BCE 3TH (JAKTODPK IDH PacCMOTLE-
HIM BOIPOCA O COKpaLieHNE paKeTHO-AmepHHEX cmil CCCP m ClIA HacTomsko
OuYeBHUIHa, 9TO ¥y Hac IeilCTBUTENBHO HEe MOXeT He BO3HHKATH BOmpoca,
B YeM 3e 3aKI0YaeTCd MCTUHHAA UEeJb BHIBMNEHNAA IONOGHHEX NDpEeII0-
ReHNif - BHeWwHe, MORET COHTH, N ODURICKATENEBHHX IUIA HeCBeIylHX
mopeft, a Ha Lejie HalpaRTeHHHX HA IOJYYeHUE OIHOCTODPOHHNX IpenNy-
mecTB. BH Xe caMu CIpaBeLI4BO OTiied9aeTe, YTO IONUTKH JOGHBATECA
B [eperoBOpax IOpeuMyllecTBa OIHOX CTOPOHH HAL IDYToii CIOCOGHH
IaTh JANE OCpaTHHII De3yJbTaT.

Taraa ze OIHOGOKOCTE OPOCATPMBAETCA B NPEIJIORKEHHAX OTEOCU-
TENBHO 3alpelleHnd BCexX MOCHJIBHEX pakeT (cTajo OHTH, W paKeT
CDeNEETO pAmNyca IEilCTENA, KOTODHE HUKAKOTO OTHOWEHUS K OpemIeTy
COBETCKO-aMEDHKAHCKUX IePEeTOBODOB HE MMEKNT), OrpaHmueHnii Ha
3afpacCHBaeMHil BeCc, WHCHEKIMiI Ha MecTax.

BaM, KOHe4YHO, BUIHEe, 4YeM OOBACHAETCH TO, YTO BCE 3TH
BONIPOCH HNOCTABNEHH B CTOJNH HEKOHCTDYKTWBHOM IUIGHE. .l CO CBOeil
.CTOPOHH 3a TO, YTOGH C CaMOTO Hadana BeCTH PasroBop NO-IEJOEOMY,
NCKATE B3aWMONDUEMIEMHE - [IOTYEDKUEBAKN, H3amMOIpreMiIeMHe IOTOEO-
peEHOCTH. CBOY RMHTEpPECH BO BcexX Bompocax ComeTcrmit Coms OyzeT n
BlpeIb OTCTAHB2THh TBEPHO,; HiECTEe C Tell peaJncTHyeckuil, KOHCTOYK-
TUBHEI NOLXOX aMepHKaHCKOM CTODOHH Bcerpja HaiileT y Hac NOHUM2Hue
X DTOTOBHOCTH IOIOBAPMBATECA. [/MEHHO TaKoil B3BEWEHHHH NOMXOR iH
HameeMcda YBAIETH, KOr'Za B LIOCKBY OpmemeT roccekperapsh EsHC.

JTO OTHOCATCA KaK K Ipo0jeMe OTpaHUYEeHUA CTDATEIHYeCKAX
BoOpy=®eHnit, Tak I K IpyruM BOIPOCAM, KACARUMMCA IPEeKpaleHNA I'OHKH

‘BoOpyzeHmif. M ONpENEeNEHHO DACCUATHBAEH, UTO AMEeDUKAHCKAd CTODPOHA

IOIIe AT Hallll COOTBETCTBYKUME NPEIIOECHHA, B TOM WICIEe O 3aOpe-




NN CO3NaHNA HOBHX BHTOB U CHCTEM OPYZUA MACCOBOIO VHUUTORSHUS,
O 3ampemeHu XUMIIEeCKOI'O OpYRUA, - OTHOCHTEJBHO 32KIOYEHHS BCEMAD-
HOT'O IOTr'0BOpA O HEIODUMEHERNN CHJH. Haun IpeIIOXeHXS N0 3TUM U
PAIy IPYyIWX BOIPOCOB, BKINYAA BOIPOC OO0 (IHIMICKOM OKeaHe, HeOIHO-
KDaTHO U KOHKDETHO H3JAarajnchk, B 9acTHOCTH, B OO0H. Ik uoram OH
OGCYIUTP X Taxue 3aTparmBaeMHe B BameM INCEME BOUNDOCH, Kak yBe-

' DOMJIEHNA O0 HCHHTATEJBHHX IyCXaX paKeT, COKpauleHZ#e OpomIas N
IIOCT2BOK OGHYHOI'O OpyZES CTpaHaM "TpeThkero mmpa", B IpYyrmEe, DyXo-
BOLCTBYyACh IOPA 3TOM HHTEpecaM MeXIyHALOIHOH 6e30macHOCTH A
YIOPOYeHUA Mupa.

' N mpumaeM BazHOe 3HAaYeHNe IOTOBOPEHHOCTA O COKDALieHUH
BOODY#EHHHX cuI U BoopyxeHui#t B leHTpansroil EBpome ¢es yuepda
1A 6e30IDaCHOCTH KaKoil-iu0o U3 CTODOH.

OnHaxo B Bamewm OHCEME M B OTHOWEHUI NEPETOBOPOB B EEHE ACHO
BUATSH_ONHOCTOPOHHA NMOMXOX. TONBKO Tak MOXHO DacIeHUTE, HaTpHMED,
CJOBaA O TOM, 4YTO amepm%éncxaﬂ CTODOHA DpaccMATDHUBAET CEOU IO2NIMU
B CBA3A ¢ BEHCKIMA [IEpErOBOpaMH B CBETE KaKoi-TO "03a00YEHHOCTH
9Ype3MepHHM yBeJanueHHMeM" BOEHHO MouW B BocTouHoit EBpome.: Smeck
HE TOJBKO OTCYTCTEyeT OGBEKTHBHAA ONEHKA IeiCTBHTENBHOTO NOJIO—-
REHUS Beueil, HO U IIOJHOCTEI UTHOPUDYNTCHA KOHCTDYKTABHEHE IIDeJIo-
zernsg CCCP, InpyruxX COIMANNCTAYECKUX CTPaH — YYACTHHL [IEePEerOBOpOB,
HalpaBNeHHHe Ha IJOCTWKEHNe IMpOrpecca Ha BeHCKHX IeperoBopax.

i TOTOBH ¥ BIpPEns K OOHCKAM DA3BAZO0K M pelleHnii, ImONCRal, He

IO pasymMe BanImMM OOMY9eEnsd KeM-J160 OLHOCTODPOHHUX IpPeUMyLeCTB.

Ho ecun OT Hac XOTAT, YTOOH MH B ONHOCTOPOHHEM NODPATNKE COXpATIVII
CBON OCOPOEHNTENBHHE BO3MOXHOCTA ¥ TEM CAMEM IOCTABILIA celd R
CBOIX COW3HHKOB B HEDaBHOE OONOXEHWEe, TO W3 3TOI'0 HAUEro e
IOJyIUTCA.

. HuKax Hesb3s COIVIACHTBCHA € TOfl OHMEHKOil MOJNO:ieHMA JeJ C BLIOM-
HeHmeM YeTHDEeXCTODPOHHEI'O COIVIAEHHa, KOTOpas NAETCS B IUCEHLE.
CCCP He mocATasN B HE NOCAT2ET HA OCOGHH CTATYC SamamsHoro BewtnHa,
A OpUSHB CONEMCTBOBATH CHATHUN HANDTXEHHOCTA B 3TOM paiioHe Hampas-
JIEH Hé B TOT ampec. 10, UTO TaM BCE &€ BO3HUKANT OCJOXRHEHAA,
CBASAHO C BHOJHE ONpPele]eHHOMN Jmunelt 3PI', KOTOpasd OPOBOIMTCA
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Opi NONyCTATENBCTBE TpeX 3alamHHX TepxaB ﬁlﬁanwnqecmm Hamp2RiIeHa
Ha pasniBaHre YeTHDEeXCTOPOHHEI'O COTVIAlleEAf, €r0 KpaeyIoJBHOTO
OOJIO:XEHNS O TOM, YUTO cCamamHui PepmH He OpmHamitexnT OPC n He
1MOXET YODPaRIATHCA €. A OONHTKN HapyWleHNd OTOI'0 NOJOXEHMd - OUYEeHE
CKOJB3KAN OyTh, BeIyuMil K OCOCTDEHH OCCTAHOBKH. nH WCXOIMM U3
TOT0, 9TOOH YeTHDEXCTODOHHEE COIVIAUEHNE CTPOTO0 ! HEYKOCHHTEJIBHO
BHIIOJHANOCH BCEMA 3aMHTEDECOBAHHEMA CTODOHAMH, GYIEM BCEMeDHO
CTPEMATECHA K TOMy, 9YTOOH He OWIO BO3BpaTa K HNEPUOLY, KOrIa 3anan-
HEil DepIuH CIYRWI NOCTOAHHEM HCTOYHMKOM ONACHEX TDEHHfI X KOH(*-
JIAKTOB. -
. He yraydnsdck ceivac B JerTanan, CKRaxy, 4TO Bame IMCEHMO OTHOIE
He yKas3HBAeT Ha KaKne-TO U3MeHeHMA # B momxone CUA K TaxmMm BOIpPO-
caM, KaK yperyJuMpoBaHHe Ha DiIAsHeM BocTOKe WM ACHpamBieHne IOJNO-
HZEeHUA B OONACTH TOPrOBO-5KOHOMUYECKUX OTHOUWEHNII MEXIY Hauuvm
CTpaHaMM, KOTOpHE CBUIETEJNBCTBOBAJIN CH O HAMEDPEHMH IeiCTRITENBHO
IBATATHCA K UX YCHNEWHOMYy pa3pelleHnw.
: i mocnensee. B mMACEME BHOBP HONHAMAETCHA TAK HAIHBAGMHIL
[ Bonpoc "o Npapax deloBexa". Hamla KBAINOMKAIMA CYLECTBA 3TOTO
BOLPOGA X NOBEJEHNA aMEepUKAHCKOH aIMMHNCTDAIMA B 3TOi CBASH GHia
TOJNBKO 4YTO COOOieHA Yepes3 Hamero mocja. JTO - Hala OPUHIMIMAIBHAA
OO3UIMA. [N He HaMepeHH HAaBA3HBATH Bauweill CTpadHe WIN IDPyTMM CTpa-
HaM CBOM I[OPSIKM, HO W He IONYyCTUM BMEWATEeNBCTB2 B Hawd BHYTDEH-
HHWe reJsa, OON KAKUMIA OH ICeBNOIYMAHHHMA JO3YHIaM#A 3TO HU Iperonx-
| HOCIJIOCKH. [i OyHmeM pelldTeNBHO DearnpoBaTh Ha JIOCHE HONHTKM TaKOT'O
ey e Nl ;
— W xax Boodule MH NOJ=HH DaCLeHNBATE TaKOe MOJOXeHMe, KOorma
opesnpmeHT CUA mampaBngeT nociaHng I'eHepanbHOMY cekpeTaph Lt KIICC
Z B TO Xe BpeMd BCTyIaeT B NEpPEINCKy C OTWENeHIeM, KOTOpPHIt
00BABUT celd BparoM COBETCKOI'O I'OCYZapcTBa U BHCTYOAET IPOTUB
HODMAJIBHHX, Xopoumx OTHoumenui Mexmy CCCP m (A7 i He XoTeam OH,
YTOGH JCIHTHBAJIOCH Halle TepleHne B BeIEHHN JNCEX IeJ MeXTyHapoI-
HOf NOJMTHUKA, B TOM WICJIEe X B BOOPOCAX COBETCKO-aMeDEKSHCKAX
oTHomexnii. Tax BecT: mesa ¢ CoBerckuM CON3OM HENB3A.
TaxoBH MHCIM, I'-H [Ipe3nIeHT, KOTODHE BO3HAKIM Yy MEHA M MONX
KOJIer B CBA3M C BaumM mmchMOM. {1 He NMOZOHMpas OKPYIVIHX 730pMyJmpo-
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7.

BOK, XOTH, OHTH MOXET, ORX X GHIA OH npusTHE® . Peur mmer 0 Bemax
CJOUIKOM CEePBRE3HHX, YTOGH OCTARIATE MECTO LIA KAKAX-TO I By CMHCIEH~
HOCTeit WId HeIOT'OBOPEHHOCTH.
| ioe ImMCEMO OPOIMKTOBAHO HCKDEHEEil 3a60Tou O CerogHAmHEeM U

3aBTpalHEM IHE HAWAX OTHOWEHWH, X EMEEHO 5Ty IJIABHYRW MHCIB £ XOUy
CO Bceil OpAMOTO# B IOBEepUTENBHOCTRD ITOBECTH IO Bac.

fl RaIench, 9TO ¢ OOHMMAHRMEM TOif BHCOKOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH,
ROTOpas JERAT Ha DYKOBOACTBE HamWX OBYX CTpaH, MH CMOXEM ofec-
IeTMTH DOCTYIATEeJIBHOE Das3BUTHE COBETCKO-aMEeDUK3HCKAX OTHOWEeHMit
0O OyTd MApa, B HHTEpecax HammX B BCeX IpyraxX HapomoB.

C yBazeHHmeM,

J. Bpexnes

25 Gespans 1977 ropma"

B3HC IBaZIN BHAMATEJNBHO IepeddTal TEKCT IHMCEMA, a 3aTeM
IIocje HeROTOPOT'O pasIyMEA CKasal clenyxiee.

"JIAYHO A OpMBETCTEYD NONOCHHH OpaMoil, (€3 OCHEAKOB A3HK
TernepansEOro cexperaps. Ham mpe3mueHT BCe eule CJMMKOM JerKo IOom-
XOIAT K HEeKOTOPHM MEXNYHADOIHEM npodsnemam. fI, Rampumep, HECKOIBKO
pa3 I'OBOPRJI €My, CCHJIAACh W Ha pasrosop ¢ Bamm (commocuoM), # Ha
BCD IOpPeIHIyIy® ACTOPAN HeperoBOpoB, YTO COBETCKOE IpPABUTENECTEBO
OpATaeT OYeHd GONENOe 3HAUEHWE peMeHmp BOOpOCa O KDHIATHX DAKeTaX.
O# arToMy 0Co00 Ee BAMMAET B CBOEM CTDPEMIECHNM IDOCHCTDEee 3aKINIATH
coryiamesne 6e3 IMTEJNBHHX NEeperOBOPOB OO OCTARIMMCH CHOODHEM
BOOpocaM, IyMag, 9T0 3TH BOOPOCH MOXHO OTJIOXHMTE "Ha moToM".
fl eMy roeopmia, UTO 3TO He TaK, HO... (BoHC pasBen pykamm B 3HaK
TOI'0, UTO €My IOKa He yIaloch yOeIuThs OpesmieHTa B cBoelt mpamore).

Hamemncsk, wro mpamoe muciMo JI.J. Bpesrema, mpomoszan BaHc,
3aCTaBAT NOPe3MAEHTa HECKONBKO HO-MHOMY B3IVIAKEYTE Ha BelM.

fl, ROHEeURO, HEe BO BCEM COTVIACEH C TeM, UTO H3JOKEHO B
maceMe, EO HaZench, 9WTO EMEHEO Taxkoe IACEMO BARHO CeifYac HOJyvHTE

TpesHieHTy" . b ‘ 'J

[IOCOI CCCP B CiilA

/A AL TL T/
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Source: Diplomatic Archive; Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Opis 29p.;
arhivna edinitsa [archival unit] 186; pp. 40-43
Format: Orignal; Type: Instruction; Language: Russian; Document Date: March 2, 1977

Clarifying the position of the USSR and guidelines for the resumption of
preparatory work for the Belgrade [CSCE] conference

The work on clarifying our fundamental position on questions of realization of the Final
Act of the Pan-European Summit and preparation for the meeting in Belgrade should
continue actively. In that respect, it is necessary to be guided by the speech of L.I.
Brezhnev from the October 1976 Plenum of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union delivered on the solemn meeting in Tule on 18 January 1977,
and also by the Declaration of the Warsaw Pact members on 6 November 1976.

I. As the main, central concept, one ought to single the opening remarks of Comrade
Brezhnev, which contained the assessment on the decision of the Pan-European Summit
as a long-term program for countries’ activities, directed towards strengthening peace,
security and cooperation in Europe. One should emphasize that the transformation of this
program in reality is not a one-time achievement, but a long and an uninterrupted process.
Some of the instances of this program have been realized, others are in the process of
transformation, some are just being worked out. The implementation of the Final Act
depends mainly on the level of disarmament and on the status of the political relations
among countries.

Concerning the intensifying propaganda campaigns on the part of some western countries
against socialist countries as we near the Belgrade meeting, it is to be stressed that
activities of the kind, accompanied with attempts to promote deliberately distorted
representations of the positions and the actual content of the Helsinki accord, are found to
be in clear breach with the letter and intent of the accord; we decisively reject all attempts
for meddling with our internal affairs. Socialist countries are not looking for
confrontation in Belgrade; they stand for positive results at the end of the meeting, and
for a favorable atmosphere at the meeting — an atmosphere of cooperation and a release
of tension.

2. The main focus in sight now should be that among participants at the Belgrade meeting
a common political concept for the carrying out the meeting consolidates strongly,
mainly a concept of mutual understanding with the intent that the meeting should bear a
constructive nature, should be addressed above all to the future, should not turn into a
“bureau for complaints,” and should serve the goals of continued disarmament.

At the meeting, there could be no speeches on “reporting” [otchetnosti] or
“accountability” [podotchetnosti] on the part of the participating countries concerning the
realization of the positions of the Final Act.

3. Representatives of western countries nowadays more and more often raise various
organizational questions, related to the meeting in Belgrade: in what order it should be
carried out, how long it could last, should any committees be created in the course of the
meeting, in what form it should be led as a whole, and so on.

In relation to that, it should be emphasized during discussions that questions of this kind
are tangential in terms of the main political concept of the Belgrade meeting.



Following mainly from this notion of the Belgrade meeting, the organizational-
procedural aspects of the conference course are being thought through in Moscow. In
particular, we consider that the meeting should not be unjustifiably drawn out. As it is
known, the Final Act stipulates that at the preliminary meeting the duration of the main
meeting should be established - not only its opening date, but its closing date as well.

4. The Belgrade meeting is not a second Pan-European Summit, but a conference with a
consultative character. The meeting does not have, and cannot have the authority to make
decisions that alter or “retouch” the Final Act, signed by the highest political leaders of
the participating countries.

It is obvious that, at the meeting, some practical agreements on matters, in principle
already decided in the Final Act, could be finalized; for example, the planned duration of
the meeting of experts on issues of peaceful mediation of disputes; coordinated
recommendations on such concrete questions should be reported by the participants at the
meeting to their respective governments.

We have considered the consultative character of the meeting in determining our level of
participation in it. Our delegation will be lead on the level of members of the Collegium
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs [Kolegii MID].

5. In the course of the discussion the question may arise whether the Soviet side considers
bringing up to the attention of the participants at the Belgrade meeting the decision of the
Final Act for no-first-use of nuclear weapons - popular among members of the Warsaw
Pact. In answer to that question, consider that in our perspective, this important proposal
needs special discussion. As such, the proposition itself represents a major peacekeeping
initiative on the part of the Soviet countries, and stands on the agenda for international
cooperation, as being in the spirit of disarmament. In this context, it undoubtedly
concerns all participants in the forthcoming meeting in Belgrade.

6. It is to be noted, that the Belgrade meeting may facilitate the formation of an
agreement among countries participating in the Pan-European Summit concerning the
role and place of the suggested by the Soviet Union “congresses” on environmental
preservation, transportation, and energy in the broader sense of country-to-country
economic cooperation in Europe on the basis of the Final Act. Those questions fascinate
many countries, and relate immediately to the lives of millions of people. Obviously,
accomplishing this proposal, the results of its further examination on the 32™ session of
the European Economic Commission of the UN (in April 1977) will be considered. At
the same time, it is to be noted that the “congresses” are considered individual
international forums that necessitate the participation of experts with specialized
knowledge for their preparation and for carrying them out. The final decision on these
congresses should be made on the governmental level.

7. Following the meeting in Belgrade, the Final Act stipulates the execution of another
meeting of the same kind for the continuation of the work at the Pan-European level. In
the event that the given situation raises questions that concern the duration, the character,
and the frequency of such meetings, consider that the respective practical decisions
would in considerable degree depend on the note on which the Belgrade conference as
whole ends.
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MEMOPRANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 1671
CONFIDEMNTIAL March 23, 1977
MEMORANDUM FOR: LANDON BUTLER
FROM: ROBERT HUNTER ‘:
SUBJECT: Meeting Between the President

and George Meany

1, George Meany met with Secretary of State Vance on March 18, At
Tab ] is a2 memorandum of conversation,

Based on that meeting, Meany may raise thmre issues with the President:
-=- visas for Communist 'trade union' officials;
== US~Soviet maritime problems; and
-~ U,S. membership in the ILO.,

2. Visas. Most important is the visa problem, The President has

stated publicly that, in preparations for the Belgrade Review Conference

of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), we should
change our visa laws, Current provisions will definitely be a target of
Soviet attack at the Belgrade Conference (preparations for which take place
in June, with the full conference in the fall),

In comments on a later memo (involving Italy), the President said we
should move quickly on ways to change visa practices, but in a context
far broader than Italy itself.

3. In response to early expressions of the President's concerns, we have
asked State to proposc possible changes in the law. A draft response is at
Tab II. (Note: This has not yet been cleared with Secretary Vance or the
Justice Department.) Secretary Vance is reportedly leaning towards either
option three or four (explained below).

4, The position of the AFL/CIO (with the exception of some unions) is that
Communist trade unions are not real unions, and that their leaders should

be denied visas. This is established U. S, policy, In fact, we did not

include the right of travel for trade union officials in the Final Act of the

CSCE (Helsinki), nor in our cultural exchange agrecement with the Soviet Union,

CONFEIDENTEA T
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5, The problem lies in any possible change to our visa policies or laws
--i.e., how can we get AFL/CIO support for (or abstention from) any
changes, unless Communist trade union officials are st‘ll banned? But

if we continue the ban, how do we gain credit at CSCE for making changes?
Note Meany's comment (aloug with strong feelings on this issue) that "the
U.S. wouid try to show that it was '100% pure' on Helsinki, 'If that's the
decision, ' he said, 'we can live with it.,'"

6. State is leaning to a position that would not entail attempting Lo repeal
any legislation, Rather, it would support either:

-- a Presidential statement that we would have a more liberal
waiver policy, but not for Communist trade union officials; or

-~ following this practice, but without a Presidential statement.

Either position would cause little (if any) problem for Meanv.

7. However, in view of the President’s stated interest (public and private)
in moving on the visa guaestion before Belgrade, he may want to go farther,
and adopt either Option #1 or #2 of the State draft -- which would entail
legiglation. He may also want to make a clean sweep -~ i.e., not leave

in specific language still denying visas to the trade union officials. (We
also do not share State's pessimism about the difficulty of getting any
change through Congress, provided the President took the lead; there is

a good deal of evidence supporting our view).

8. Therefore, it is our advice here that the President seek to preserve
bis options.

Suggested talking points:

-- The President shares Meany's views about Communist "trade
union'' officials =~ that calling them that is a sham. U,S. policy has been
to deny them visas.

-- He is also concerned about the CSCE Review Conference, however.
As par: of his broader human rights policy -- which includes supporting
many objectives also supported by the AFL/CIO -~ it is important that the
U.S. not be '"culpable' at Belgrade. One important issue sure to be brought
up by the Russians is our visa policy.

CONFIDENTIAL (GDS)
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~= The A: '+~ atration is reviewing our non~immigrant visa
et g, and ¢ -1 together recommendations, As he reviews
recomm:.. adakiaee". .. President will be acutely sensitive to Labor's
concerns, 2..".! " 'l . 'nsult closely with Meany and others on specific

- IR b S

ey

SR LR ‘et talking points are at Tab III,

a - s &
‘v’ "' . - . . The question is on the Russians living up to an

% LTS /" u. .:e fraction of US-Soviet bilataral trade that should be
‘¢3 -2 21 in U,.S, ships. The Adminisl -ation agrees with the AFL/CIO
position that the Russians should be h:ld to the agreement, and they have
been so informed.

Talking point:

-- The President agrees that the maritime agreement with the
Soviet Union should be lived up to -~ to ensure that U,S. ships get their
share of bilateral US-Soviet trade.

Ve i Meany is unhappy about a misrepresentaticn of his position oa
Jtaer 7 (where the U,S. gave notice of withdrawal, to try forcing some
reforms, particularly concerning Communist bloc involvement), This
has now been straightened out.

Talking point:

~= The President is concerned that the ILO better reflect the true
needs and aspirations of working men and women around the world, and
<'+ ,»nei!’ re to the concerns of the AFL/CIO,

CTOTTIDENIIAL (GDS)
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45'\‘) April 13, 1977
0

MEMORANDUM FOR: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI
FROM: GREGORY F. TREVERTONM
SUBJECT: PRC Meeting on Europe,

April 14, 1977, 3:00 p.m.

The PRM-9 response, as we have suggested,is long and loose, and now
much of it is overtaken by Summit preparations. It is worth no more
than a quick scan, This memorandum sets out four issues that should
be discussed, with indications of where we might try to come out at the
end of the meeting, (We understand that one of these -- CSCE -- may
not be on the State Department agenda, but it is important to raise at
least briefly, State also may suggest a brief discussion of how we con-
sult with allies -- what is the relative utility of Summits and special

meetings as. opposed to attempts to work through existing organizations,
like NATO.)

Eastern Europe

The need is simply to frame a coherent policy where one has not existed,

Here the PRM response is not bad. It at least sets out four alternative
approaches: '

(1) Bias toward Eastern European states that act with some
independence of Moscow (presumably, Romania, Yugoslavia, Poland);

(2) Bias toward those that are somewhat liberal internally (e, g.,
Hungary, but not Romania);

‘kieuqy] 40314e0-Adoo-

(3) Bias toward those that are either relatively independent or
liberal (all of the above):

!
; (4) Efforts to expand U.S. contacts across the board to the "minimum
: floor'" now existing only with Poland, Romania and Yugoslavia,

GONFIDENTEAL (GDS) : SunE s
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Those approaches provide a basis for discussion, The need is to begin
examining the implications of the alternative approaches, and relating’
them to issues clearly visible on the horizon (for instance, Eastern debt,
human rights).

European Communism

The PRM suggests a two-level approach similar to the thrust most people
seem to agree on: we will deal with European governments as they are,
but those governments if ""dominated'' by Communist Parties may find it
difficult to deal with us, hence the burden is on them to prove their
commitment to Western institutions,

The meeting should make sure that everyone knows what our policy is.

The flap over State's press briefing last week suggests how important it

is that everyone understand the subtleties. And the policy seems much
clearer in the case of Italy than other countries, If -- as we feel proper --
the U,S. should be more cautious in its dealings with the French Communists
than with the Italians (or Spanish), what does that imply for guidance to

our embassy and to what we say and do here?

CSCE

We have raised CSCE issues in other memos to you, The situation is that
preparations for Belgrade, within the government and within NATO, are
well in train, There was a NATO decision last December, The approach
is not bad, but neither is it imaginative, And we may be putting too many
of our CSCE eggs in the Belgrade basket, rather than in bilateral contacts,
Principals need at least to be apprised of that, They may well decide that
the current approach is not so bad, and the costs of deflecting it so high,--.
that the train should be permitted to run.

NATO Summit

The basic question for the meeting is what we want to get out of the NATO
Summit, Our current thinking emphasizes reassuring the Allies of our
commitment to NATO and NATO strategy, combined with a limited set of
initiatives. The most important of those is a push for a defense improve-
ment program (based in large part on Komer's report to Secretary Brown,
on which we will submit a memorandum tomorrow), That is important,
but it has not been examined critically. It is heavily weighted toward
conventional defense against the blitz krieg. Is that, in fact, our policy?

. But there are two other issues worth discussing at the meeting:

GONTIDENTIAL (GDS)
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-- The defense review aside, other proposed initiatives for the
NATO meeting are becoming very thin gruel: a proposal for a high-level
planning staff, at NATO headquarters, to perform studies of major political
issues for NAC and member governments; a cautious (so as not to
demoralize Luns and the NATO staif) call for revamping NATO programming
machinery as a prerequisite for implementing any defense improvement
program; and the suggestion of a study, perhaps done by the new high-level
planning group, of the current state of East-West relations, The issue is:
are these really recommendations worthy of a Presidential initiative? Should
they be detached from the bureaucratic aspects (yes), or elevated into more
of a Harmel report? (Probably not.)

-- As important is the issue of balance between reassurance and new
initiatives, The Komer report is a comprehensive plan, entirely conventional
in character, likely to smell in toto to the Allies as a half-change in strategy,
and sure to put considerable pressure on the French, We must be careful
lest our initiatives swamp our initial purpose of reassuring.

CONFIBENTIAE (GDS)




= =

Apppxeﬂ.&m&ﬂaasgzm 13-9

14 April 1977

REVIEW OF SOVIET INTERNAL AFFAIRS

February-March 1977

Domestic Politics

}

l

We believe February may have been the political low
point of the winter for General Secretary Brezhnev. There
is evidence suggesting that he had beem under pressure for
some months--probably from Suslov,, Mazurov and others--be-
cause of economic difficulties and serious food shortages.
At the same time, Soviet participation im CSCE and the Con=-
ference of European Communist Parties--two international
conferences that Brezhnev had pushed through and exploited
to burnish his image at home--began to boomerang badly over
the winter. The CSCE Final Act, signed by Brezhnev, had made
the USSR vulnerable to charges of violating its commitments
to improved human contacts and freedom of movement. Soviet
agreement to disagree with certain East and West European
parties at the Berlin conference last .June contributed to -
the erosion of international communist discipline, which in
turn fed dissent in Eastern Europe and resulted in even
more pronounced independence on the part of the West European
parties.

February brought no relief from these problems 'and, in
fact, added to them two more foreign policy disappointments.
Despite small Soviet gestures since last fall to convey to
the new Chinese leadership a willingness to improve state-
to—-state relatlons, by February it was evident that no

Thie review 18 based on analysis and research work com-
pleted by CIA's Directorate of Intelligence through April
1, 1977. Questions relating to any part of the review and
suggestions for maktng 1t more useful may be directed to
Robert Gates, Soviet and East European Affhzrs, Center for
Poltcy Support | | : :
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improvement in Sino-Soviet ‘relations is presently in the cards.
More importantly, by late February, Soviet hopes for quickly
restoring the bloom to US-Soviet relations and obtaining a
quick SALT agreement probably had begun to fade in the face

of the new Administration's human rights policy and indications
of seriously divergent approaches to strategic arms limitations.

In recent weeks, Brezhnev has helped to cover his embar-
rassment over foreign policy setbacks and domestic problems
by taking the lead in voicing what we believe to be unanimous
leadership hostility toward the new US policy on human rights,
Through this expedient, and perhaps by trimming his sails on
certain contentious policies, Brezhnev seems again to have re-
established himself in the front .rank of the leadership con-
sensus--at least for the time being.

The one significant change in the leadership during the '1
past two months would seem to bear out Brezhmnev's continued
political strength. On March 16, Central Committee Secretary’
for bloec relations Konstantin Katushev was appointed Deputy
Premier and Soviet representative to CEMA, While on the sur-
face this might seem to represent an important promotion for
Katushev, in fact we expect him to lose his position on the
Secretariat, and thus his participation in the leadership col-
lective and higher rank than deputy premiers. (Dual positions
in the Secretariat and government are highly unusual: since
1945, only Stalin, Khrushchev, Ponomarenko, Shelepin, Brezhnev,
Malenkov and Shepilov have held such positions simultaneously--)
the latter two respectively for only a week and for six months.
Defense Minister Ustinov's position is unclear, but we know that
most of his Secretariat functions have been taken over by
Ryabov--see following item,) USA Institute Director Arbatov
remarked to ‘Ambassador Toon on March 17 that if precedent is
followed, Katushev probably would relinquish his Secretariat
position at the next Central Committee plenum. .
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Just as Brezhnev seems to be coming on strong again, we
have been puzzled by the extended absences from public.view of
two of his purported critics--Suslov and Mazurov. Mazurov
underwent surgery in mid-February and has mot been seen 'since,.
Suslov, age 74, in early April made his first public appearance
gince mid-~December. It is certainly possible that he too has
been 1i11l. B -

In sum, we believe Brezhnev had a hard winter politically
but, by the time of Secretary Vance's visit, had exercised his
considerable skills to emerge with his influence and power at
least temporarily intact, We have no information yet as to the
effect on Kremlin politics of the Secretary's visit and the new
US SALT proposals. We would speculate that Brezhnev's colleagues
approved of his handling of the visit and that; for the short.
term, this too will help kéep him at the forefromnt of the leader-
ship consensus. It remains to be seen, however, how many times
he can lower his sights on arms negotiations and Soviet-US re-

. lations without eroding his ability over a longer period to
achieve a consensus for forward movement in these fields.

Meanwhile, Kosygin's surgery and long absence last fall,
Mazurov's hospitalization, the extended absences of Suslov and
Pelshe, Kirilenko's apparently sudden hospitalization the
night before Brezhnev met with Secretary Vance, and Brezhnev's
own pallor at the end of the Secretary's visit underscore the
toll age is taking on the leadership and the actuarial limits
to the continued grip on power of the present cast of characters.
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Economic Affairs

Food Shortages: Unusually serious food shortages, mainly
of meat and vegetables, continue in many rural areas and cities
of the USSR. The overall food situation is difficult to assess
from the fragmentary evidence available, but shortages stemming
in part from the disastrous 1975 harvest apparently have eased
substantially only in major cities. Although overall supplies
of staple foods are generally adequate, especially in large
cities, free market prices are higher.

The shortages have caused some -unrest and even work stop-
pages. While the situation does .not represent a threat to the
regime, as noted above it has exposed Brezhmev to c¢riticism in
the Politburo. In fact, the General Secretary noted im late
March the '"special importance" of ensuring an uninterrupted
supply of quality food. :

Because of a lag effect, meat supplies at the retail
level will not turn upward until ;late spring even if output
from government controlled packing plants increases sharply in
March and April. Moreover, a reasonable volume of fresh vege-
tables will not appear in the northern industrial cities before
July at the earliest. This outlook for food supplies raises
the prospect of more civil discontent over current conditions.

Meanwhile, as of late March crop prospects remain favorable
for the 1977 Soviet winter grain. So far, winterkill losses are
expected to be less than normal with the most significant damage
occurring in parts of the non-black soil zone and the North
Caucasus. Winter losses normally average about 16 percent. Win-
ter grains were sown in the fall of 1976 over 38.5 million hec-
tares, the largest area since 1968 and one million hectares
greater than the previous year. S0il moisture reserve in both
the winter and spring grain regions have continued to be ex~-
cellent. :

Industrial Performance in January~February: Soviet in-
dustrial production during the first two months of 1977 con-
tinued to. grow at a sluggish rate, only slightly faster than
the 3~1/2 percent posted in 1976~-the slowest growth year since
World War I1. The results of industry's attempt to rebound have
been dismal so far, except in the processed food and machinery
branches. Despite the increased production of important food
products, meat productiom during the first two months dropped

-
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below the depressed output for the comparable period in 1976,
This is attributable primarily to Soviet attempts to rebuild
livestock herds 'to pre-1975 levels. As this process is taking
longer than expected, meat production may not being to recover
until much later this year.

Military Affairs

Ryabov Replaced Ustinov on Party Secretariat: As noted
above, =L“="""'—__L[ery Ryabov
has taken over Defense Minister Ustinov's duties as party ° p5X1)
secretary .overseeing the defense 'industry. Promoted to the P5X1)
Central Committee Secretariat last Oct hov has heen oc—

cupying Ustinov's office space there,

Changes in Soviet Military Service Law: The USSR has
adopted two important amendments to the 1967 Law on Universal
Military Obligation. The first exempts officers in the ranks
of general of the. army, marshal of branch of service, and
admiral of the fleet from the 1967 law's age limit of 60 and
permits them to serve indefinitely, The amendment also permits
extensions of active duty for lesser officers up to ten years past
the retirement age. The amendment legalizes the existing situa-
tion in which many Soviet generals have been retained on active
duty past the ‘legal retirement age. '

The second amendment lengthens the term of service for
draftees with higher education. Male university graduates who
do not obtain commissions through the military departments in
many civilian universities will have their period of service
extended from one year to 18 or 24 months depending on the

- branch of service. The Soviets' decision to lengthen the ser--

vice of this category of conscript suggests that there are more
such men than we would have thought. . The extension may be in-
tended to reduce the incentive for Soviet university students

ot e
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The Soviet View of the
Dissident Problem Since Helsinki

Central Intelligenre Agrney *
Precineate of burelligonce

May 1977

Overview

When the Soviets signed the CSCE accords in August 1975, they took a
calculated risk that their acceptance of Basket [l would not create serious
internul dirfficulties for them. Sinee Helsinki, however, severul developments
have heightencd the concern of Soviet authorities ubout dissent within their
sucivly. )

¢ The human rights provisions of Basket Hl became a rallying point
for Soviet dissidents with u wide range of views and converns, thus
raising the specter fur the first time in many years of a unilled
“opposition.”

® Unrest in Fastern Europe grew, particularly in Poland, East
Germany, and Ceechoslovakia, increesing chronic Soviet fears of u
spillover into the Soviet Union itselfl,

e The Eurocommunists, including the onve docile French
Communist Porly, becunie much mare outspoken In their criticism
of Soviel repression.

® The new US administration’s human rights campaign angered
Soviet authorities, who Ifear being put in the dock this summer al
the Belgrade review conference. and hearfened Soviet dissidents,
who were tempararily emholdened o more vigorous and open
protests,

@ Since the bad harvest of 1975, lood shortages have existed in

muany places in the Soviet [laion. Widespread grumbling and
isoloted  instances  of achive  protest have  incrcused  Soviet
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upprehension that economic discontent on 4. mass level might
provide the small group of intellectual dissidents with a popular
base. The I'ew instunces of violenve muy have alsu made Soviet
authorities fearful thet a “Treer movement of ideus and people™
could [ntroduce into Soviel socicty new and more threatening
forms of protest, such us terrorism, and could leml to & general
eroston of discipline,

Objectively. Soviet dissent does not appear to pose a scrious threat to
the Sovict system. Bul Sovicl authorities are extremely security minded, and
they evidently perveive u greater danger than exists in faet, In recent months
the Soviels have approached issues of idenlogy und secial control in an
increasingly conservative manner. This conservatism hys been imumifested In
reported Soviet pressure on somye Bast Buropean governments to adopt a
tougher line with regard to dissent, in pressure on the Eurocommunists to
cease their “curping®™ about hwwan rights viekitions in bloc countries, in
resistiive to Western “intecterence® in Soviet internal afTuies. and in
somewiunl lanher treatient of dssidents within the Soviet Union,

To a comsiderable eatent, thew efTorts have been steeessiul, The
Soviets have pepsueded buth the Eurocomnionists and Western govermnents
o maderale thir critivisms, 1f only for the time being, Fust Buropean
regiimes, although mphay ing JHtering tetios sgainst disskdents, have tended
w o vlosw ranks  with  the  Soviet Union in the fuve of Western
critivism  whether emanating from Commumists or “capitalists.” The Sovicts
are tncasy about the mhility of the Polixh regime to keep the lid on popular
unrest, but they probably  renin weasomibly  vonfident that no Last
Furopean regime will turn “revisionist™ o the extent uf throwing in it lat
with dissident clements, as happened in Crechaslovakia in 1968, Meanwhile,
the vuphoria with which most Soviet dissidents initially welvomed US public
eapressions ul voneern about their plight is fading-in the wake ol the Vance
visit (o Moscow. which they hid hoped would somehow improve their
situation,

Given these successes, It is unlikely that the Sovicts will see the need to
deal with their dissident problem in more drastic finhion, A renewal of
Western criticism, combined with a further increuse in Internul dizxsent, could
lead to some further ideological tightening, i’ necessary wt the cost of
dumaging their relations with Western countries. And the Suviets would not
hesitute to reuct to a major explosion in Besteen Ewrape with military foree,
Clearly, however, the Soviet Teadvrship has no desire, i mdecd it has the
power, [ reinstitute  the  Stalinist  terror  appaeritus. Although  the
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developments since Helsinkl have raised doubts in the minds of some leaders,
most Soviet leaders probably retain 8 fundamental faith in the basic loyalty
of the bulk of the Sovict population. Their belief in the superivrily and
success of their system probably makes them gencrally confident of their
ability fo keep dissent within  manageable limits by continued
carrot-snd-stick tactics, without reverting to Draconlan measurcs.
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The Soviet View of the )
Dissident Problem Since Helsinki

o

When the Soviets signed the CSCE accords in August 1975, they fook &
calculated risk that their acceptance of Basket 1l would not ¢rcate serious
internal difficultics for them. Since Helsinki, however, severul developments
huve helghtened the concern af Soviet authoritics about dissent within their
socicty.!

L. The Dissident Problem

A. CSCE, a Rallying Polnt for Sovict Dissldents

First of ull, the human rights provisions of Basket 11 provided a
common ground for Soviet dissidents with a wide range of views und
congerns, thus raising the specter for the first time in many yeirs of 3 unilied
“apposition.” A baosic weakness of Soviet intellectual dissent, cspeciully in
the last few years, hus been its lack of anity, both in an oguoizationnl and in
a programmatic sensc. Most Soviet intellectual dissidents share v beliel in
“human rights,” but this fundamental commitment has often bwen
inadequately articulated, and overshadowed by the substantiul differences
existing between dissidents. In  addition, most religious and nationul
minorities have {ended 1o define thelr gouls nurrowly, failing (o relate them
to the ‘all-union struggle for civil lberties. CSCE sthnulated coaperation
among many of these groups.

The most important dissident group to emerge in the Soviet Union
since Helsinki, the “Public Group Furthering the Implementation of the
Helsinkr Agreement in the USSR," cxemplilied the new tendency to druw
together, This group, often called the “Orloy group™ after ils leading fgure,
physicist Yury Orlov, was sct up in Moscow in May 1976 for the express
purpose of munitoring Sovicl compliance with the Helsinki Accords. During
the last year, branches of the Orlov group were set up in the Ukraine, Lithu-
ania, Armenia, Ge orgia, ond Leningrad, These beanclies were tiny ~under 10
members earh- and the degree of coordination between them is not known,
but the emergence of a dissident organizition having a nctwork of “cells”
throughout the country is unigue in recent Suviet history,

More important, the Orlov group, by espoustog the causes of  wide
varicty of Soviet dissidents, estublished some ¢laim to being the center of a
browder protest movement. This unifying fupction is aol entirely new,
Sakharov has played a similor rale, ns has Kheostka, the chicl Soviet
sumiizdet journal, But Sakhacev is o lone imdividual, and Khremthke has

k The steenpthy and weakncses nf Soviel owny pee oot b : !(HU’A
memarandum, " The Specirum of Snviey Dhaene,” " srian o be pablisleed.
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performed a reportoriul rather than an organizational function, while the
Orlov group estublished estensive contacts with other protest elements,

Symptomatic of the new coordination among dissident groups was a
public appeal on March 16 to President Carter issucd by 21 people from
three different dissident groups: the Orlov group and Sukharov, whose wile
is a member of this gro ip: the Pentecostals, a fundamentalist Christian secl;
and the Refuseniks, as Jews' denied permission to. emigrate are called,
Especially noteworthy wus the participation of the Refuseniks. Although
individual Jews have played a major role in intcllectual dissent in the Sovict
Union, the Refuseniks have been concermed almost exclusively with the
specific issue of Jewkh cmigralion, cvidently sceing little advantage in.
ussocizting their partivular ¢cause with a larger one. They have previously not
attempted (o liberas'ze the system, but merely to escape it,

Groups seeking to emulate the Jewish example by applying to emigrate
from the Sovict Union are becoming particulurly important gs u reservoir of
supporl for the human rights movement. The Helsinki  provisions
encouraging free emigration have given impetus 1o the emigration impulse, as
has the movement of Germans from Fast Genmany to West Germany, Ethnic
Germuns in the Soviet Union arpear to be applying to emigrate in ever
increasing numbers. Since 1972 the Soviets have allowed owver 20,000
Germans to leave the Soviet Union, as part ol a policy permitting German
emigration for purposes of lamily reunification. But many of the almost 2
million Germans who luck family ties to West Germany. wnd thus are not
cligible to cmigrate, also want to leave. In March, for example, a group of
cthnic Germans denied permission 10 emigrate staged o demonstration in

Red Scquare, Soviel officiuls who ai¢ grappling.on a miniscale with the same. - -

problem that East Germany faces on a lange seale may share the frustrtion
of an Hast German ofTicial who grumbled recently thuat “after Helsink, they
think they cun go anywhere they like.™ The Soviets may also be concerned
that the emigration lever will spread to other groups, In some cases, wiole
villages or communitivs of religious dissenters have sought (o emigrate, Most
recently, in February 1977 an entire Pentecastal church congregation from
Krasnodar Kray cume to Moscow and applicd for exil penmits.

Other religious and cthnic groups have also beconie more politicized in
revent years, and the Orlov group has associated nsell’ with many of their
gricvances. The group's (irst formal protest, for example, dealt with the
sentencing of Crimean Tatar dissident Mustafy Dzhemiley, in distunt Omsk.
Dzhemilev had ¢championed the right of his people, who had been deported
to Centrul Asia in 1944, to return to their homeland, The Orlov group
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produced a petition calling for Dzhemilev's release from prison, said to have
biren sigaed by s many sy 1,600 Crimean Tatars, (Crimean Tatac dissidents
have sid they hope to have o ropresentative at the Belgrnde review
conference,) The Orlov group ulso defended the Evangelical Baptists—who
are said to be excited about the prospect of having a *real Baptisl“ in the
White House—and may have endeared themseives to Ukrainian nationalists

by pledging to campaign for representation of the Ukrolnian ﬂ.publll... an
“independent™ member of the United Nations, at Belgrade,

Although this incipicnt support from religious and pational minorities
in itself suggests a potential for a mass base for human rights activists, the
inteltectuals remain estranged from the bulk of the working class pepulation,
Coopenation between workers und infellvetuols is doubtless impeded by the
general [ailure of the intelligentsia to articulate lower class gricvances
concerning living standards and material welfare, Working class discontent,
which has busically economic rather than political objectives, has thus not
converged with human rights activism in the Soviet Union,

B. Fouod Shortages and Unrest

Soviet apprehension that political and cconomic gricvances could driw
closer together, that Soviet dissent could follow the puth of Poland, has
evidently grown sinove the bad harvest of 1975, Although the supply of brepd
has inereased since 1975, shortages ol meat and vegetables continue in many
places in the Soviet Union, No significant improvement in the food supply is
cxpuu.d until the summer harvest,

Consumerism is not a potent political foree in the Soviet Union, os it is
in many Luast BEuropean countrics, hut constimer expectations hove risen in
recent years. The Soviet population has come to expect a gradual
improvenwnt in the standurd of living. Recently. a provincial offivial,
complaining to Moscow nbout the food supply in his province, reporiedly
remarked that the people in his arca had developed the “habit™ of eating an
epe u doy, The food shortoges. aggravated by am inefMicient distribution
system, have caused widespread grumbling, Qver the last year and a half,
there have been reports and rumors, most of them unconfirmed, of 3 number
of instances of active unrest and protest,?

1. Fanmmples of these mumuoes and ropogis:

1) A losul party mocting al Yolugdt was dianpted by o dem wn protesting food
shuttugest e milltia dipersed the demimsinelore,

(2) Waorkers in Krasanmaivky relused to work until they were supplicd with meat,

133 A oncday strike of 10,000 wirkers protesting ol shortapes tovk place at g fire plant in
Mobeiy ik,

4) There b sane reanan fo Tuspect thit tabur usrest may have orcurred in Murmansk,

13} A Toltin warch dning meat wheduled foe ship 1 ¢lsowhere 0 the Soviet Undnn
wiat hurred,

(6) Work stappags ta protest Foed shoactapes accurred in Tuls,

(7) Diock warkers in Riga organized o srike to protest ment shad tapes,

(R) “Serlous divtuthancet™ tnok place n Lenlngrad facterle in pratest of the meat shortoge.
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The only serious incident of violent subotage in protest of the foed
shortages that we know took place occurred in Moscow in January. when
three bombs exploded on the same duy, the most damaging onc at 4 metro
station. The perpetrators were reportedly young men from Tula, who camie
to Moscow to buy food an the weckend, and found the food stores closed.
Last ycar many Moscow food ontlets began closing on Sunday, presumably
to prevent nonresidents from shopping in Moscow on their day off.

A few other violent incidents not necessarily reloted to cconomic
conditions have occurred, especially in the turbulent republic of Georgia.
Notably, therc have reportedly been several assassinution aftempts on
Shevarnadze, the head of the Georgian Communist Party, and in April 1976
» bomb exploded in the Georglan Council of Ministers building. The violence
in Georgia is probably related, at least in part, to Shevurnadze's campaign
aguinst crine and corruption, but nationalist passion against Russification
policics runs high in Georgia, and the nossibility of u political motivation
behind some of the viclence and turmoil in that republic certainly cannot be
excluded,

The fact that the leaders have thus far not taken emergency measures
available to them to alleviate the food shortages—such as purchasing large
quantitics of meat abroad—suggests tha* *hey have considered the food
sitwation manageable, Clearly, however, they have been worried aboult the
mood in the country. :an official in
Moscow instructed 2 provineial official to watch the temper of the people
closely. Brezhnev's trip to Tula, where he made a speceh in Januery, was
reportedly prompted by workeny' active dissatlsfaction with the lack of
goods,

The scatiered instances 6!‘ violence which have occurred have not been
connected with dissident activitics, and the authorities probably know (his.
And the authoritics reportedly decided that no dissidents were involved in

the metro bombing.




The dissidents, for thelr part, have wholchearwdly disavowed any
connection with violent sctivities, believing that they sre vulnerable as
potential scopegoats, Thus, Sukharov charged Soviet authorities™with
bomblng the Moscow metro station as a provocation. rather dramaticslly
comparing the incident to the. Reichstag fire of 1933, Jewish dissidents in
Moscow have expressed shock and revulsion ot the violent actions of Jewish
extremists In Now York Clly. They b:llc\'c thet such actions can only hurt:
their position.

Nevertheless, some repérlmg suggests that the Soviet leadzrship may
not always distinguish clearly between different sorts of criticism. Some
Sovict officials may vegucly sense some conncction between Intcllcc!ual
dissent and popular discontent.

Official apprchension that a gencral crosion of discipline could tuke
place in Soviel socicty may ulso be led by continuing morale problems in the
Sovict armed forces. Two recent incidents dromatized these problems: the
mutiny and attemapted escape to Sweden in November 1975 of a4 crew
aloard a ship in the Baltic MNeet: and the defection to Jupan of MIG pilot
Belenko [last September. Alcoliolism, desertion, and suicide ire serious
problems. und are recognized as such by high-level officials,

G Under Attack from the Eurocommunists

After Helsinki the Eurocommunists, including the once docile French
Communist Party became ‘mudh more outspoken’in their crlicism of Soviet
internul policies? The Spunish party has gone furthest, but the French and
ltelian partics—because of their influcnce and their greater chunce ol coming
to power- pose the more serious problem for the Soviets. From the Soviet
perspective, the chiel’ importance of Eurocommunism is not that it has
diminishcd Soviet influenee in West European Coninunist parties, but that it
offers a Murxist altemative to the Soviet model in Eastern Europe, and
perhups ultimutely within the Soviet Union itself, Moscow has also beén
upset by Eurocommunist support to dissidents in Eastern Europe.
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diminished Soviet influcnce in West European Communist parties, but that it
offers a Murxist alternative to the Soviet model in Eastern Europe, and
perhaps ultimately within the Soviet Union itsclf. Moscow has also been
upset by Eurocommunist support (o dissidents in Eastern Europe.

Over the last several years, electoral consrierations have increased the
desire, and greater domestic sources of linancing have increased the ability,
of the French and [talian parties to assert their independence (rom Moscow
and their ecceptance of Western pulitical traditions, Specific events in 1975
gave impetus to this trend. The antidemocratic actions of the pro-Sovicet
Portuguese Communist Party impelled the Eurocommunists to shore up their
credibility by puiting new stress on their wwn commilment to political
freedom and their putriotism.

Since late 1975 the ltaliun Communist Purty has permiited its press to
reprint items critical of the S~viet Umon that had previously appeared in
non-Communist newspupers. Al the Freich Communist Party Congress in
February 1976, the French renounced two doctrines that once served as
articles of faith for the internationsl Communist movement: “proleturiun
internationalism™ (which the Sovicts have tuken to imply Savict domination)
and “dictatorship of the proleturiat™ tone-party rule), Since that time the
two partivs have been more eritical of Wie Soviet Union than at uny time
since the aftermath ol the invasion of Czechoslovakia,

Their denanciutions reached a peak in Januvury of this year, when hoth
Marchais and Bedinguer spoke out strongly against human rights violutiors
in the Soviet Union and Eastern Eucope. Particulorly »mbarrassing to the
Soviets was an unprecedented visit in late Junuary of an italian Communist
delegotion Lo dissident Marxist Roy Medvedev in Moscow, The (tabans
presented Medvedev with an Italian editivn of ome of his books and
reportedly asked him to write articles Tor an Italian party historical joumal,

D, Unrest in Eastern Evrupe

The growth of unrest in Bustern l-.umrlc.q especially in Poland, Eust
Germuny, 8nd Crechoslovakia hes increased chronic Soviet fears of a
spillover into the Soviet Unian itsell. The Polish situation. in particular, has
many of the carmarks of 3 “revolutionary sivuation:™ a fragile cvonomy and
a regirne whose sulTerance depends on its ubility to sutisfy prowing consumvr
demands, 1 military which might not prove reliable in 2 domestic crisis, a
generally hostile population, and, most iportant, an aswrtive working class
whose intcrests are defended by two other clements~1hw (hingch and the
intellectuals.
= —
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If the lid should blow in Poland, the Soviets would have good cause to
expect repercussions clsewhere in the bloc. CSCE had a catalytic effect on
East European dissent, which Las become a movement cutling across
national borders. The Czechoslovak dissident cause, Charter 77, which has
issucd a manifesto on human rights sgned by several hundred Czechoslovak
intellectuals, has to some extent served as a pegpoint for protest in other
countrics, including the Sovict Union itscl{. Sixty-two Soviet dissidenis
signed a statement supporting the Chartists in e2rly March.

In addition, sccording to a recent report dissidents in several East
Europcan countrics, including the Saviet Union, are evidently coordinating
their activitics to a limited degrec.® Contacts between Polish and Sovict
dissidents date from the carly 1960s, and emissaries from Poland are now
being sent periodically to Moscow, Leningrad. Kiev, Vilnius, and Kaunus lo
coordinate actions and lo supply Soviet dissidents with Western lilerature,
The same reporl indicates that Lithuanian and Polish Catholic students also
maintain contacts with each other, as do Polish Catholics and Ukrainian
Uniates (“Byzantine Catholics,” who recognize the authority of the Pope in
Rome, and are closely associated with Ukrainizn nutionusl feeling). Leading
Polish clergymen, including the head of the Polish Cuatholic church, ure
reportedly sympathetic to Ukrminian Uniate congregations.

Sovicet authorities have always been alert to the dunger of a political
“virus" from Esstern Europe spreading inta the polyglot horderlunds of the
Soviet Union. The intermingling of nationslitivs in some of .thuse arcus, as
well as (heir geograpbic proximity te Fastern Europe, make them more
susceptible to influences from that quarter. In 1968 sympathy for the
Czechoslovaks creuted enough unrest in the Ukraine to make party officials

there jittery, There is evidence that. the Soviet leadership’s. familiarity with, .

Ukrainian conditions und ils feur of u domino-effect were fuctors in the
decision to invade Czechoslovakia,

E.  The US Human Rights Initiative

A final reason for heightened Soviet concern about the dissident
problem was the new US administration’s human rights “¢campaign." Oflicial
US protests about Soviet repression, and «specially the personal involvement
of President Curter in public appeals on behall of Soviet dissidents, angered
Sovict suthorities, who ulrcady feared being put in the dock this summer at
the Belgrude review conference. At the sume time, the US humag rights

5 Ona of the disudents mentioned im this report s being involved in coprdinatum with drsndents
in other countrien Is Esst German Frofessor Havemana, who a1 caely av 1984 cvidently had close
contects with Ikading academics in the Sevier Unlon, including Bonifat Kedrav, unfil recently
chairman of the Soviet Imtitute of Philosuphy.
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offensive heartencd Soviet dissidents, und l:mpdurily emboldened them to
make inore vigorous protests and to channel their appeals dmclly to the UGS
administration,

il The Soviet Response

In the face of these related pressures, the Sovists mounted a
counteroffensive on all fronts. In recent months the Soviet approach to
issues of ideology and social control has deen increasingly conservative. This
conservatism has been manifested in reported pressure on some East
European governments to adopt a tougher line with regurd to dissent, in
pressure on the Eurocommunists to cease their “carping” about humun
rights violations in bloc countrics, in bitter criticism of Western
“interference” in Sovict internal affairs, and in sornewhat harsher dreatment
of dissidents within the Sovict Union.

A. In Eastern Europe

Over the last six months, the Soviets have been less inlerested in
imposing a uniform policy toward dissent on all the Fast European regimes
than in insisting that these regimes somehow come to grips with the problem
on their own, Increasingly, however, their mounting concern over unrest in
Eastern Europe has reportedly been translated into pressure on the more
moderate regimes to take a harder line toward dissidents. Of the regimes
which have employed a relatively moderate spprozch, Poland is more
vuinerable (o pressure than Hungary, since no serious unrest exists in

Hurgary.

Scviet concern over the dissident problem was reportedly manifest at .
the Warsaw Puct summit in late Novembur in Bucharest. At this mecting
Hungarian party chiet” Kadar and Fast German party head Honecker argued
about how best to handle dissent. Consistent with Uheir past policies,
Honecker arguced for a tougher policy, while Kadar supported a softer
approach, The Soviets may have preferred to fake a back seat, lotting
Honecker make the case for harsher tactics, bul the Soviet position during
this period is not clear. Kadar made a trip to Moscow in December, und
reportedly won Brezhinev's approval for preservation of @ moderste line,

At the mid-December mecting of Warsaw Pact idvological officials in
Solia, the participants again disagreed, not only aboul policy toward
dissidents, but also about what measures should be taken against clements
sympathetic jo Eurocommunist ideas within East Furopean partivs. The
Soviets reportediy lined up with the East Germans, Czechoslovaks, and
Bulgariuns against the Hunganuns whily the Pales stood sanwewhere between
the lwo extremes.

sepaet™
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As lute as February, however, the Soviets were still thrashing about in
scarch of a satisfuctory wpproach. In thut month Ci'SU Centrul Committec
Seeretary Kapitonov traveled to Prague, where he reportedly criticized the
Czechoslovaks on two counts: for not moving soon cnough against the
Chartists to nip the movement in the bud; and for then overreucting to the
Churtist problem with heavyhunded repression, thereby stiring up mote
dissent, Husak must have Felt that he was “dimned if he did, and damned il
he didn’t.” The .impression conveyed is that Moscow cxpected the
Czechoslovaks to solve their problems but thut the Sovicts themselves hardly
knew what sort of action was required.

At lcast by early March, when Euast European ideology secretaries met
again In Sofia, it appears thal the Sovicts decided to come down in favor of a
tough approach. They dispatched three Central Comn .ive
secretaries—Ponomarev, Zimyanin, and Katushev—lo this meeling, an
indication of the importance they attached to it. Most reporting indicates
that the Soviets pressed harder than previously for a policy of firm
représsion. Although the Hungarians once again defended their more flexible
line, the Soviets reportedly argued for tough action. The Poles, who also
were not enthusiastic about implementing a crackdown, have reportedly
been pressed by both the Soviets and the Czechoslovaks since tite ¢onference.

B. The Eurocommunists .

In an effort to bring the Eurocommunists to heel, the Soviets have since
January used every lever available to than, including the “power of the
purse,” and the threst of compromising some West European partics by
revealing details of their past collaboration with Moscow. The Soviets have
even raised the possibility of attempting to infiltrate and split reculcitrant.
partics. ;

It is possible that some Sovictleaders have reachied the end of their
paticnce with the Eurocommunists, and have decided that for their own
interests in Eastern Europe it is more desirable (o have small loyal partics in
Western Europe than large rebellious ones. Ponomarev in carly February,
referring to Berlinguer as 3 “maonstrous opportunist.” reportedly stated that
it would be “worthless™ for the PCI to come to power by meuns of an

main prop for East European dissidents, and belicved their idess were
infecting the entire Communist movement.

At the Sofia meeting in December, e Soviets are reported to hawe

expressed the opinion that although the influence of the Eurocommunists
was growing, this influcnce wos of questionable value because the
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Eurocommunists had renounced the principle of the “dictatorship of the
proletariat:” The Soviets also appurently raised the possibility of attempting
1o split some West European parties, and thcy may have made good their
threat, Whether or not the Sovicts were directly involved, one Western party
has already divided. In lute February the doctrinuire faction of the Swedish
Communist Party formed a ncw pro-Soviet party; the split came over the
issue of human rights. Finnish Communist Party leaders have long suspected
thot Moscow is providing stronger backing .to the Stalinist wing of their
party. ;

The Suviets ulso have tried to influence the Eurocommunists by peer
pressure. In carly January, ut a seeret meeting in Moscow of pro-Soviet West
Europegn Communist partics, Suslov reportedly rallied the faithful to the
banner of “proletarizn Intemationalism,”™ and wamed them apainst being
seduced by Furocommunist ideas. The Soviets have nolied heavily on the
loyal Austrian Communist Parly to make representations for them, and sent
Cunhal of Portugal on u tour of European capitals to drum up support for
their human rdghts stand. They even cmiployed the head of the Uruguay
Communist Party, reportedly 1o remind the Eurocommunists that they were
ouly one partion of a larger. internutional movement ventered in Moscow,

_ Moscow also employed more direct pressure, especially on the Iialian
Communmist Party, A Sovict delegation to ltaly in January reportedly
. threatened to expose publicly past support of the [tulian party for Soviet
aetivitivs, which could prove embarrussing to the party, il the halions did not
vut back their erticism of Soviel internal policies, Huving brmdished the
stick, the Sovicts produwced the carrot. Later in Junuary they reportedly
offered gencrous funding to'an ltulian party delegation to Moscow, provided -
the Nalians would tone down their criticism. At this meeting Ponomarey
threatened the Talion delegution with a public condemnation, vowing that
“il you don't stop, we will attuck you frontaily.” Reportedly, the Sovicts
also threatencd to cut ofT funding of the Danish Communist Party if’ it took
a *““foolish" position on the human rights issue, The Danes were reminded
bluntly that without Sovict support, they would gmount to “zero,"

€. The US

Meanwhile, the Soviets reacted to US public efforts to intereede on
behalt of belesguered Soviet dissidents in an uncompromising manner, not
only by public denunciations of US “interference™ in Soviet internal affairs,
but ulso by taking nclions aguinst some of the dissidents specifically
mentioned in US public protests.
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Although the Sovicts may not have been as alarmed and angry as their
public pronouncemients made them appear, they were clearly taken aback
and ot least initially confused by the new US administration’s concentration

the human rights fssue. KGB chief Andiupov reportedly told his
unterpart that the leadership found President Carter’s
statementdon the issuec “bewildering.”

There was also a search for ulterior gpotives behind the US atfgntion to
the hymen rights theme. &5 . stafl member told f

thut Brezhnev and other leaders had “closed minds™ sbout the
ts controvcny.r

Some Soviet officials chalked up the human rights “campaign™ to President
Carter's “inexperience,” failure to rccognize the structural limits to the
flexibility of the Soviet system, and “misunderstanding" of the differing
historical e¢xperiences of the Russian and American people, Others claimed
to sce the “cumpaign™ as an effort by the President to Improve his domestic
political position, or a tactical move to lower Soviet prestige in the eyes of
the world.

Still others may have believed their own propaganda, and regarded the
human rights offensive as a deliberate cffort at subversion by the US. This

was ‘one view put out by Soviet officials g onversations with
Western and East European officials. A staff member [
= lold'ac in

late February that some Soviet lcaders viewed the President's letter to
Sakharov us a fundamental effort to undermine the Soviet system. Hunpgarian
party officials indicated to g that the human
rights issue was scen by the Soviels a5 more damuging t viet-US relations
than the Vietnam war had been, becausc “then you were bombing Hanoi,
but now you are bombing Moscow.™

The charge of subversion was also adoptcd by Soviet propagandists. On
March 4 [zvesrla attacked two former US embassy officers and one current
officer (all of them Jewish). On (he basis of their conzacts with Jewish
dissidents in Moscow, fzrestia charged these officors with ¢ngaging in
espionage. In February several Jewish dissidents were arrested while entering
the US cmbassy with cmbassy officers, whose compuny had previously




afforded them protection. In J:nua{y. for the first time since 1970, a US

newsman was cxpelled from the Soviet Union, probably because of his

contacts with dissidents. Meanwhile, the major Leningrad daily implied that

the contacts of the dWestwGernman consul gencral with dissidents also
constituted involvemont in esplonage. In this way, the Soviets attempted to

limit the access of We.stcmen in the Soviet Unlon to the dissident

community, : .

D. [ntemal Repression

The current campaign against dissent, howmr. predates the change in
US administrations. It had its origin in the Soviet desire to clean house and
silence the dissidents before the Belgrade review conference was convened,
Indecd, some dissidents have charged that the climate in the Soviet Union
worsened immediately after, and as a direct result of, the signing of the
Helsinkl Accords. Bukovsky, among others, charged that condltions in his -
_prison “tangibly worsened™ after Helsinkl. Particularly ominous have been
suggestions that violence and threats of violence egainst dissidents have
increased since Helsinki. There' have been several mysterious “‘accidental”
deaths, and more than the u:ual number of beatings and anonymous death

threats.

The US admmmrauon s statements defending Soviet dissidents
apparently did lead to an acceleration of the crackdown. Since the turn of
the year, the Soviets have moved to cripple the Orlov group and its regional
subgroups, arresting leading members, cncouraging others to cmigrate,
harassing or threaténing others.

In addition, the Soviets have recently made efforts to link the dissidents
with espionage activitics.  In early April the mother of recently arrested
scwith dissident Shcharansky was told by prison officials that her son
“might™ be tried lor treason. The fzvestia article which accused US embassy
officers of engaging in espionage made similar charges sgainst scveral Jewish
dissidents on the basis of their contacts with US officials. And (n early
March, in a demarche to Ambassador Toon, First Deputy Foreign Minister
Komiyenko wused unusually  threatening language against Sakharov,
denouncing him as a “renegade,” and an “enemy of the state." Almost
certainly, the use of such language is merely a scare tactic, Although several
dissidents were questioned as to their whereabouts on the day of the metro
bombing, 8 US newsman was unolTiclally told that the authoritics did not
intend to charge dissidents with this act, Not since Stalin has an Intellectual
dissident been tried for treuson.

Even durng the last few months, the Soviets have made a fow
concillatory gesturcs, . In March Jowish dissident Shtern was released from




prison before his tesws was up, and Leningrad dissident Borisov was released
from a psychlutric hospital, The suthorities continue to -allow some
dissidents to emigrale, and to try to win over those on the fringes of the
dissident movemeont, Recently they have attempted to co-opt “unofficial"
artists Into the system by relaxing restrictions on unconventional art and by
offering some of the artists membership in officiul artists’ unions. This
month a controversisl symbolist play, suppressed l‘or over a decade, was
allowed to open in a Moscow theater.

£18 A Current Amessmei:l

To a considerable extent, Soviet attempts to silence intemal and
external critics have paid off. The Eurocommunists have toned down their
criticism, If only for the time being. Italian Communist Party Sccretary
Cervetti, who traveled to Moscow In late January reportedly promised the
Soviets that the Italian party's criticism of East Europesn violutions of
human rights “would not go too far," agreed to stop preparation of o parly
critique of East European reprission, und assured the Soviets that Berlinguer
would try to prevent Marchais and Carrillo lrom using the coming “summit™
between the three Eurocommunist leaders as a platform to eriticize the
CPSU. At the Madrid summit in early March the three Eurocommunist
leaders issued a tepid communique endorsing the “full application™ of the
Helsinki Accords without mentioning the Soviet Union or other East
European countries. The Eurocommunists will continue to be a thomn In
Moscow's side, but for the moment they have succumbed to Soviet pressure
und have retreated.

The US, cven before the Vance visit, began to nmke its statements-on -
human rights less pointed, The Soviets must olso be pleased that, generully
speaking, West European governments have not enthusinstically supported
this asnect of US diplomacy, Reportedly, the Soviets would have regarded
the human rights controversy much more seriously had West European
governments unequivocally followed Washington's lead,

Even the more independent East European regimus have, like the Sovict
Union, firmly rebtitted Western  criticism - whether emanating from
Communists or capitalists. Support for Eurocommunism in Yugoslavia and
Romania {s based essentially on a desire for independence from the Soviet
Union, not on a commitment to human rights. Neither Tito nor Ceausescy
is likely to accept Western Communists’ tutelage in this area. The Yugoslavs
and Romanians are willing to be in the sume camp with the Soviets in
pursuing a firm policy ugainst dissidents when the only altemative Is internul
Instability,
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In Eastern Europe the Soviets probably continue to find it difficult 1o
impose a uniform tough policy, Were it not for their desire to enflorce a
crackdown elscwhere in Fastern Europe, Kadar's continued moderation
would probably not disturb them, since Hungary has no major dissident
problem, But making an exception In the casc of IHungary weakens the
Soviet case for a repressive policy in Poland; the Sovicts remain uneasy sbout
Gicrek's ability to keep the lid on popular unrest. Nevertheless, they perhaps
console themsclves that ncither Poland, Czechoslovakia, or East
Germany—the three countrics where untest has been greatest—has a
government that s disloyal to the Soviets or seriously iInfected with
Eurocommunist idess. They probably remain reasonably confident that no
East European regime will turn “revisionist™ to the extent of succumbing to
the pressurcs of dissident clements, as happened in Czechoslovakia in 1968,

Meanwhile, the cuphora with which most Soviet dissidents initiafly
welcomed US public expressions of concern aboul their plight is fading in
the wake of the Vance visit to Moscow, Even earlier, Roy Medvedev had
reportedly cxpressed the wview that President Carter’s stetements were
hurming rether thin helping the dissidents, a crticlsm which provoked -
Sakharov to call Medvedev u “traitor.”” Mcdvedev, however, hud alwavs
disagreed with Sakharov about the value of nonsociulist Western support,
More indicative of the changing mood was a statement Aleksandr Ginsburg's
wife made to US embassy officers before Vance arrived, While she upplauded
the US stand on human rights, she said that she now felt that only “quict
diplomacy™ could. bring Soviet authorities to relense her husbund. Since
Vance's departure, other Soviel dissidenls have been extremely depressed.

They had expected much from the. visit,. believing that.it. %just must™. - ...

improve their situation,

The Soviets originally believed that they could afford to permit a
greater degree of contact between their citizens and the outside world, or
they would never have entered into the Helsinki agreement, allowed grester
contact between East and West Germany, or stopped jamming some Western
radio broadcasis ta the Soviet Union in 1973, The cvents of the past year
and a hall, however, have given the Sovicts pause, and roason to reexamine
their policies. Some leaders have probably decided that acquiescence on
Basket [l was a mistake.

?thc Soviet government misjudged the reactions of Its own
cltizens and ol Eastern Europe to Helsinki,
Conclusions

Objectively, Soviet dissent docs not appear to pose a serious threat to

the Soviet system, but Sovict officlals may perceive a greater danger than
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exists In fact. Both Russlan history snd Leninist ideology impel them to
exaggerale the potential importance of opposing groups, however small.
They have always been preoccupied with problems of control,

It Is not merely intellectual dissent that disturhs the Sovicts, They fear
that the “.rcer movement of people and ideas™ which they conceded on
paper at Helsinki, and which to a certain cxtent the circumstances of a
modem technological world force upon them, will open their socicty to a
whole host of ideas and Influences from the West that are, in their view, not
only politically subversive but socially disruptive and morally unhealthy.
[dentifying Western concepts of liberty with license, they are apprehensive
that cxicnsive contact with the “decadent™ West will expose the Soviet
people not only to alien political ideas but also to crime, terrorism,
pornogruphy, and drugs, which could combine to produce a general
breukdown of order and discipline. To the extent that they are concerned
ubout the stognation of their cconomy, the Soviets muy dlso fear that
consumer dissatisfaction will become a more serious political problem in
future years, :

Diferences exist within the leadership as to how best to handle dissent,
Irorically, there is some reason to suspect that KGB chiel Andropov is less
inclined to move in the direction of more repression, Senior party secretary
Suslov, the chief party ideologist, and Ponomarcv, head of the Central
Committee International Department, favor a harder ideological line at
home, '

The importance the leadership as a whole attaches to dissent can be
seen by the fact that decisions about individual dissidents are sometimes
made at the Politburo level, Over the last few years Politburo members have
reportedly made the declsions on such matters as conductor Rostropovich's
application for a passport extension, and artist Neizvestny's application to
emigrate, ! . !

Soviet leuders probably realize they cunnol eradicate dissent altogether.
They could round up several’ dozen of the more visible dissidents and
forcibly deport them, but such a “surgical strike® would only temporarily
cripple the dissident movement. Dissent has become endemic to Sovict
society; new dissidents would appear to replace those who had departed.
Indeed, except for Sakharov, the most Important individual involved in
dlssent since Helsinkl-Orlov—It 8 mun who was unknown to the West two
years ago. In.any event, campaigns of repression are diffieuit to sustain for
long periods, since they run the danger of aggravating the problem they were




intended to solve, Thus, the Soviels have not attempted to “solve™ their
dissident problem, but merely to control it through a combination of
coercive and concllintory meusures.

In view of their recent successes, it is unlikely that the Soviets will sec
the need to deal with the dissident problem in the Sovict Unioa in more
drastic fashion. A renewal of Western criticism, combined with a further
increase in internal dissent, could lead to sgme further klcological tightening
and to further restrictions on contacts between Westerners and Soviet
citizens, il nccessary at thé cost of damaging relutions with Western
countries. The Soviets could, for example, begin jamming Western broudcasts
again, prohibit dissident meetings with Western newsmen und diplomats
altogether, and prevent correspondence and telephone calls from reaching
dissidents, o A

Clearly. however, the Saviet lcadership has no desire, if indecd it has
the power, to move in the dircction of reinstituting the Stalinist terror
apparatus, The burcaucracy itsell suffered greatly in the past from urbitrary
and irregular proceedings, and feels more secure with the modicum of
lepality which now exists, Probably the most important restraint on Soviet
behavior towurd dissidents is the world view of Sovict leaders themselves,
Although the developments since Helsinki huve maised doubts about the
popular mood in the minds of some leaders, most Savict leaders probubly
retain o tundumentul laith that their policies are genvrally accepted by the
bulk of the Soviet population.- Their belief in the superfority and sueeess of
thelr system probahly makes them generally confident of their ability to
keep dissent within manageuble limits by continued carrot-and-stick tactivs,
without a reversion to Draconiiun measures.

The Soviet sppraisal of the dissident problem in Fustern Europe is
much morfe pessimistic. Last winter some Soviet leaders were probably
genuinely alarmed that post-Helsinki conditions were creating an unstable
situation thiere, especially in Poland, where the climate is still tense. Should a
major explosion yet occur in Eastern Europe, the S8victs would not hesitate
to respond with military force, accompanicd by harsh prophylactic measures
against dissidents within the Soviet Union itself.




The wuthor of this paper Is .

Office  of Political and

Regional Analysis. Commenits and queries are
welcome und should be directed 1o




