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

Dear Conference Participants,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Tim McDonnell
Washington, D.C.
November 2009
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FROM: EUR - Jokn E. Kelly, ActingSR"(‘
SOUBJECT: Gromyko's Speech at Stockholm

Judging by Gromyko's speech and the instant commentary fronm

TASS on his meeting with the Secretary, the Soviets have decided

that a renewed anti-American propaganda offennpive is the best
ublic antidote to our more copnciliatory line on East-Rest
relations. FPor Moscow to have conceded openly that the Kremlin
attaches even the slightest credence to U.5. p.ofessions of
interest in improved relations would have nndercut the goal of
raising West European anxieties and thereby pressuring us into
unilateral concessions,

But while pursuing with a vengeance the goal of putting the
worst possible face on US~-Soviet relations, the Soviets are
being studiously vague on the substance of the live issues on
the US-Soviet agenda. Thus in his speech Gromyko was careful
not to exclude the possibility of dealing constructively with
Washington or to slam the door shut or renewed START and MBFR
negotiations.

Gromyko's Address at the CDE

oepartent of STATE 3303 777 is1rpcicorR G e Date. 4,

The first half of Gromyko's vituperative address was
largely a regurgitation of Andropov's even more blistering
statement on US-5oviet relations of last Septerber 28. Like
the Andropov statement, Gromyko's central theme was U.S.
*militarism.” He alleged that the Administration is one that
is *thinking in categeries of war and acting accordingly,”
seeking to achieve military superiority over the USSR and to
impose its will on the rest of the world. BRe indirectly
dismissed the President's Monday speech as a "trick® inspired
by ®"short-term cousiderations.” &And not surprisingly, Gromyko
rebutted our charges of arms control violations, charging that
our accusations are an effort to n~oanceal the “grossest
violations” by the U.S. ¢of unspecified treaties and agreements.

Unlike Andropov, however, Gromyko did not write off the
possibility of a change in U.S. policy, and reaffirmed Soviet
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commitment to a dialogue between East and West. Andropov, you
will recall, stated: ’

*"If anyone has any illusions about the posaibili%y of an
evolution for the better in the present Administration'a
policy, recent events have dispelled them once and for all.®

Gromyko, in contrast, said:

*I would like to believe that in the leading circles of the
United States, the upper hand will be taken by the
understanding of the balefulness of the course based on the
replacement of cooperation with confrontation.”

Moreover, while reiterating Soviet preconditions for resumption
of the INP talks, Gromyko avoided any mention of START or MBFR
-- perhaps to signal Moscow's readiness to pursue serious
negotiations in these areas in the near future. (Gromyko
reportedly told the Swedish Poreign Minister that the Vienna
negotiations could be resumed “if this is s0 desired.")

The second half of Gromyko's address was devoted to the CDE.
As expected, he made clear that Moscow does not intend to accept
the Weatern focus on measures to reduce the risk of surprise
attack, and will inatead concentrate on declaratory proposals
like nuclear no-first-use, non-use of force and the like, He
threw cold water on Western proposals aimed at increasing the
“transparency” of military activities by ruling out attempts to
*look for a crack in the fence to peep at one's neighbors.®

TASS on Shultz-Gromyko. Meeting L -

As if Gromyko's speech were not enough to dampen expecta-
tions for his meeting with the Secretary, TASE followed up by
issuing a short dispatch on the meeting Just an hour after the
five-hour sesgsion haé begun {most likely before Gromyko had
even spoken, assuming that the Secretary, as guest, went first).
The TASS account summarizes Gromyko's supposed presentation to
the Secretary on the threat posed by U.5. militarism, in which
he asserted that U.S. actions do not aguare with our professed
goal of greater {nternational stability. The Soviets treated
Ambassador Hartman to a similar “"instant analysis* following
his November 25 nmeeting with Gromyko on the Mideast; the
purpose then as now was to squelch any perception of productive

ps-Soviet dialogue.
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Series

SECRET/SENSITIVE

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

Subject: " Meeting between Secretary Shultz and
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko

Date: January 18, 1984

Time: 1500 -~ 2010 hours

Place: soviet Embassy, Stockholm, Sweden

U.S5. PARTICIPANTS:

The Honorable George P. Shultz, Secretary of State

The Honorable Arthur A. Hartman, U.S. Ambassador, Moscow

The Honorable Jack F. Matlock, Senior Advisor, NSC staff

The Honorable Richard R. Burt, Assistant Secretary of State
for EBuropean and Canadian Affairs

Wwilliam Krimer, Interpreter (Notetaker)

SOVIET PARTICIPANTS:

A.A. Gromyko, First Deputy Premier, Minister of Foreign
Affairs

G.M. Korniyenko, First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs

Vv.G. Makarov, Ambassador, Personal Aide to Gromyko, MFA

s.p. Tarasenko, Counselor, Deputy Chief, USA Depar tment,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

v. Sukhodrev, Counselor, 2nd European Department, MFA,
Interpreter (Notetaker)

Foreign Minister Gromyko thought it would probably be
advisable to agree at the outset of today's talk that the
subject matter of discussions will cover two main areas: (1)
the current international situation, i.e. questions of the
foreign policy of the Soviet Union and the United States; and
(2) the bilateral relations between the two countries. Of
course, these two areas were extremely broad and included a
variety of elements. If some element oOr other were considered
by one of the sides to be unstuitable for discussion, it would
of course be senseless to discuss it. Thus, the discussions
should cover those gquestions where both sides agree tthere was
room for discussions, taking into account past experience.

Secretary Shultz said that prior to leaving Washington he
had discussed this and other matters with Ambassador Dobrynin.

They had touched on the question of the agenda for this
meeting. The Secretary took 1t that Dobrynin had received some
response from Gromyko with regard to the general outline of the
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agenda. Depending on how broadly the two items named by
Gronyko were viewed, he would think that their views should be
compatible. We had identified arms control as one item for
discussion; regional issues, such as the Middle East, as a
second item; and human rights as a third item. Then there were
a variety of strictly bilateral issues, such as trade, as a
fourth item. OFf course in each of these items there were
various categories and, while the words were perhaps different,
generally he felt that both sides meant the same thing.

Gromyko said that he had not consented to all the specific
issues mentioned by the Secretary, but, as he had said, the two
broad areas for discussion would be the international situation
and bilateral relations. He thought that, as he had told
Dobrynin, this was the direction in which the discussions
should go. He noted that the Secretary had named a number of
other items, among them, for example, human rights. Since the
Secretary had named this matter, he would tell him at the very
outset of their discussion that he did not intend to discuss
any such topic. Of course, the Secretary could talk about it
if he insisted, but Gromyko would not enter into discussion of

this item.

The Secretary said that of course it would be up to Gromyko
whether he would wish to respond’ to something the Secretary
would say. That was Gromyko's privilege. But the Secretary
sald that he must make some comments.

Gromyko repeated that he would tell the Secretary at the
very outset that he would not enter into discussion of this
topic. The two of them already had some experience when one
side does not wish to discuss some specific issue. He would
only say again that he would not discuss this item because the .
goviet Union would not allow anyone to interfere in its
internal affairs. To raise this issue would therefore be an
evident waste of time. Surely it would be too much of a luxury
for foreign ministers to lose time on that sort of item. As
for himself he had no wish to lose time. As for the Secretary,
he could of course do so, but without Gromyko's participation.
He would suggest that the Secretary feel free to speak on the
two items named, i.e. the international situation and bilateral
issues. Or, if the Secretary preferred, Gromyko would lead off
and talk on our bilateral relations. He thought that neither
of them would feel constrained and they would have enough room
to exchange views, particularly about the Stockholnm
conference. At the Conference the Secretary had expressed the
views of the U.S. Administration and today Gronyko had
expressed the views of the Soviet Government and the'Soviet _
leadership. He thought it would not be superflugus if he said
something in addition to what he had stated publicly.
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The Secretary thanked Gromyko and said he would proceed to
some items. The first thing he would say was that he had come
to listen to Gromyko's speech and had been disappointed. He
entirely disagreed with some, in fact most, of Gromyko's
statements, and found many of them unacceptable. However, he
did not want to take the time to go through that speech now,
but would instead address the nature of our relationship and
its content. :

As the Secretary had told pobrynin upon the latter’s
departure from Moscow at the end of last November, the President
wanted to see our relations in a more constructive state.
Therefore he would speak not only in the context of the various
issues we had been discussing with Gromyko in one forum or
another, but also address the mechanisms for achieving a more
constructive relationship. He would note that contacts between
himself and Gromyko had been greatest in well-publicized
forums, generating a great deal of public attention. On the
other hand, it seemed to President Reagan -- and the Secretary
had the impression that Dobrynin had agreed with this -- that
it would be useful to establish a private channel for
discussions which would be out of the limelight and not open to
public commentary. The President had said that he would like
to see something like that take place.

For that to be effective he thought it would be necessary
to manage things carefully so that it would be clear that an
individual speaking in such private discussions was speaking
for his country and that this would be known to each side. For
the United States, the President had asked the Secretary to
help him manage this process. We would expect the people on
our side of this table to take part in such discussions as well
as other designated people at times. He. believed it would be
appropriate for such discussions to be held between Ambassador
pobrynin and himself or whomever he would designate.

Ambassador Hartman would be the appropriate interlocutor in
Moscow, and the President would expect him to be used 1in this
capacity. Whenever he and Gromyko met it was a public event,
but beyond this sometimes experts on a specific subject would
have to be designated and it should be clear to both sides that

they spoke for their country.

The Secretary had one further point. When Dobrynin had
returned from Moscow he had discussed this with the Secretary
and told him that Gromyko had authorized this process. Both he
and Dobrynin had emphasized to each other the importance of
such discussions carrying real content, so as to make progress,
and not just be dialogue for the sake of dialogue. To sum up;,
beyond the publicly known meetings between officials of the two
countries there was room for private discussions. Dobrynin had
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said that Gromyko had approved of this and, if that was indeed
the case, one should reflect on how to proceed from here.

Gromyko said he first wanted to address the Secretary's
comments about his speech at the Conference. In that speech he
had outlined in some detail the Soviet attitude to some of the
questions that were within the context of the task facing the
Stockholm Conference. He had focused attention on some
specific matters and saw no need to expand on this now. On the
other hand, it was absolutely impossible to regard the issues
before the Stockholm Conference in isolation from what happened
beyond the Conference hall. From this standpoint, he naturally
had to touch on U.S. foreign policy. In his speech in
Washington President Reagan had talked about the international
situation as a whole and commented on Soviet foreign policy.

As is his custom, he had not minced words or spared words in
choosing expressions to depict Soviet foreign policy from a
very broad perspective. The Secretary had said that a number
of statements in Gromyko's speech today —-- in fact almost all
of them -- were unacceptable to him. He had to tell the
Secretary that he regarded this statement as praise for his
speech. This was precisely the reaction he had expected.
Indeed, he would have been put on his guard if the Secretary
had said that the Soviets were quite right in saying what they

had.

The Secretary interjected that he was glad to hear that
Gromyko was not on his guard. '

Gromyko continued by saying that he had pointed to U.S.
policy as the principal cause of the increase in tensions in
the world today and of the dangerous situation currently
existing. He also had to tell the Secretary that the speech he
had delivered yesterday, as well as the President's speech,
were unacceptable to the Soviet side in many respects, in fact
with regard to most of their elements.

Of course, the Secretary's speech and the President's
speech had contained some individual words or phrases which,
taken separately, had not generated any soviet doubts. But the
entire structure of the two speeches was hostile to the Soviet
Union, to the Soviet policy of peace; and that was the only
assessment of the two speeches that he could arrive at. He
would point out that what was important for the Soviet
leadership were not individual phrases or words, not the music,
so to speak, but the actual content of those statements.

He would ask the Secretary what sort of a thesis it was to
speak of the "artificial division of Europe,” Gromyko continued.
Wwhat kind of a proposition was that? Obviously the Secretary
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and the President did not like the fact that there were some
socialist states in Europe and, obviously, the Soviet side did
not like the fact that there were some capitalist states on the
other side. He would put it even more broadly. The U.5. did
not like the fact that there were socialist states in the world
and, of course, the Soviets did not like it that there were
imperialist states in the world. But, he would ask, what were
they then to do? If both sides stood on such a position, there
would be a wall between them, a blank wall built of steel or
concrete or whatever. 1In that case it would of course be
impossible to find any points of contact in any of the
discussions. He would recall that after arriving in Stockholm,
just as previously in Madrid and in Belgrade and Helsinki
before that, he had believed it important to find the points of
contact between various positions. Such contacts were sought
consistently by all the 35 participants in the Conference. If
points of contact were found, this would indeed be tremendously
important for the international situation as a whole.

Gromyko said this was his response to the Secretary's
comments regarding the unacceptability of Gromyko's speech. He
would point out that the essence of his speech today consisted
of trying to seek and find common language between the
socialist states and the capitalist states, as well as between
the Warsaw Treaty Organization states and the NATO states.

This was the main objective the Soviet delegation would strive
for at the Stockholm Conference.

The Secretary interrupted at this point to say that before
Gromyko proceeded further, he wanted to clarify something that
was evidently based on a misunderstanding. Our position was
that if any country wanted to have a socialist system, that
would be up to the people of that country to decide; we
believed it would be up to them. Based on his observation,
socialist systems did not work very well, but that was a
separate question. It was not the cause of the wall between
us. The main problems were those of free movement across the
wall, free interchange of people and ideas. Both the President
and he had tried to say as clearly as possible that we
recognized that our two systems were very different and that we
did not care if any country chose either system of its own free
will. TIf indeed a country chose socialism, so be it. However,
we did not believe that the difference between our systems
should preclude a constructive relationship between us. These
were two different things.

Gromyko continued by noting that the Secretary had touched
on a question of procedure. He thought we had agreement that
certain specific matters could be discussed in private
discussions out of the limelight of the media and public. It
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was clearly agreed that on the U.S. side the Secretary would
speak for the President, as would whomever he designated, for
example Ambassador Hartman. But this was purely a matter of
procedure, an organizational matter. It was high time for such
private discussions to take place. Today it seemed useful to
talk about international politics because the world situation
was very acute, relations between our two countries were bad,
and the general situation throughout the world was very tense.
He had intended today to touch on some of these matters, but
had not felt that the Secretary was prepared to discuss them.
on the other hand, where else should these most acute and
timely matters be discussed if not at meetings such as the
present one?

Gromyko noted that in his interjection the Secretary had
ended by stating the correct proposition that, if a country
wanted to have a socialist system, it should be allowed to
live; and if a country wanted its people to live under a
capitalist system, it should equally be allowed to live. This
was basically a correct conclusion. However, the trouble was
that the actual policy of the United States was not in line
with that conclusion. Why was it necessary to consider that
the evil or the cause of the present tensions was the division
of Europe into socialist and capitalist countries? This
statement by the Secretary was in conflict with what he had
said just now. Somehow he was not making ends meet.

Further, if the Secretary's last comment was correct, that
meant people must have the right to live under whatever system
they preferred, why then declare a crusade against soctialism?
This false -— and he would even say illiterate -- slogan
concealed efforts to motivate people to fight against the
socialist system even in the countries that had chosen that
route. The Soviet side categorically objected to anything of
the sort. Furthermore, this was a clearly unscientific
primitive concept, but it was precisely this that made it
impossible to reach agreement on the questions facing the forum

in Stockholm today.

The Secretary said that he would try once again to explain
his views. Socialism as a system of organizing economic
activity had been advocated by many people., In his opinion it
did not work well for people, but, as he had said, if people
wanted to organize their activities that way, that was their
privilege. It was not this that he objected to in Gromyko's
comments on what Gromyko had picked out of the Secretary's
speech. It was not economic activity, but the lack of freedom
of people that had led to the division as represepte@ by the
Berlin Wall, not socialism as such, but the restrictions on
interaction between the people on both sides. Taking the
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Soviet Union and the United States as two countries existing 1in
this world, we believed, and Gromyko had said that he believed,
that it should be possible to find areas where we can reach
mutually satisfactory conclusions. Indeed, we would not be
engaged in discussions if this were not so. We were not trying
to reform the socialist countries and did not think the Soviet
side would attempt to reform capitalist countries, but these

were different issues.

The Secretary certainly agreed with Gromyko that the
present forum right here was the one in which the two sides
should discuss the main questions troubling the world today and
troubling our two countries. 1In his speech today and earlier,
in Madrid, Gromyko had emphasized that one of these issues
concerned arms, and particularly nuclear arms and.our nutual
desire to reduce their numbers. 1In this light the Secretary
would comment on various areas of arms talks and would express

our views.

First, the Secretary would comment on strategic arms
reductions. We have held five rounds of talks in that area,
and while it was fair to say that some progress had been
achieved, we were still far from resolving the issues.
Reflecting on that, it seemed to him that what we were seeing
was that Soviet strategic forces and our strategic forces, both
very impressive and large, were structured very differently
from each other. The decisions of the two countries on which
road to follow in the development of arms produced a great
asymmetry between the forces of each side.

On the one hand, as we looked at the situation, we saw
goviet heavy MIRVed ICBMs with tremendous throw-weight and
great destructive potential, which appear to us to be a
destabilizing factor; we wanted to see them reduced. Reading
their account of the negotiations, it seemed that the Soviets
had expressed concern over U.S. heavy bombers and air-launched
cruise missiles. In the Soviet view these were considered a
threat. Thus, in the negotiations we have talked of various
forces and each side had offered proposals, but he and the
president wondered whether we would not get further if we could
find a common framework that would encompass these problems.

If we could agree on such a framework, then it would be
possible to tell our negotiators to go back to the negotiating
table and work out the details. 1In such a framework neither
side would try drastically to restructure each other's forces,
but would identify in the negotiations many different items and
would establish a relationship between them. Therefore, we
thought it would be worthwhile in private discussions to seek a
framework that would include heavy ICBMs on the Soviet side and
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heavy bombers and air-launched cruise missiles on the U.S.
side. We thought that through such a framework it might be
possible to make the negotiations fruitful.

Thus, on START it would be well to set a date for resumption
of the talks, the Secretary said, but that was not his point.
He simply wanted to raise with Gromyko the possibility of
establishing a framework in private discussions that could lead
to progress. If that was of interest to Gromyko we were
prepared to explore this matter in greater detail.

With reference to so-called INF, the Secretary said he
would not have much to say. As we reviewed the negotiations,
we noted that there had been progress in some areas, such as
aircraft, but on the main issues there had been no agreement.
Now deployments were taking place, and the Soviet side had
chosen to leave the negotiations. If Gromyko had any
suggestions as to how to proceed in the discussion of this
subject, the Secretary would be very pleased to hear them.

on the subject of the MBFR negotiations in Vienna, the
Secretary continued, we believed that the Soviet side should
agree to a date for resumption and return to the talks, to
which we give a high priority. We recognize that in the
Eastern proposals of February and June, with some subsequent
clarifications, the East had taken positive steps on the
subject of verification and specification of reductions. We
were studying ways to build on these positive steps. On the
President's instructions, the Secretary had made the point to
bobrynin that progress on verification would lead to flexi-
bility on our side on the so-called data issue. Thus, in MBFR,
we believed it would be well to set a date and resume 1in
Vienna. We were also prepared to move in the form of a private
dialogue between us and the Soviet Union; undoubtedly our
Ambassador Abramowitz would be an important person in this

regard.

Oon the subject of the CDE meetings here, the Secretary
noted that of course discussions were just starting. As he had
indicated in his speech, we would be tabling proposals soon.
Here he would also make a procedural comment: our delegation
chiefs had worked well together during the preparatory talks.
We had also taken the point the Soviets had made in diplomatic
channels that we should work together in a businesslike fashion
for genuine progress, and he agreed. Ambassador Goodby, he
thought, was well known to people in that field in the Soviet
Union, so Gromyko would recognize that he was a capable and

competent person.
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On the subject of chemical weapons, which Gromyko had
raised this morning and earlier, it was our view that since
they were easily transportable, it would be more appropriate to
find a global rather than a regional solution. For this reason
our emphasis was on the proposal the U.S. had made in Geneva.
As he had said earlier, here we will be able to table a draft
treaty in Geneva, emphasizing verification in this connection.
Verifiability was a difficult but very important matter.

These were some of the comments the Secretary wanted to
make with reference to the various forums in which the topics
Gromyko had properly identified as matters of concern in our
country and in the world would be discussed.

Gromyko said that first of all, he wanted to reply to one
of the questions the Secretary had touched on at the beginning
of their talk today. The Secretary had raised the question of
human rights, blowing it out of all proportion. He would say
that the Secretary was probably well aware of the Soviet
appraisal of his entire position on this question. Gromyko was
convinced that the U.S. position on this subject was entirely
pervaded by falsehood, and that the U.S. was exploiting this
matter for propaganda purposes. In essence, the Soviet
position was more or less generally shared in the world, and it
was that nowhere else were human rights violated so much as in
some of the places in the Western hemisphere that were so dear
to U.S. hearts, not to mention in the U.S. itself.

Gromyko said he would ask the Secretary not to ask him to
be more precise; he could of course be more precise, but he did
not believe he should waste time on this matter. If he were to
talk on this subject he would only restate his assessment of
the human rights situation as it existed in the United States.
The Secretary had spoken of the importance of people moving
across borders, the importance of reunifying families, etc.,
but he would simply point out that he did not know of a single
instance where these matters had caused wars to break out. The
Soviet Union was unshakeable in that position. He would not
want to devote any time to the details of these matters.

The Secretary said he was surprised that it was Gromyko who
had raised the subject of human rights. He was ready to
discuss this topic and there were a few comments he wanted to

make:

-— First, the Secretary wanted to express his admiration
for the Soviet Union for taking a decision on the Pentecostal
families. The decision had been up to the Soviet Union, and it
had been made. It showed that progress was possible,
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-~ Second, he wanted to say that with reference to
individual issues, President Reagan preferred a process of
quiet diplomacy in this area.

-— Third, he wanted to mention the cases of Shcharanskiy,
Sakharov and Begun, as people of great interest to the United
States.

-- Purther, he would also mention a subject we had
discussed with the Soviets many times: the qguestion of Jewish
emigration from the Soviet Unieon and its radical decline in
recent vears.

-~ He also wanted to note that Edgar Bronfman, President of
the World Jewish Congress, had made an arrangement to come to
Moscow to discuss issues concerning Jews in the Soviet Union.
The Secretary hoped that Gromyko would receive him and work

with him.

-- On a more traditional note, the Secretary recalled that
at their earlier meeting in New York he, in the usual practice,
had given the Soviet side a list of people who claimed U.S.
citizenship under our laws, but had been refused permission to
leave the Soviet Union. He would like Ambassador Hartman to
provide Minister Korniyenko with an updated list of such cases,
and also lists of persons seeking to join members of their
families in the U.S. and of binational divided spouses.
(Ambassador Hartman passed these lists to Korniyenko following

the meeting.)

Gromyko then referred to another subject touched on earlier
by the Secretary, negotiations on strategic arms. He had to
tell the Secretary that the Soviet side was very disappointed
by the state of affairs in connection with these negotiations.
On the gquestion of strategic arms no headway had been made at
all. The proposals made by the U.S. side clearly indicated
that there was not the slightest desire on the U.S. side to
reach agreement with the Soviet Union. In fact, the Soviet
side believed that this was the very reason the U.S. advanced
such proposals, i.e. so that there should be no agreement. The
reasons why the Soviet side had come to that conclusion had
been explained to U.S. representatives, to the Secretary
personally, and to his predecessor on numerous occasions.

Today, our respective representatives were not engaged in
negotiations, Gromyko continued. He had understood the
Secretary to say that he was very interested in progress and
could say something additional on that subject. Well, that of
course would be up to him; the Secretary could say anything he
wished, Gromyko said. But he had to tell the Secretary now
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that once the U.S. had proceeded with deployment of medium-
range nuclear weapons in Western Eurcope, the situation had
changed radically. Following the beginning of that deployment
it had become completely impossible to consider further
discussions of strategic arms other than by linking them to the
medium-range weapons.

Once they were deployed in Western Europe, all such weapons
-— and all those additiconal medium-range weapons that the U.S.
was planning to deploy in Europe -- were, from the Soviet
standpoint, arms of strategic significance. After all, what
was the difference from the Soviet standpoint between nuclear
weapons that were deployed many thousands of kilometers away
from Soviet territory and those that were deployed much
closer: one thousand, fifteen hundred or perhaps only several
hundred kilometers away? While these were medium-range weapons
from the standpoint of their characteristics and parameters,
from the standpoint of their capacity to reach Soviet territory
they were strategic arms.

Gromvko asked the Secretary to consider the situation that
would arise if the Soviets were to agree to continue talks on
strategic arms under conditions when there can be no discussion
of medium-range weapons. It would be completely unnatural and
would deceive people about the true situation. This was one
aspect of this issue. Thus, through deployment of medium-range
weapons in Western Europe, the United States had obtained an
additional strategic potential against the Soviet Union.

Should this not be taken into account at the negotiations on

strategic arms?

Quite apart from that, Gromyko said, during the negotia-
tions on the SALT II Treaty, the Soviet Union had stated that
it was absolutely necessary to discuss the question of nuclear
weapons, taking account of U.S. forward-based systems. He
would ask the Secretary to follow his step-by-step analysis,
for otherwise there could be no meaningful discussion., At that
time, during the SALT II negotiations, the U.S. side had said
that it would very much complicate the problem of reaching an
agreement on a SALT II treaty 1f FBS were linked to the SALT II
negotiations. At that time a sort of compromise had been
reached -- as Gromyko had on a number of occasions been obliged
to renind some U.S. officials who had not been engaged in those
negotiations and perhaps were not aware of this matter. As for
himself, he had had the pleasure to be engaged in negotiating
these matters, and he recalled that by way of a compromise the
two sides had achieved what was recorded in the SALT II Treaty,
including agreement on the heavy ICBMs of the Soviet Union. As
a result the Soviet Union had agreed not to seek resolution of
the question of FBS in the SALT II Treaty. But then, of
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course, the Soviet side had stated that in the follow-on
negotiations in the future, after SALT II, this question —-- FBS
—— would have to be resolved. Meanwhile, SALT II was to be
"Jelinked" from U.S. FBS, as the Americans called it.

Now Gromyko asked, did not the gquestion of U.S5. FBS arise
in connection with consideration of medium-range systems, and
does it not have a direct bearing on all future negotiations on
strategic arms? This followed clearly from the SALT II
negotiations. Even if there had been no deployment of U.S.
medium-range arms, this guestion would have arisen in any event.

These are the two main watertight arguments in favor of not
ignoring the deployment of U.S. medium~range arms in Europe,
Gromyko said. This might perhaps be entirely new for some
people on the U.S. side, but he would think that even the new
people on the U.S. side engaged in these matters must be
informed of it. After all, the generation of people who have
been actively engaged in those negotiations was still alive and
well. Moreover, the records of those negotiations were also

very much alive.

Taking into account all those circumstances, and also the
fact that the policy of the United States with respect to arms,
especially strategic arms, was clearly aimed at achieving a
dominating position come what may, the Soviet side had to
engage in thorough reconsideration of the new situation which
had arisen after U.S. deployment of new weapons in Western
Europe. The Soviet side would have to do a lot of thinking
before reaching decisions on where to go from here.

If the Secretary were to assume that strategic arms
negotiations could continue as if nothing had happened, while
negotiations on medium-range nuclear arms were in abeyance, he
would be very much mistaken. The Soviet side would have to
reflect on all of these matters before deciding on how to
proceed. With respect to the Geneva negotiations on
medium-range arms, the Soviet position was crystal clear. He
was convinced that to continue those talks, given the present
policy of the United States, would mean to participate in U.S.
attempts to deceive people. He believed that Washington's
present position was not intended to lead to agreement with the

Soviet Union.

Thus, all the statements the goviet side had made on this

subject remained fully in force, Gromyko went on., His
discussions of these matters with the Secretary in no way
constituted continuation of the Geneva negotiations, and should
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in no way be seen as steps toward continuation of those
negotiations or toward new negotiations. He repeated that it
was not to be construed as continuing the old talks or -starting
new ones. In order for negotiations to resume, the U.S. would
have to change its positions and, as he had already said,
express willingness to return to the situation existing before
deployment of new U.S. missiles in Western Europe had begun.
Under those conditions the talks could be resumed, but
otherwise the Soviet side would simply be helping the U.S. to
hold up a screen concealing the true state of affairs.

Gromyko said he knew that from time to time the U.S. had
made statements to the effect that things in Geneva had been
proceeding well. But in fact the U.S. side had been engaged in
erecting an impenetrable wall in the path of any progress at
the talks. If, upon returning to Washington, the Secretary
were to report to the President and others that the Soviet
position was such as Gromyko had Jjust stated it and as it had
been stated by yYuri Andropov and in other official statements
of the Soviet side, he would be correct. However, should the
Secretary report differently, Gromyko would have to correct any

misstatement, and possibly in public.

Gromyko said that the Soviet Union would like to have all
those problems resolved, but in that case the United States
would have to abandon its present policy, which was aimed at
securing a dominating position for itself, and be guided in its
conduct of relations with the Soviet Union by the principles of
equality and equal security. As for the Soviet side, it had no
desire to achieve a dominating position, and this was clear
from the entire policy conducted by the Soviet Union and from
its moral stand. The Soviet Union wants to be on an equal
footing with the United States. If this will be what the
Secretary reports in Washington, he will be correct.

If such a policy were adopted, Gromyko said, it would not
be difficult to find common language in Geneva, as well as
outside Geneva, and at this meeting in Stockholm. He alleged
that what the Soviet side had witnessed was an endless series
of insulting statements about the Soviet Union, building an
additional solid fence preventing good relations. However, if
one were to reflect on matters objectively, he would say that
he did not believe that the United States was desirous of
having a collision with the Soviet Union. There were surely
some rather primitive people in the U.S. who considered the
possibility of such a collision, but those were people who
@ould not see beyond the four walls of their rooms. He would
note, however, that one met with such talk in the U.S.
Sometimes there was talk of nuclear war, of a clash with the
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Soviet Union, as. if this were some sort of picnic. This surely
could not produce any positive results.

The Secretary interjected that his mother had told him when
learning to drive to avoid collisions with Mack trucks. As far
as he was concerned, in the field of international diplomacy,
t+he Soviet Union was a Mack truck.

Gromyko said he now wanted to say a few words about chemical

weapons. As he understood it, the Secretary was emphasizing

the importance of that question and that was good. The Soviet
side too believed this matter to be important. It was not a

new issue: for a number of years it had been discussed in
various forums, including such a broad forum as the United
Nations. Negotiations had also been conducted between our two
countries on chemical weapons. But neither the wider nor the
narrower negotiation had led to any progress in resolving this

natter.

Speaking frankly, Gromyko said, he would tell the Secretary
how the Soviet side viewed the frequent attacks against the
Soviet Union now current in the United States, as if the Soviet
Union had been using chemical weapons somewhere in Asia or
elsewhere. As he saw it, the U.S. was simply trying to divert
public attention away from this entire issue and from the need
to resolve it and achieve a ban on chemical weapons. He
certainly did not believe that U.S. officials were soO ignorant
as not to know that the Soviet Union has not been doing
anything of the kind. Thus, if the Secretary were interested
in knowing the Soviet position, Gromyko could state to him
officially that the Soviet Union wanted to see this problem
resolved in an international accord on chemical weapons. The
soviet side was prepared to discuss such a ban in a broad forum
or in bilateral negotiations with the U.S. Either way, the
Soviet Union was prepared to go ahead, and it was his belief
that agreement on this problem would generate a more favorable
atmosphere for resolution of other matters as well.

He would suggest that they both see whether the U.N.
Disarmament Committee in Geneva had broad enough shoulders to
bear up under an attempt to resolve this matter. Personally,
it was his hope that it will be able to bear up, and he would
continue to issue appropriate instructions to the Soviet
Delegation in Geneva. The Soviet Union wanted to reach such an
agreement and called upon the United States to join it in an
effort to reach it. Such an agreement would really cast a ray
of light in the present gloomy international atmosphere and
would have beneficial effects in other areas, too.
Furthermore, it would also be beneficial to our own bilateral

relations.
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Gromyko said that this was basically what he wanted to
convey to the Secretary with reference to the Secretary's
statements. He would conclude his remarks by expressing his
wish that the Stockholm Conference contribute to an improvement
of the international atmosphere. If so, it would also help
with a number of problems, particularly the adoption of
confidence-building measures. The Soviet Union was prepared to
act constructively, provided the United States was similarly
disposed. The Soviet Union was not at all opposed to sonme
measures, but it would favor adopting such measures as were
fully justified by the facts. He would point out quite frankly
that with reference to any issue requiring solution one could
formulate proposals in such a way as to be clearly unacceptable.
on the other hand, they could also be formulated in a way to be
acceptable to all. He repeated that the Soviet Union was not
opposed to confidence-building measures with reference to
maneuvers and other matters at the Stockholm Conference. All
this can come about if no one sets himself the goal of
undercutting the Warsaw Treaty Organization countries in order
to secure for himself the commanding heights, so to speak.
Should such a position be taken, there would be no positive
outcome at the Stockholm Conference. There would not be the
result he believed was desired by the majority of the countries
here. He would urge the Secretary to reflect on that matter in
terms of perhaps finding common language for our two sides.

Referring to the Vienna negotiation mentioned by the
Secretary, Gromyko said that it should not be thought that the
process of the Vienna negotiations had been interrupted. That
forum was still in being. The two sides had declared a recess
and had simply not yet agreed on a resumption date, but the
process itself was still alive. He thought that if it were
acceptable to the U.S. side, some date 1in mid-March could be
agreed upon for resumption, perhaps the 1l6th of March or
rhereabouts. He would only want to express one reservation.
If these negotiations were only used once again to throw dust
into people's eyes, then the Soviet side might be forced to -
take steps somewhat similar to those it had been compelled to
take with respect to the negotiations on medium-range nuclear
weapons in Europe. He would hope that the Vienna negotiations
would not enter upon such a path. It was sad, very sad, that
there was no progress at those negotiations, and he believed
that perhaps the reductions discussed in Vienna also did not
fit in with the plans of the Western participants. He said,

"Wwell, we will see.”

Tn addition, he wanted to tell the Secretary that should
the Secretary present matters on MBFR or the other negotiations
to public media in such a way as to imply that this, in fact,
meant that the Soviet Union was abandoning the position it had
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stated with respect to nuclear arms, that would distort the
Soviet position, and in that case, he would be forced to state
publicly that these kinds of generalizations were far from
reality, and he would be forced to put things in their proper
place. He therefore hoped that this would not be necessary.

The Secretary said he had a few comments on the points made
by Gromyko. First of all, he noted Gromyko's statement that
the Soviet Union sought equality with the United States and did
not wish to have a collision with the U.S. He could state that
the avoidance of such a collision and equality with the Soviet
Union were also our aims. Thus he could agree with both

formulations.

Secondly, turning to the talks on nuclear missiles which
have now stopped, the Secretary said he had understood Gromyko
to say that deployment of our medium-range missiles in Europe
was regarded by the Soviet side as a strategic matter even
though these missiles were medium in range, and that therefore
they had a bearing on the strategic arms talks. It was his
impression that Gromyko thus appeared to be in the process of
reflecting on how such talks could be structured if they began
again. He would say that we would consider any suggestion
Gromyko might make regarding these forums.

But the forums would not change the fact that there are
problems involved, the Secretary said. He felt he had to make
the point that we could not consider talks where U.S, medium-
range missiles were involved, but Soviet medium-range missiles
were not. This was because SS-20s were deployed and could
strike our allies. If Soviet missiles should hit them they
would be hitting us, because we were bound together with our
allies. He was not asking Gromyko to agree to this
formulation, but was only telling him how we saw things,
Therefore, if Gromyko had a suggestion concerning renewed or
new negotiations, we would listen with interest, but they would
have to include negotiations on $S-20s if Pershing IIs and
ground-launched cruise missiles were included.

Next, the Secretary noted that Gromyko had taken up the
subject of chemical weapons and had expressed readiness to try
to reach agreement. The Secretary welcomed that statement.
For its part, the U.S. was ready to work hard on this subject.

He also noted Gromyko's comments regarding the old problem
of compliance. In the past Gromyko had raised this matter as
an important one., We believed it of crucial importance to arms
control and other agreements. 1In this connection, some
questions had arisen, and he informed Gromyko that the
President, as directed by Congress, was in the process of
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submitting a report to Congress. He was sure that Gromyko had
been informed of the extensive briefing we had given the Soviet
Embassy in Washington on the contents of that report, and he
would therefore not repeat the details. But he could tell
Gromyko that the President's report was classified. Compliance
was an important matter, and guestions needed to be resolved
through careful exploration.

Returning to the guestion of chemnical weapons, the
Secretary welcomed Gromyko's positive statement here. As he
had said, we would be ready to table a draft treaty soon. This
was an important issue; like the soviet side, we wanted to see
progress. He might add that in the minds of many people the
matter of biological weapons should be resolved as well, but
that was a separate subject.

Regarding Gromyko's statement about the CDE in Stockholm,
he agreed that it was important to structure any idea in such a
way that it would be useful to Warsaw Pact as well as NATO
countries. If we wanted to reach agreement it would be well
for the heads of our respective delegations, who are both
professionals in this field, to maintain liaison and avoid
problems that might arise as a result of failure to exchange
views. We were prepared to do that.

With reference to Gromyko's comments about MBFR, the
Secretary welcomed his idea of reconvening the negotiations in
March. The 16th seemed to be an acceptable date for us, and he
would suggest that this be put into diplomatic channels. The
date appeared to be 0.X. He pelieved that we could arrive at
agreement in Vienna. The U.S. had no wish to put dust in
anyone's eyes on this subject or any other.

In reply, Gromyko referred to the gquestion of so-called
violations of agreements and obligations. He noted that the
Secretary had not been able to resist the temptation of bringing
up something in that area. Gromyko said that he was not
familiar with the details of the President's report to which
the Secretary had referred, but when he learned the details he
would respond in kind. The Soviet side can show how the U.S5.
treats its obligations, and point to some things about its

conduct.

The Secretary said as a point of information that Mr. Burt
had given a briefing to Mr. Sokolov of the Soviet Embassy in
Washington and had informed him of the details of the report in
guestion. Gromyko noted that this had been done in general
terms and repeated that, taking into account all the
circumstances, the Soviets would respond in kind.

SECRET/SENSITIVE
51T




SECRETSENSITIVE
...18.:\‘\‘__

Gromyko asked the Secretary if he had anything to say on
our bilateral relations. He noted that they have been in a
state of disarray for some time. These matters had been
discussed on many occasions with representatives of the present
U.S. Administration, with the Secretary personally as well as
with his predecessor and other U.S. political leaders. As he
had said in his speech today, the U.S. Administration had done
a great deal with "an easy hand” to destroy what had been built
up in the 1970s., 1In a word, it had proved the truth of the
thesis that it is much easier to destroy than to build. The
United States has been engaged in destroying, with a big stick
as it were, what had been built up by others. He did not know
what the U.S. had in mind now, whether the Administration still
adhered to the same views it had expressed immediately after
coming into office. If the Secretary had something new he
could tell Gromyko that might help to improve our relations, he
would be interested to hear it.

The Secretary replied that he did not believe that what he
had to say was new, but he would comment briefly on our
bilateral relations. He knew that the Hotline talks had been
going forward and promised to produce good results. On
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, he knew that another
round of discussions is scheduled and this was an area where
our interests were parallel, so that was worthwhile. On
depiction of our Pacific maritime boundary, we were glad to
have received a positive response from the Soviet side.
Further, we continue to believe that trade can go forward as
long as it is mutually beneficial, conducted on commercially
sound terms, and not militarily related. Agribusiness is a
good example of mutually beneficial, non-strategic trade. The
Secretary also wanted to make a comment about a vast stretch of
the Pacific where the Korean airliner had been lost. He
understood that various questions were under discussion within
TCAQ, such matters as fixed navigation aids, radio beacons, and
communications links between responsible civil aviation .
officials. These can help avoid a situation where an airliner
is unable to determine its position from outside sources. This
could be worked out constructively, if the Soviet side agreed.

on opening consulates in Kiev and New York and beginning
negotiations on a new cultural agreement, the Secretary said
the agreement in principle made last summer to go forward still
stands. However, the timing needed to be right. It was
difficult to move forward in the atmosphere of recent months.

The Secretary noted that there were many other issues of
great importance. They were not necessarily bilateral issues,
but they were nevertheless of interest to both of our '
countries. Gromyko had ment ioned Lebanon in his speech. This
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was a matter of major interest to both of us, and it was of
tremendous significance to other Middle East issues. The
Secretary was interested in hearing Soviet views and would be
glad to present ours. He would say that there were also some
interesting developments in southern Africa. He had long
thought this was an area where our two countries should both be
interested in achieving constructive progress. We have people
directly involved in these matters on our side, such as
Assistant Secretary Crocker, who are available to engage in
discussion on this subject.

There was a wide range of regional issues of very great
importance. Expressing his personal opinion, the Secretary
thought that if one talked about tensions in the world today,
we should realize that the place generating the worst tensions
was clearly the Middle East -— not Jjust Lebanon and the
Palestinian issues, but also the war between Iran and Iraq, as
well as developments inside Iran itself, which he found very
disturbing. Although these are not bilateral issues, they were
issues of mutual concern which might be discussed.

Gromyko said that to a certain extent the Secretary had
helped him. He had intended to touch upon some purely
bilateral issues and then go on to regional matters. Now he
would change the order so as to discuss the regional matters
first and then proceed to bilateral issues. After all, the two
categories touched one another.

Gromyko said he could agree with the Secretary that the
Middle East area was an area that almost daily generated very
acute problems. He was convinced that these acute problems are
generated as a result of the policy pursued by the U.S. and
Israel which, of course, is constantly buttressed by the U.S.
He was certain that if the U.S. wanted to act in a manner to
prevent many of these problems from arising, with its influence
upon Israel, it could prevail on Israel to change its )
aggressive policy. After all, Israel occupied Arab lands, the
Golan Heights, and it retained them to this day as if it were
master of these territories. In fact, what Israel did in
wresting these territories from their rightful owners were
aggressive and bandit-like acts. Since the U.S. invariably
supported Israel, it had to share responsibility for this
situation. Very often, particularly in Washington, it was
frequently said, "What about syria, Syria, Syriaz2” Earlier it
was asked, "What about the Palestinians, Palestinians,
Palestinians?" One or the other or both were blamed for the
tensions in that area. 1In actual fact, Syria is a victim of
aggression by Israel. Israel tore off a slice of Syrian
territory and is now taking completely illegal steps to
formalize this act of aggression. The Palestinians remain
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without a homeland of their own; that is, they had a homeland
in the past, but not today. This is the main reason for the
dangerous tensions in the Middle East. In the past the U.S.
supported Israel politically for many years in discussions in
the United Nations, in our bilateral discussions and in other
forums. Now direct U.S. military support for Israel was

growing.

Also, today the U.S. has intruded into the Middle East with
its own military forces, setting up military bases wherever it
considers this possible. U.S. troops are actually in Lebanon.
The question arises: on what grounds? The Secretary might
answer that Gemayel had requested U.S. military forces to come
in, but surely it was a fact that Gemayel had done so virtually
with a gun pointed at his head. Can that agreement be taken
seriously? Obviously not. U.S. forces are present in the
Middle East and particularly in Lebanon as occupation troops,
as interventionists. The Soviet Union believes that U.S.
troops should not be in the Middle East as a whole.

The U.S. would be acting rationally if it were to withdraw
its troops from that area. It was a real shame that the U.S.
was not sparing the blood of its soldiers, its young men there.
They should be taken out of there, removing this additional
cause of tensions in the Middle East -- a step which would
promote an easing of the situation. Of course, British,
It+talian and French forces must also leave. One hears, of
course, such arguments as, "What will then happen to the
inhabitants of Lebanon? After all, they will slaughter each

other.”

In this connection, Gromyko said he wished to recall a bit
of history, going back to the years 1917 and 1918 when the
socialist revolution had taken place in Russia. A great many
foreign people, including U.S. troops commanded by General
Greyson, came to Russia. This is well described in a book
entitled "American Adventure in Siberia" which, he thought,
Ambassador Hartman might have read. At that time it was also
said that, after all, the Russians were fighting each other
there, and it was necessary to intervene and help one side to
win. First, he would note that nothing came of this
intervention in Russia. Secondly, he asked, what sort of
reasoning is that? Is it reasonable to believe that foreigners
must support one side against the other in a civil war? After
all, you had your own Civil War too. (At this point the
Secretary interjected that, on this point, at least, Gromyko
was stating a fact.) You know, if such actions were to be
legalized, one would have to find a large furnace and
immediately burn all the documents of internattional law, all

treaties and agdreements.
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Thus, it is not what will happen in Lebanon when foreign
forces are withdrawn that one should worry about. If you were
to ask about Syria, it has repeatedly stated that if Israel and
the other occupants withdraw, it will withdraw its forces as
well. The Soviet Union has good relations with Syria, Gromyko
said, and he was in a position to reaffirm once again that the
Syrians will pull out their forces if other foreign forces are

withdrawn.

Thus, retaining U.S. forces in Lebanon is not going to
improve the reputation of the U.S., which has already been
undermined. The Soviet Union's position with respect to Israel
is crystal clear. The Soviet Union has never agreed with
extremist demands from extremist groups to throw Israel into
the sea. He would remind the Secretary that, jointly with the
U.S., the Soviet Union had stood at the cradle of the state of
Israel. At that time he was leading the Soviet delegation in
the UN and had raised his hand in voting for the establishment
of an independent state of Israel. At that time the decision
had been taken to set up both a Jewish and an Arab state in
Palestine. The Soviet Union believed that Israel was entitled
to independent existence, but this did not mean that it was
entitled to commit aggression.

Thus, it was necessary for the U.S. to withdraw its troops
from the Middle East in general, and from Lebanon in
particular. It was necessary for Israel to withdraw as well.
These troops were the main reason for tensions in the Middle
East, along with other foreign troops. No matter what one
might call them -- an international or multinational or
peacekeeping force ~- that did not change anything at all.

Gromyko recalled that in the past the U.S. had frequently
asked the Soviet Union to bring its influence to bear upon
Syria to act in a more restrained manner. He had to point out
that the Soviet Union had done so on quite a few occasions, and
that the Syrians had accepted such approaches with
understanding. It was therefore not the Syrians who were now
at fault in the situation in Lebanon, but the aggression that
had been committed there. This was the Soviet assessment of
the situation in Lebanon and in the Middle East.

Of course, it is hardly possible to resolve all the
troubles there in one fell swoop. But just the same, if the
U.S. and other countries were to withdraw their troops, the
gsituation would be defused, and once all factions felt that
they did not enijoy foreign support, the Lebanese themselves
would come together and agree., Ultimately this would mean less
Yloodshed and less terrorism. This was what the Soviet Union

advocated.
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Gromyko noted that for some reason in recent years there
were no contacts with Washington concerning the Middle East.
He would not want to appear as a supplicant with outstretched
hand, but he was sure that without withdrawal of foreign forces
from Lebanon, one could not promote a general settlement in the
Middle Past. The Soviet Union was not interested in seeing a
conflagration in that area, and he did not believe that the
U.S. was interested in seeing such a conflagration elther.

The Secretary thought Gromyko would not be surprised to
learn that he could not agree with many aspects of his
analysis. However, there were some things in Gromyko's
statement with which he did agree. Perhaps that could lead to
some constructive developments.

First, the Secretary noted, Gromyko had said that the
Soviet Union did not wish to see an explosion in the Middle
East. Neither do we. Second, he agreed that if all foreign
forces were out of Lebanon there would be a better chance for
the Lebanese to be able to construct their country. We agreed
on this as an objective. He wanted to assure Gromyko that the
U.S. had no wish to keep forces in that country. The guestion
was how to bring about the withdrawal of all foreign troops,
and that was a hard gquestion. We knew that good first steps
had almost been achieved in the so-called Security Plan. We
believe it could bring a better reconciliation between the
various forces there. But once again, something broke down
between Jumblatt and Gemayel.

Nevertheless, if such steps were taken, they could be
precursors of a further withdrawal of Israeli forces, If
discussions emerged in which Syria made a statement about 1its
intent to withdraw, we could see a whole process taking shape
fairly promptly. We were working toward law and order there as
foreign forces left the area. We would like to see programs of

that kind succeed.

In thinking about this problem, it was also necessary to
consider the existence of Palestinian camps in various parts of
Lebanon. This is because many Lebanese do not like the Pales-
tinians. We thought that U.N. forces could play a constructive
role in providing security in those camps. Obviously this has
to be a Lebanese effort as well, and it would be good if this
kind of process could come about. But it too often breaks down.
We do believe that a positive move from Syria could accomplish
a great deal. We had many discussions with Israel; for example,
they were successful in obtaining a relief of the siege of
Deyr-al-Qamr. At any rate, we are working on this line of
action, and it could be a way toward withdrawal of all foreign
forces, including our own in Lebanon and Soviet troops in Syria,

if the Soviets supported it,
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Gromyko said the Soviet side believed that if the U.S. and
its pals in the area withdrew their forces from Lebanon, it
would compel the Lebanese themselves to find solutions faster.
He hoped the Secretary would agree that it now appeared as
though the U.S. was simply acting out of fear of some negative
conseqguences if it should withdraw its troops. He also hoped
the Secretary would agree that this does not sound very
convineing. He believed that the U.S. had very often provided
all-out support to Israel, even in those cases where the U.S.
could have avoided departing from a position of principle. And
yet, each time that Israel merely expresses a desire for the
U.S. to provide its shoulder for support, the U.S. does so.
Whether or not the U.S. now has a treaty of strategic alliance
with Israel, it is in fact constantly providing support. He
doubted that people in the Middle East have such a weak memory
as to forget these facts quickly. He had nothing further to
add on this regional problem.

Gromyko said he wanted to comment briefly on redgional
problems in the Caribbean and Latin America. Of course, for a
long time the Soviets had been observing what was happening in
that Caribbean region. This was especially true for the last
few months. The Secretary would understand why he spoke of the
last few months, because it is precisely in that period that
the situation became especially aggravated and tensions
increased. He believed this was entirely the fault of U.S.
policy. The U.S. did not like the internal systems of Cuba or
Nicaragua. He would point out that he did not know very much
about Nicaragua, except that it was a small nation and that it
had not wished to live under the hated dictatorship of Somoza,
which the people of Nicaragua had overthrown. They wanted to
live as they wished, and they were entitled to do so, as any
other people. Washington claimed that their internal system
was a threat to the vital interests of the 0.S. How could that

be possible?

To provide even a shadow of credibility to this Washington
position, it was said that Nicaragua probably acted at the
direction of the Soviet Union and with the help of the Soviet
Union. He would only point out that the Soviets did not know
these people. They saw them for the first time during an
official visit to the Soviet Union. Gromyko had met their
foreign minister twice when he had come to Moscow. He would
note that he had met more often with the Secretary than with
the Nicaraguans. The situation with respect to Cuba was
somewhat similar, although the Cuban socialist state had been
in existence much longer. But now the U.S. was ceaselessly
arranging all sorts of attacks against both Nicaragua and
cuba. Gromyko emphasized Nicaragua because of allegations 1in
Wwashington to the effect that the Nicaraguans posed a threat to
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the vital interests of the U.S. Surely, the Secretary realized
full well that no one would believe this to be at all

possible. The U.S. had even gone so far as to state officially
in Washington that unless Nicaragua changed its internal system
to please Washington, the U.S. might take some military action
there. Naturally, this was something that had aroused
indignation throughout the world.

Gromyko pointed out that he had not mentioned Grenada. The
Secretary probably knew how this was perceived throughout the
world and in the Soviet Union. This was simply something that
had aroused amazement. Here was a good example of the
"transparency" about which so much had been said here in
Stockholm. Just 24 hours before the U.S. invasion, Washington
had assured the world that it had no plans for an invasion of
Grenada. F"There's transparency for you," Gromyko exclaimed.
The Secretary probably did not expect anything but condemnation
from the Soviet Union as a result of U.S. acts in Cuba,
Nicaragqua, and Grenada. This area was very remote from the
soviet Union. But he was mentioning it and talking about it
because it concerned a matter of principle.

South Africa was also remote from the Soviet Union. Had
the U.S. ever tried to do anything to put an end to South
Africa's aggression toward Angola? The answer was that it had
done nothing at all. If for some reason the Soviet Union's
position was not well known to the Secretary, Gromyko was sure
that it should be quite clear now. The Soviet Union believed
that every nation, large and small, had the right to its own
independent development. Washington sometimes pronounced the
same principle -- the right of any people to its own
independent development. But all these pronouncements were
forgotten as soon as they conflicted with U.S. actions.

Gromyko said that he had spoken at great length on some of
these matters, and had done so to be sure that the Secretary
was completely aware of Soviet policy in this regard. The
Soviet Union was resolutely against any country dictating to
any other country the internal order that should exist there.
In response, the Secretary might say, "What about Soviet forces
in Afghanistan?"™ It was true that Soviet forces were still
there, but did the Secretary know that the previous leadership
of Afghanistan as well as the present one had asked the Soviet
Union eleven times for help in repelling the daily intervention
against Afghanistan from Iran and from Pakistan? He might ask
"IIas the Nicaraguan government ever appealed to the U.5. for
help?" The answer, of course, was —-— never. But the Afghan
covernment had appealed for help against the intervention, and
the Soviet Union had provided it in accordance with the U.N.
charter. He would now state officially to the Secretary that
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the Soviet Union wanted to see Afghanistan as an independent
and non-aligned state which would maintain good relations with
the U.S., with the Soviet Union and all other countries of the
world. And yet, at the U.N. General Assembly, the U.S. was
trying by hook or by crook to pass a resolution aimed at
stepping on Soviet toes, so to speak. He would add that the
U.S. keeps on feeding the intervention against Afghanistan from
Pakistan and from that good friend of the U.S., Iran, and all
this for the only reason that the internal regime in
Afghanistan is not to the liking of the U.S. The U.S. is
providing arms to the interventionists, and the Soviet Union
knows this very well because of serial numbers and the like on
arms that wind up in Soviet hands.

Further, just as in the case of the Caribbean region, the
U.S. is in effect protecting the racist regime in South Africa,
which has committed many aggressive acts against other African
countries. 1If the Soviet Union and the U.S. were to act justly
in that area, they would jointly put South Africa in its
place. The Soviet Union wants nothing in Angola, but it is
certainly opposed to South African aggression against Angola.
gouth Africa has been throwing U.N. resolution after U.N.
resolution into the wastebasket —-- resolutions for which both
our countries have voted regarding independence for Namibia.

He was certain that the U.S. too should be opposed to South
African actions, as was the Soviet Union. He thought that not
only the Soviet Union, but the U.S. too would be interested in
preventing a spread of the racist contagion beyond the borders
of South Africa. By the way, the situation there too was such
that some day the majority of the people of South Africa will
have their say —-— their time will surely come.

Gromyko repeated again that he had spoken at great length,
but noted that these were the kinds of questions that poisoned
relations between our two countries. He had wanted to set them
forth in detail. After all, he and the Secretary had sat down
at this table in order to make clear to each other one
another's policies with respect to each issue discussed. IHe
felt he had done that, and had pointed out that the Soviet
Union wanted nothing in Nicaragua, nothing in Angola, and
nothing in Afghanistan except that the people of these
countries themselves have the possibility to decide their own
affairs. The Soviet Union wanted to see Namibia independent
and Afghanistan independent and non-aligned. He believed that
the U.S. too should be interested in these same objectives.

The Secretary said that he did not want to go through the
details in each of these areas, but he did have a few comments,
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First, on Central America, one of the key problems was
interference by the Nicaraguans in the internal affairs of
other countries by providing arms to insurgents; they often
came through Cuba, often originating from the Soviet Union and
sometimes from others. There were many other problems in that
area. It was a poor area, and people there needed help. It
was for this reason that President Reagan had persuaded
Gromyko's friend, Henry Kissinger, to investigate the situation
there. Kissinger had produced a good report, and the Secretary
would be glad to give a copy to Gromyko. He would arrange to
have a copy given to Gromyko, and it would be well worth

reading.

A great deal had been written about Grenada, and a White
Paper had been issued which was at variance with much of what
Gromyko had to say. The Soviet Embassy had received a copy and
he would suggest that Gromyko's people look it over.

On South Africa, the Secretary said, we hold no brief for
the racist policies of South Africa, and we have criticized
them. It was an area that suffers from conflict and tension,
Tt was an area also a long way from our home, but we are trying
to help. The Secretary also believed that this was an area
where we could jointly do something useful. As he had already
pointed out, there were some recent events in the area that
were interesting, and he thought that consultations between us
might have a direct positive influence there. As for
Afghanistan, we too would welcome a free, independent and
non-aligned country; we thus share this objective with the
Soviet Union. The United Nations has initiated negotiations;
we wish them well because it is clear that we cannot have a
free, independent and non-aligned Afghanistan unless Soviet
forces are withdrawn from the countctry.

Gromyko interjected that the Soviet Union would withdraw
its forces just as soon as intervention in Afghanistan ceases.
The Secretary said that there was a hopeful process of
negotiations underway.

our combat forces had already been withdrawn from Grenada
and he was sure we would withdraw our forces from Lebanon, the
Secretary said, before the Soviet Union withdrew its forces
from Afghanistan. In Grenada all that is left is a small
support contingent. These three areas represent different
cases, and they provide examples of situations where we could
hope that if we had better relations with the Soviet Union,
with more discussions between us, we could get beyond accusing
each other and could carefully explore why things take place,
perhaps achieving constructive results.

SECR NSITIVE

T~




SECRET/SENSITIVE
- 27 -

At this late hour, he wanted to say to Gromyko that more
constructive relations were what we wanted. He believed that
more frequent private discussions would help this process
along. As he had said earlier, we would like to engage in such
discussions. He felt that he had to look at Gromyko not only
as the Foreign Minister of a great power but alsoc as a human
being. As Foreign Minister, Gromyko had without a doubt more
diplomatic experience than any other person in the world. He
had seen a great many and a great variety of achievements. He
would now ask Gromyko to look at the situation between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union, to think about the possibility of
establishing more constructive relations between us and to
think that he and the Secretary (with guidance from the
President), might see a better day. We are ready to work on

that.

Gromyko said that if he understood the Secretary correctly,
he had spoken in favor of more frequent exchanges of views
between the two of them; he shared this wish. He noted that
some U.S. officials (here he was not blaming the Secretary
personally) believed it to be to their credit that they
exchanged views with whomever one wished, but not with the
Soviet Union. That was surely a primitive approach. Thus,
this was a constructive wish, if indeed it reflected the
Secretary's true intentions. He was in favor of such exchanges.

Gromyko also noted the Secretary's enumeration of several
specific bilateral matters and took satisfaction in the fact
that these were proceeding, albeit slowly. With respect to
depiction of our Pacific maritime boundary, the Soviet Union
had advanced a specific proposal which, in fact, was an alloy
of the proposals of each country. He would urge the Secretary
to devote some attention to this matter.

With respect to certain aviation problems the Secretary had
mentioned, he would note that both countries had representatives
in ICAO, and he would suggest letting them work out some
positions that might be acceptable to both our countries and to
others. He believed this should be possible so long as no
attempt is made to impose a solution on any of the sides.

As for the opening of consulates and cultural relations, he
believed that some progress could be made and would like to
know the Secretary's specific consderations. Whenever he felt
it would be possible to set them out for the Soviet side, they
could be examined carefully. As for opening consulates, he
would ask how many vears this matter had already dragged on?
Here were two major powers that were unable to resolve such a
pigmy question. Now that pigmy begins to look like a huge
monster in the eyes of some people. As for cultural relations,
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it would be good to arrange them to the mutual satisfaction of
both sides.

Gromyko then noted that some difficulties had arisen in
connection with some other agreements between our two countries
in terms of understanding what state they were in. Some of
them were evidently in a state of hibernation. Some people
evidently thought that these agreements should die; for his
part, he believed that they should be brought back to life. He
would ask the Secretary to take a look at them, and if
something did not suit him, to let the Soviet side know.

Gromyko noted that they had discussed a number of issues
today, and felt that such a discussion had indeed been
necessary. It would be good 1f the Secretary were to take into
account the observations he had expressed today. This could
help to elicit points of contact between the sides.

As for the Stockholm Conference, Gromyko thought that he
probably could not promise that some arguments would not arise
at the Conference between our two countries; they would. But
he would be very much in favor of maintaining consultations in
order to have such arguments eventually result in joint
positions. Soviet representatives at the Conference will be
prepared to consult with U.S. representatives and nok only
regard each other with suspicion. If the Secretary would
instruct his delegation to take a confrontational attitude
only, obviously this would produce no results. Gromyko was in
favor of searching for all possibilities of achieving results
and his delegation would be instructed accordingly.

The Secretary said that those would be the instructions he
gave to our delegation as well.

0001M
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ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

FROM: JACK MATLOCH M

SUBJECT: U.S.-Soviet Relations: Toward Defining a Strategy

by James Graham Wilson.

-Contributed

Attached at TAB I is a Memorandum to the President containing a
summary of the Billington article on U.S.-Soviet relations and a
discussion of it which emphasizes the need to find ways to reach
the younger Soviet generation more effectively, as we conduct our
dialogue with the leaders.

Before drafting the memorandum, I had two extended discussions
with Billington about his ideas. As yet, they are relatively
inchoate, although he is doing a more detailed paper on means of
approaching the dialogue in his second and third categories (with
the younger generation and establishing a dialogue on global
issues with third countries), which he promised toc get to me this
week. Basically he feels, and I strongly agree, that some means
must be found to direct foundation money into new channels, so
that we do not have a private-sector dialogue dominated by the
Arbatovs and Zhukovs, as it has been up to now.

I have discussed some of these thoughts with David Hamburg,
President of the Carnegie Corporation, who has tentatively
allocated a substantial sum to expanded exchanges with the

Soviets, and he has asked to meet with me again in the near

future. I believe we should also consider encouraging Billington--
or another like-minded scholar--to organize a conference of
foundation leaders active in the field, so that we can attempt to
point them in the right direction.

The point of all of this is that it should be possible to imple-
ment some of Billington's ideas without major changes of U.S.
policy or large commitments of federal funds. We must, however,
do what we can to encourage effective goal setting and more
effective briefing of U.S. participants.

Recommendation:

That you sign the Memorandum to the President at Tab I.

Approve Disapprove
Attachments: .
Tab I Memorandum to the President . M go #/
Tab A Billington Article

. By \,,_a_érf%é.l oY
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT -%WM" /?’7’?2’%45’
FROM: ROBERT C. MCFARLANE -
SUBJECT : U.S.-Soviet Relations: Toward Defining a Strategy

A recent article by James Billington, Director of the Wilson
Center and one of America's leading specialists in Russian
history, culture and psychology, deserves your attention.
Billington is a tough-minded supporter of our deterrence strategy,
and his article provides some important insights in the current
situation in the Soviet Union and some thought-provoking sugges-
tions for steps we can take to influence the development of the
Soviet system over the long run.

Billington's Arguments

The U.S.-Soviet relationship has been remarkably stable but
destabilizing forces have grown as Soviet military might and
international involvement has increased without a comparable
increase in internal maturity and serenity. Much of Soviet
insecurity stems from the regime's failure to exorcise Stalinism
and build an internal basis for self respect. Instead, present
leaders are reverting to Stalinist techniques of coercion.

We must acknowledge the complexity of the situation and differ-
entiate several distinct elements in the Soviet-American rivalry:

—— Economic: Here we have already won.

-~ Imperial: A new form of the traditional Russian policy
of extending its borders by absorbing or subordinating smaller
states, it is most tempting when the U.S. seems weak or irresolute.

—- Ideological: An expansionist policy is justified on
ideological grounds, and the leaders see in revolutions elsewhere
a vindication of their ideology which has failed at home.

-- Psychological: The Soviets have a love-hate relationship
with the U.8. We are "the only power that can destroy them, and
also the only civilization by which they can measure themselves."

—— Thermonuclear: The danger is not deliberate use but the
difficulty of avoiding use in an escalating situation and also

the potential for blackmail.

CONFIDENTIAL
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We must reject the idce ihat reaching agreements with the Soviets
is an end in itself and also the idea that the Soviet system is
on the verge of collapse. The forthcoming generational change of

Soviet leaders provides some basis for hope that the system will
change. Future leaders will face a choice between a course of
further centralization, militarization and oppression and one of
moving toward a more open svstem. The U.S. cannot determine the
outcome, but it can influence it.

In order to bring maximum influence to bear on this developing
situation, we need a more comprehensive dialogue in three areas:

—— With the current leadership, a dialogue that is tough and
specific;

~—- With the broader society and postwar generation, a
dialogue that is generous and general;

—— With both, a multinational dialogue addressing common
problems of the future jointly with other countries.

This will permit us to raise our sights without lowering our
guard, and will help the coming Soviet generation to forge better
links both with their own past and with our broad, contemporary

experience.

. Comment

I agree with Billington's point that our policy should include
both hard-nosed negotiations with the current Soviet leadership,
and measures to influence the future evolution of Soviet society.

——Dealing with the Soviet Leaders: We already have under
way a sound policy for dealing with the Soviet leaders. We must
continue to expand the channels available and to probe for areas
of possible negotiability, while recognizing that significant
progress may not be possible this year. Power struggles may make
it impossible for the Soviet leaders to make the hard policy
changes necessary for an improvement in relations with us. We
should, nevertheless, continue to convey to them a policy of
firmness coupled with negotiability, which can have its own
impact on the leadership struggle. Our basic message should be:

(a) That no improvement of relations will be possible
without a change in their policies and behavior;

(b} That continued intransigence on their part will result
only on a worsening of their own situation;

(c} That we are serious about negotiating fair arrangements
in a variety of areas; and

(d) That your political strength at home gives you the
ability to deliver on any deals reached.

LONPFRENTIAL,




It will be particularly importeni to convey credibly the last two
points. If the Soviet leaderc conclude that no agreements are
possible with you, they will simply hunker down and put all their
efforts into making trouble (though almost certainly in ways that
do not risk direct military confrontation). If, however, they
are convinced that agreements are in fact possible, this will
strengthen the arguments of those in the Soviet leadership who
are inclined to make sufficient concessions to reach agreements

with us.

—-The Broader Soviet Public and Younger Generation: We have
given less attention to means of influencing the successor
generation than we have to dealing with the leadership. Andropov
was moving in a neo-Stalinist direction. His successors, however,
will be forced to choose whether to intensify centralization,
repression and militarization of Soviet society, or to improve
incentives, decentralize decision making and rely more on market

factors.

While we can have only a marginal effect on the outcome of this
internal Soviet process, we should do what we can to strengthen
the tendencies toward greater decentralization and openness,
since this would produce a Soviet Union with less commitment to
the use of force and less willing to engage in costly foreign
adventures. Therefore, even if the rivalry of our systems did
not end (it would not), the U.S.-USSR interaction would be safer

and more manageable.

Billington's suggestions for reaching the younger generation
through greater expanded exchanges are apt. The fact is that the
successor Soviet generation is as parochial as the current one.
Opportunities to meet with Americans and to come to the United
States can undermine officially=-sponsored negative stereotypes
about the U.s. and stimulate private doubts about the veracity of
propaganda caricatures. While the persons involved will rarely
if ever be able to influence policy decisions immediately and
directly, broader exposure of Soviet citizens to the U.5. can
over time produce pressures for more realistic and less rigid

Soviet policies.

For these reasons, I believe you should consider reopening
negotiations on an exchange agreement in the near future.
Exchanges can be broadened considerably on the basis of private
funding, and I am investigating ways that we can bring our
influence to bear in encouraging private foundations to direct
their efforts toward reaching a new Soviet audience, rather than
multiplying contacts with regime propagandists like Arbatov.

Attachment: Tab A - Billington article
Prepared by: Jack Matlock

cc: The Vice President
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ussia: After 50 Years

The 50th anniversary of Soviet-American diplomatic relations was observed this past week in conditions
of severe tension and sourness and, because of the illness of Yuri Andropov, unusual political uncertainty
on the Soviet side. We asked a leading American student of Soviet affairs to size up the larger Sovief |
scene and to suggest some ways in which the American relationship with Moscow might be steadied.

. James H. Billington

he conflict between the United States
and the Soviet Union is unlike any con-

“  tory—perhapa in all history. It has been
remarkahly stable, not having led to any direct

fighting between the principal rivals in 35 years -

of Cold War. Yet it is a relationship that is in-
herently dangerous because of the unprece-
dented weapons available,

The main destabiiizing force in the relationship
in recent years has been the great incresse in
Soviet military might and internatinnal involve-
ments without any comparahls incregse in inter-
nal maturity and serenity. The cold, unpleasant
fact is that ths USSR i currently in a very
dangerous stage in which old psychological inse-
curity still exists alongside awesome naw power.

Part of Saviet insecurity results from the le-
gitimate desire for reapect of the Russian peo-
ple, who have often been attacked militarily
and disparaged culturally. But far more of the
current insecurity comes from the leaders' own
progressive retreat from previous halting at-
tempts in the late 1950s and early 1960s to ex-
orcise Stalin’s ghost and to build some new
basis for self-respect within Soviet society.

The aging Stalinist oligarchy and its swollen,
corrupt bureauctacy effectively atopped de-
Stalinization under Brezhnev, chose a chief of po-
Lics ga his siecessor, and mow seem to be faliing
back increasingly on the high Stalindst technicue
of using targeted acts of violence to coerce the re-
spect that they have given up trying to ean. In
the combination of brutality end deception that
accompaniad the Korean airfine tragedy and the
treatment of imprisoned symbols of social con-
ecience such a8 Yuri Orlov and Sergei Khodoro-
vich, there seem to be new hints of inertial drift

into the old Stalinist formula of terror without '

bounds or shame. It is born less of a traditional
desire for dominance than of a totalitarian com-
pallsion to disarient, divide and in some sense de-
stroy everything that cannot be controlled.

All of this is so profoundly unplessant that
one set of Americans, largely on the left, prefers
t0 say that this isn’t really happening or doean’
reslly matter. Another set, largely on the right,
prefers to say that nothing else really happens
or matters. Sincere people on both sides in-

creasingly call for heroic, one-sided solutions—

frontation of major powers in recent his- .

A Time of ‘Déﬁger? an Opening for Dialogue

“The aging Stalinist bureaucracy seems o have recently
Jound a kind of fountain of revolutionary youth in distant
Places. It seems compelled not so much to conquer new

territory as fo vindicate abroad an ideology that has
conspicuously jfailed at home.”

unilateral disarmament, unilateral crudades—
often mixing disguised eermons to America into
euppased analyses of Russia.

2

{ be beginnings of a more rational under-
standing may lie in acknowledging com-
plexity and in differentiating severa

“- distinct elements in the Soviet-Amer-
ican rivalry: economic, imperial, ideological,
paychological and thermonuclear.

Economically, there is no longer any serfous
competition. Capitalism hes simply proven it-
solf more dynamic and adjustable, and far more
capable of effective production for human usa.
Communism s a functioning economic system
in unlikely to have sustained appeal to anyone
in the modern world who is free to make a first-
hand comparison—unless of course the capitai-

ist economy aflows itself to self-destruct in
BOING MAssive 0ew cconomic crisis.

The imperial aspect of the superpower rivalry
involves our confronting & new form of a tradi-
tional Russian policy of extending the nation’s
borders by absorbing or subordinaeting smaller
powers and atates Traditional national interest
liss at tha base of Soviet pressure on Europe and
the puah into Afghanistan. Here the Soviets made
8 elseaica] imperial gambit in the “great game"—a
timaly move on a target of opportunity that must
have seomed iresistible at a time of American

weaknessi and preoccupstion elsewhern,
But the Soviets' justification for thels in-

volvement in Afghanistan—and the probable
resson for their refusal to withdraw—is the
purely ideological argument that the revolu-
tionary process once begun cannot be reversed.



Thig argument points to the new tendency to
propel Soviet foreign policy bevond the realm
of traditional Russian national interest into the
more dangerous field of ideoiogical politics.

The oging Stalinist buresucracy seems to
have recently found a kind of fountain of reva-
lutionary youth in distant places. It seems com-
pelled not so0 much to conguer new territory as
to vindicate abroad an ideology that hes con-
spicuously failed at home. It has worked with
cocky new revolutionary cadres from Vietnam
and Cube, even as it played on American self-
doubt after Vietnam to expand in various wiys
into Kampuchea, Angola, Mozambique, Ethio-
pia and South Yemen. It gradually came to ac-
cept the long-resisted Cuban contention that
the road to revolution in Latin Ameries must be
essentially violent rather than peaceful.

Once China after Mao adopted a more preg-
matic and inward-looking attitude, the U.S.S.R.
became the main source of ideas as well as arms
for what was perceived to be a rising revolution-
ary tide. The Soviets put venture capital of
various kinds into distant, destabilizing forces,
and increasingly risked becoming invalved in
crises that they might not be able to control.

All of this is further complicated psychologi-
cally by Russia’s tradition of a love-hate rola-
tionship with its principal Western adversary.
To Russizns, America is now the only power
that can destroy them, and also the only civili-
zation by which they can measure themselvea.
Their love-hate feelings toward us suggest tha
persistence of feelings of psychological inferi-
ority even in the presence of strategic parity.

The massive arssnal of nuclear weapons and
rocketry possessed by both superpowers gives a
historieally unprecedented dimension to the ri-
valry. The danger is probably not s0 much that
either side will deliberately set out to uss them,
but that some developing erisia in a finzy aren
may escalate to 8 poimnt where it will be difficult
for one party not to use them in order to aveid 8
humiliating defeat.

The new weapons also pose new possibilities
for blackmail—the key element in the current
campaign to prevent new missile deployments
in Germany. The long-range objective is to di-
vide, neutralize and eventually establish politi-
cal dominance over Europe.

The immediate campaign is to convert the
West’s mora} anguish over nuclear weapons into
a political separation of Western Europe from
the United States. Though 80 far unsuccessful
in ita short-run objective of preventing misaile
deployment in Germany, this campaign has
helped change the basic international orienta-
tion of cpposition parties in England and, in-
creasingly, in Germany.

With the increasing pro-Soviet drift of the
German Social Democratic Party, the USSR
in gnining a major new asset for resolving both
its physical security and its peycho[ggml mfen.-
ority by establishing greater political domi-
nance over Germany: the only “West” that
really matters to them in Europe, ot

L}

America may in time be less threatened by
the 2‘110?&1 colossus in the USSR.?

Thera is plenty &f irratigrﬁal hope 93 the

ket On the left, thers is the vague idea—

g:f:t.hat only increases the Jikelihood of black-

Ela there any rational hope that an open

mail—thet resching agreement with the Soviets
ig an end in itsell. This attitude is Bupported by
gaasip and disinformation accepted as evidencs,
or by wishful thinking about the putative plight
of alleged “doves” and “liberals” within the
Soviet leadership—for whasa very exiatence
there may be no ren! evidence,

On the right there is the hope that the Soviet
system may be on the verge of convulsive eco-
nomic collapse andfor national disintegration,
Although there is hard evidence of deep prob-
loms in both areas, thers is no indication of any
such drastic imminent cutcome and there are
many reasons for rejecting the hidden a3sump-
tion that “the worse for them the hetier for us.”

“There s, I believe, a
reasonable likelihood that
the forthcoming
generalional change of
leadership may bring with
it greater change in policies
than af any times since
Lenin moved from War
Communism to his New
ficonomic Policy in 1921.”

Any hasis for mtional hope must be found
within their gystern mther than our preconcep-
ﬁm'l‘im'm,lbeﬁeve.aremrmhlelikzliﬁd
thet the forthcoming gensrational change of
emmhip may bring with it greater change in policies
then at any time since Lenin moved from War
Communiam to his New Economie Policy in 1921.

There is a scholarly consensus that the Soviet
economy is too atagnant, the society too corrupt
and degenerating, and the administrative and
productive system too saddled with deferred
maintenance for anything short of massive re-
forma to be effective.

Simply to kesp up as a great power, Soviet lead-
e will have to mobilize new enargies from the
broader socioty. This can be done realistically anly
by drasticaily extending the authority over Soviet
lifa £s & whala of one of the anty two areas that arp
still productively efficient in the USSR sither
the comrnand economy based on centralized mili-
tary power ar the market economy based on local
entreprencurial incentive (ths growing “second™
economy). Whils Russion tradition may faver the
Hormer, tha imminence of an unnaturally delayed
genazational change in leadership may favor build-
ing more on the incentive principle.

There could hardly -be & more dramatic con-
trast than between the basic experiences that

Ppegce and relative proaperity.

The coercive stand-pat policies of recent years
with their emphasis on repression ot home and 22-
gression abroad will be very difficult to sistain in
the ahsence of signs that they are succeeding. A
new generation of leaders will lnck the legitimizing
authority that accrued to the older survivers from
a period of great if bloody deeds It will surely be
tempted to reshapa the system in terms of its own
experiences and perhaps even to buy into the new
ideal that appeared among its generation in the
frear atmosphere of tha 608 and early "5

The dissident movement was only the tip of an
iceberg, most of which still lies submerged within
ths system. This movement of ideas represented
an unofficial effort Lo continue the proceas of de-
Stalinization that Khrushchev began and Brezh-
nev definitively stopped. Thers was—and contin-
uea to be in the new generation—an attempt o
recover links with those elements of old Russian
tradition that Stalin had systematically sought to
destroy: Christianity. rural Russie, lterature with
an authentic moral = - ning. This generation felt
its way toward social criticiam in the early "70s—
codifying alternate versions of history through the
oral counter-culture, staging satirical plays and
forming & human rights movement and even 2
tiny fres labor movemant. .

Obe cannot be sure that ths nsw generation of
leaders will identify with the higher maral aspira-
tions of its own generation once In power, rather
than with tha quesi-Stalimist systers through
which they will have to rise to power. But so great
ia tho social and econamic need to mobilize fresh
snergy and enthusisam, and g0 strong the paycho-
bgical desire to find a worthy, non-Stalinist iden-
ity to make some sanss of its sufferings, that one
hes 1o allow for the poeaibility of profound rather
than merely coametic changes with ths coming of
this generation.

Americans cannot direetly dstermine in amy
important way how the Soviet Union will evolve.

Nor should we look for & maturing socisty with jts
own traditions to replicate or even approximate
our own, But es the Sovists’ principal adversary
and object of fascination, ws are more involved in
their evolution than we may realize,
2
o me this suggests a need to bagin, in the
second half-cantury of our relations, a
far more comprehensive Soviet-Amer-
ican disiogue than we have tried inthe
first 50 years.

The first need at this time of dangerously
diminished dislogue is for inereased but more
clearly defined contacts batween the two super-
powers. All dislogus, especially at the higher
levels, should be polite and respectful in tone—
particularly since the Russiana crave respect
and may invisibly mimic our model. The dis-
logue should be of thres quite different types,
each with a different objective,

1. With the vestigj ini

tough and "specific. One should never

ahaped Yiri Andropev and the last Stalinist gen-
eration {the umending bloody convulsions of
coerced industrinkization and collectivizetion, arti-
ficial famines, incessant intarnecine purges, and
hercic wartime sufferings) and the infliences on
those under 50. The latter are the hegeci- educx;t-
ed, psychologically less complicated products of 2
post-war period of small deeds, uninterrupted

and general with Stalimsta. The meaningléas
“general principles” of the 1972 Sovist-Ainot-
ican summit facilitated rather thin foieitsilxd
subsequent Soviet edvasices. Ingratlauding ap.
proaches taken for domestic political ressons
are invariably received as a sign of weskness
and an invitation to further manipulation.
It is also important that there be only & sin-



gle, substantive dialogue o the high strategic
questions, because unity, like firmness, is eagen-
tial for cloaing a deal. One should feel neithar
intimidated by threats of a walkout nor com-
pelled to make gratuitous demonstrations of
flexibility to win vague good will The older
leaders know about war and almest certainly
want an agreement in this ares.

—u@hﬂww

eneration, we need an exploratory dialogus

hiaf Is generous and enstal rather than

and ‘specific, Vastly expanded exchanges

this gensration now may help build a hasis Jor

more comprehensive agreement later,

The social basis for repression in ths USSR
todsy ia the combination of a swollen state and a
weak society, Brosdened American exchanges
with Soviet society as a whole—on a professional,
regional, educational, eultural and purely random
baais—will encourage the elements that make for
civic responaibility. Economic contacts could sug-
gest new models for management and encourege
ths Jdnd of saif-respect that might make Russiang
lacs poychologically dependent on gaining respect

3_A new category of dialogue would involve
Rungisns dnd Americans with other countnes m

dbeuiing and developing s new global o
perhaps looking to the year 2000, Such a fumat
would provids ths model for the nexi generation
of Russians, who must look to us for new ap-
prozches to warld order, Many of the problems
are themsslves multinational, and new idees may
ba easier to secept if there ars new forums that

Each of thees dialoguea would help overcoms a
weakness that hos plagued Americen relations
with the Soviet Union. The frst helps to avoid
the Wlusion of some liberals in amuming that
Soviet society will nsturally evolve into something
battar if only we are nice to the surviving Stafin-
dead-end relinnce of ;{};ﬁmﬂ conservatives thf[:gi on
material toughnesa, third dispels L
tive balief, commaon to both libaral and conserva-
tive politicians (and to many Russiome), that our
many bothersome iovolvements in tha world will

i diminish once wo cut a deal with ths

Ruszians and cut out everyone else.

Our continuing confrontation ax the thermo-
nuclear lavel clearly requires the first type of
contact: tough and apecific and at the highest
lovel. We and the Sovists both have by now, it
seoms to me, an overriding responaibility not to
lesve the nuclear negotisting table until we
bave begun to limit and reduce the global men-
ace we have co-authored, and not to make this
overriding issue hostage to other issues. -

The ideological aspect of Soviet-American
confrontation is an ideal alement for the
broader lavél of dialogus that brings in the
younger Soviet generation not yet in power.
The-peaceful discussion of ideas with this gen-
eration may help check the inertial drift of the
vestigial Stalinists into endorsing revolutionary
violence in distant places.

“The social basis for
repression in the U.S.S.R.
today is the combination of
a swollen state and a weak
society. Broadened
American exchanges . . .
will encourage the elements
that make for civic
responsibility.”

Almost certainly the traditional imperial
aspact of Soviet policy will incressingly become
& grester concern of Russin's Euragian neigh-
bors rather than of the United States. Since ths
problem of Rusaia’s borders involves desp psy-
giogimj aam:hwo?y on the g:'!!H‘.u“mun-a' aide and

very existance of many naj i les,
it should not ba lsft to the plaympbut
discussed in tha third typs of multilateral dia-
logua over a long pariod of time.

Wo dsarly need to incresse support for Rua-
gien siudies throughout America, and we prob-
ehly nesd ons high-level place in government to
provids -comprebensive analysis and policy coor-
dination for all our dealings with ths USSR.

o longer con there be any room for illy-
gions about a governing group that, in
¢! the Stalin ers, produced one of ths two
" greatest, sustained state-sponsored sat
of atrocities againat its own subjects in the 20th
century. Thera can be no excusa for weakness in
dealing with those who have ceased in the last
20 years to parmit talk about, let alone restitu-
tion for, the horror on which their power rests.

But wa do not kave to lower our guard to
riss our sights. We can invent new forms of
dinlogue, reach limited agreements, and per-
haps even devise new forms of joint activity
that can substitute cooperation for confronta-
tion. The coming Soviet generation would wel-
come fresh initiatives. In trying to find a non-
Stalinist path into the future, they will want
better links both with their own deep past and
with our broad, cantemporary experience,

Thase who will continue the troubled Soviet-
American dinlogus in the years ahead may some-
day conclude that, for such vast countries and
such expansive, complicated peoples, it right just
bae horder to take small stops than big ones.

The um'ter: director of the Woadrow Wil
2 I{:temauo-nal Center for Seholarz in
Washingeon, has witten histories of Fus.
sian culture and the retalutionary tradiiion,
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

cm February 10, 1984

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. McCFARLANE
FROM: JOHN LENCZOWSKI

SUBJECT: Andropov's Funeral and U.S.-Soviet Relations

In case the President is receiving a variety of recommendations
that he should attend Andropov's funeral, he should be fully
aware of the deleterious consequences of such a move.

Presumably the principal argument in favor of the President's
attendance is that it will send a powerful signal that he is
ready and anxious to improve relations with the Kremlin, and that
therefore he is really a man of peace. This would be therefore
vet another way that the President could underscore that America
has regained its strength under his Administration and that we
can now negotiate with the Soviets from our new position of
strength more securely than before.

There are several major problems with this line of thinking
which, if ignored, could yield political results that could
1nfllct severe damage to everything the President has done so far
to make the world a safer place.

Confusion About the Nature of Renewed American Strength

The principal problem here is that this argument does not reflect
a proper understanding of how and why the U.S. is stronger today
than in 1980 -- and that a misunderstanding of this nature could
work to undo the real sources of renewed American strength. The
unspoken assumption is that we have revived our military power
and that as a result we can face the Soviets more confidently and
negotiate with them now that we have some chips to play with.

This attitude is not only prevalent within the Administration —-
especially in the State Department -- but is widespread even in
conservative Republican circles on the Hill, where there is talk
about cutting the Defense budget now that we have allegedly done
so much to redress military imbalances.

The problem is that our military buildup consists mostly of
promissory notes —-- and in real terms manifests itself today
mostly in increased readiness and morale. Secretary Weinberger
stated a few days ago to Congress that the Soviets have widened
their margin of superiority over us in most categories even
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The real source of our new national strernc:! .: -r. the moral-
spiritual-political sphere -- a measure of ctrencih to which the
Soviets pay very close attention. As a matter of fzct, they see
our moral-political strength as the key criterion in their
measurement of the correlation of forces; for this is what
constitutes our national will -- our will tc use force if
necessary to defend our interests, our will to believe that our
system has a future and is worth defending, and our will to
recognize the realities of the world as they are and not as we
would wish them to be.

Coddling Illusions and Wishful Thinking

If the President were to decide to attend Andropov's funeral, he
would send the Soviets a major signal that this real strength was
severely eroding. By going to Moscow and inevitably meeting with
some Soviet officials, the President would be saying that he does
not feel that he can ensure his reelection without coddling the
illusions and wishful thinking of large portions of the slectorate.
Those illusions are that peace is achieved by better atmospherics
and by such direct dialogue with the Soviets as is sufficient to
clear up those "misunderstandings" which allegedly are the source
of the U.S.-Soviet adversarial relationship. These illusions are
bolstered further by the wishful thinking that a reduction of the
President's allegedly hostile rhetoric will "improve relations.”

The reason, of course, why these notions are illusions is that
they rest on the assumptions that the Soviets are not truly a
communist power with communist objectives, and that therefore
there are no fundamental political reasons why U.S.-Soviet
relations should necessarily be adversarial. That this is an
extreme form of wishful thinking with no basis in fact needs no
explanation. It derives from that pervasive Western penchant, as
Ambassador Kirkpatrick recently explained, to disbelieve the
horrible. Large chunks of the American people simply do not want
to believe: ‘

- That the Soviets are communists;
- That they must therefore have unlimited international
' objectives;
- That the destruction of American democracy is one of those
objectives;

- That the Soviets do not share the same concept of peace that
we strive for;

- That the Soviets continue to have an enormous Gulag with
millions of slave laborers;

- That the mass murders of innocent Afghans are actually g01ng
on today, right now;

CON




- That visitinc Soviet trade representatives, academicians,
"journalists,” UN employees and Embassy personnel might
actually be engaged in subversive actions that might
conceivably do harm to our country;

-= That the Soviets have actually broken various arms control
agreements;

-— That maybe the Soviets do not find it in their self interest
to reach mutual, verifiable arms control treaties and comply
with them;

- Etc.

An Improvement of Relations?

Some people may think that the question here is whether the
President is more or less likely to get reelected by trying to
win over the "wishful thinking" constituency by catering to their
illusions. Indeed, the President can try such a strategy. Then,
maybe his picture will appear on Time's cover shaking hands with
Ustinov, presaging a new improvement of relations, a new
"generation of peace." But would this represent a real improve-
ment of relations, or would it be a deception of the world public
that would merely reinforce the illusions of the wishful thinking
constituency?

The fact is that it would not be a true improvement of
relations -- at least not as we would define those terms. A real
improvement of relations could take place only: a) if it were
conducted on our terms -- i.e., by the Soviets exercising greater
international restraint, withdrawing from Afghanistan, complying
with arms agreements, stopping their military buildup, improving
their human rights situation, etc.; or b) if it were conducted on
Soviet terms —- i.e., by the U.S., silencing itself about Soviet
aggression, silencing itself about Soviet human rights violations,
letting bygones 'be bygones after 61 Americans are shot out of the
air, by negotiating, signing and complying with arms control
agreements that the Soviets will violate or at least circumvent
(thus permitting further shifts in the military balance in their
favor), by doing absolutely nothing when we catch them violating
such agreements, by desensitizing the public and the Congress
about the necessity of further defense spending through such
silence about Soviet behavior, etc. So long as the Soviets
remain communists and so long as we are committed to democracy,
there can be no other formula to "improve relations.”™ The best
relations we can hope for are those where stability prevails,
where the American people are under no illusions about the
adversarial nature of the relationship, and where we are so
strong that the Soviets will make no miscalculations.

CONF TIATL
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A Message of Weakness to the Soviets

The fact is that an atmospheric "improvement of relations" would
be a deception; and as such it would send a great signal of
weakness to the Soviets. Before, Ronald Reagan showed the world
that the Presidency could be won by telling the people the
unadulterated truth. This was the real sign of American strength —-
because the people as a whole were increasingly willing to face
the ugly realities of the worid, to reject disbelief in the
horrible, and to tackle these realities with resolution and
determination. Now, if reelection can only be won by coddling
wishful thinking and calming public fears, the President will be
telling the Soviets:

- That America is unwilling to face the truth and to hear the
President tell the truth;

- That the electorate has thus forced the President to "tone
down the rhetoric" -- which in practice means, stop
reminding the country about the nature of the powerful
empire we face;

- That therefore the American people are really ostriches at
heart; :

- That Soviet disinformation efforts to convince the American
people that the USSR is not truly a communist power any more
have been successful;

— That Soviet propaganda to intimidate the American people has
been successful; and

- That Soviet power is so great that America has been forced
to meet the Soviets increasingly on their terms.

Acknowledging the Flaws of Past Policy

The President's presence in Moscow now would also signal that his
entire previous policy was flawed. It would acknowledge that
before, he was not really a man of peace and that peace is not
achieved by facing the truth, warning the people of dangers and
building up the body, the spiritual strength and thus the credi-
bility of our deterrent forces.

Peace on Whose Terms

»

In his January 16 speech, the President already extended an olive
branch to the Soviets. He asked them to improve relations on our
terms -- which is the only acceptable path. The ball is in the
Soviets' court and it is their turn to respond. For the President
to make an atmospheric gesture of the order of attending Andropov's
funeral would be to play the role of a supplicant. It could even
be perceived as an effort to compete with Walter Mondale for
Kremlin support in the election. Instead the areatest move the



President could meke toward achieving peace on our terms would be
to show the Soviets he can get reelected without their help at
all. The window of vulnerability is open today. The Soviets
must be considering what they can do to demand American respect
for all that power they have accumulated. Any sign of weakness
now may encourage them that they can demand more respect than
they have won thus far.

RECOMMENDATION

That you share this memorandum with the President.

Approve Disapprove

CONQQNTIAL
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SEGRET/SENSITIVE  MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Meeting with Chancellor Helmut Xohl of the
Federal Republic of Germany (U

PARTICIPANTS: The President
The Vice President
Secretary Shultz
Robert C. McFarlane
Assistant Secretary Burt
Ambassador Burns
Jack Matlock, NSC
Harry Obst, Interpreter

Chancellor Helmut Kohl

MFA State Secretary Andreas Meyer-Landrut

Ambassador to the U.S., Peter Hermes

Dr. Horst Teltschik, Director General,
Foreign and Security Affairs, Federal
Chancellery

Heinz Weber, Interpreter

Dr. Juergen Sudhoff, Acting Chief, Federal
Press and Information Center (lunch only)

Dr. Edouard Ackermann, Director General,
Comnunications and Public Relations,
Federal Chancellery (lunch only)

Dr. Franz Pfeffer, MFA Director General for
Political Affairs (lunch only)

Ambassador Friedrich Ruth, FRG Commissioner
for Disarmament and Security Affairs (lunch

only)
DATE, TIME March 5, 1984
AND PLACE: 11:15 a.m. - 12:15 p.m., Oval Office, and

12:15 p.m. - 1:30 p.m., Working ILunch,
Family Dining Room

The President greeted Chancellor Kohl and they exchanged
greetings to Mrs. Kohl and the First Lady. Xohl also mentioned
that his eldest son was with him and was on his way to study at

Harvard. 4U)’

The President then asked Kohl what was on his agenda .U}

Kohl replied that he had in mind a tour d'horizon, and that the
President should interrupt and comment as he went along. Kohl
then began with a review of the domestic situation in the Federal

Republic. &)

Turning first to the economic situation, Kohl said that economic
recovery was under way and that he felt that the recovery wou Ld
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be stronger than the experts were predicting. Inflation was
being controlled and would be in the 2.8-3% range. Unemployment
continues to be a problem, with two million Germans out of work.
Basically, the problem resulted from too little investment for
too long. The FRG must put more investment in industries of the

future. };3”

There is alsc, Kohl noted, a potent1al future problem W1th the
trade unions. They a g a shorter rk week - 6 hours
with the same pa :

Kohl also noted that the FRG has a preoblem with exports and
protectionist pressures are growing, but that he will oppose them
firmly. He feels that they must compcte with the Japanese in
efficiency, and he is not pessimistic regarding their ability to
do so. But it is clear that protectionism hurts cveryone in the

long run. (C)°

In this regard, he added that he was strongly opposed to the
proposed Common Market tax on fats and oils, and.that he could
assure the President that it will not be adopted. He had
discussed this issue with Prime Minister Thatcher and she is not

willing to support it either. )

Kohl noted the European criticism of high U.S5. interest rates,
and said that they are indeed annoying. But, as he had told his
colleagues, it would be even more annoying if the President is
not reelected, and he realized that perhaps it is not the best
policy to bring them down this year. He hoped, however, that the
problem could be addressed next year. )

Secretary Shultz observed that the Chancellor's statement
regardlng his firm position against the special tax on fats and
oils is very important to us. He was pleased that Kohl stated it
so unequivocally. An agricultural trade war would be the worst
thing that could happen to all of us. £y

Kohl said that he would make this point when he meets with the
Senate, but we should understand that the resistance to
protectionism must be a two-way street. ATy

Secretary Shultz suggested that he make this point to the Senate
as well. (U)

Turning to political topics, Kohl observed that the opposition to
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Regarding conditions in the European Community, Kohl noted that
tpe Community was going through a difficult period arranging its
finances. &All the members need to make sacrifices, but Thatcher
has not reached the point of recognizing this fully. In the end
he believed that an arrangement would be reached, but that care
must be taken to make sure that the arrangement devised would not
lead to a trade war. This question is also linked to Spain and
Portugal; the other members must increase their contributions.
They need another two billion on top of the four agreed to.z{CT//

So far as the EC is concerned, he hoped that the current problems
would be solved, but noted that this would be a long process,
since any agreements would have to be ratified by national
parliaments, and this could take two years or so. With the
elections to the European Parliament, however, a new and more
informal phase of negotiations will begin. (I}~

Kohl then turned to Henry Kissinger's recent analysis of the
alliance, and noted that it contained some good proposals.

He

felt, however, that Kissinger was wrong on two points: that
there should be a Furopean supreme commander, and that the U.S.
troop presence should be lowered. These steps would be
interpreted in Europe as a diminishing U.S. commitment to the
alliance and would lead to an unraveling of the alliance. He
agreed, however, that the Europeans should do more for

themselves. A€Y

Regarding the GDR, Kohl said that "seismographic" developments
are taking place. Pressures are building up, and it is clear
that the ideological basis for communism has gone to pieces.
GDR is letting more people leave than before -- 4,000 were
allowed out in January and February, more than in ten years.
This is an attempt to reduce the pressures on the regime in the
hope that an explosion can be prevented. It is not in our

The
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interest, Kohl added, that an explosion occur. He has the
feeling that Honecker is on better terms with Chernenko than he
was with Andropov, and this may give him a little more elbow
room. Basically, Kohl expressed optimism about the direction of
current trends. “(8l_

Kohl noted that the most important

Regarding LRINF deployments
decisions have b de,

¥ He suggested, however, that we could help by pursulng
a policy of negotiation with the Soviets. Q)

Turning to the Soviet Union, Kohl observed that it was siupid to
ridicule Chernenko's age or health, as the media had donc. He
believed Chernenko could stay in office and that he should be
treated with courtesy. His position is, however, not as strong
as Andropov's, and his successor may already have been chosen.
It would be a good idea to try to establish contacts with the
successor, but this of course should not be done behind
Chernenko's back, but by using normal channels. (5%

Kohl added that he thought the President's decision not to go to
the Andropov funeral was correct. The Soviet Union continues to
have a collective leadership. They misread the situation in
regard to NATO LRINF deployments, and it is important now for us
to keep the initiative. ~(8)_

Kohl then reviewed some specific issues as follows:

Kohl then turned to Poland, where he felt the cituation continues
to be bad. The Soviets have not mastered the idcological
situation. He felt the Catholic Church initiative to provide
support for private agriculture has great promise, and noted that
it is the Pope's idea. The Polish regime would have to make 2
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very difficult decision.to allow it, but it deserves our support
if it is approved.

Kohl then apologized for talking so 1ong.‘}Uf‘

The President said that he had not at all talked too long, and
noted that we seem to be very close on the issues. Regarding
protectionism, he felt very strongly that it should be opposed.
However, he has problems with Congress. He then suggested that
the conversation be continued at lunch. (&)

* * * * * *

Kohl initiated the conversation at lunch by saying that he was
trying to do his part in supporting democratic forces in El
Salvador. His ambassador is now there, and he was asking
everyone to stand up for Duarte and assist him. (C)-

The President said that these actions were most helpful. GD//,

The topic then shifted to East~West relations, and Secretary
Sshultz referred to Kohl's earlier comments on the Polish Church

initiative to assist private agriculture. ey

Kohl reiterated the importance he attached to supporting this
initiative, and observed that the President's personal support
must be clear -- this will be very important for Catholics. (&)

The President noted that we have moved on some of our sanctions
and will be prepared to move on others if the Polish government
takes appropriate steps. As for the Soviets, he is making clear
that we are ready to negotiate. (S]

Kohl said that it would be useful if the President could arrange
a meeting with Chernenko. Personal contact is important, and
Gromyko is a problem. A way must be found to get around him and
contact other policy makers directly. He had talked to Mrs.
Thatcher, and she agrees that a summit meeting would be

desirable. )Sff

The President replied that he was interested in preparing for a
meeting, but it was important that we not talk about this
publicly, since the Soviets could use it for propaganda purposes.

T

Kohl said that he had told the Soviets that the President was
going to be reelected whatever they did. 'Theyv should believe
him, since he had told them last June that the missiles would be
deployed, and he had been proven right. So he had told the
Soviets that if they hesitated to deal with President Reagan
because 1984 is an election year, they would lose again. o&&—"

AN
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Secretary Shultz asked if Chernenko could stand up to Gromyko.
His speeches seem a bit milder, but Gromyko seems to act as the

gatekeeper to the outside world. AST

Kohl thought it would be possible to arrange a summit, and noted
that a 30-minute meeting would not be enough. T+ should p
h time to discuss subjects thoroughly.

elt the
resident should probe, and it would surprise him if Chernenko
did not react positively. The Bast Europeans, at any rate, want
a meeting, and Chernenko himself may feel that he doesn't have a
lot of time to lose. (

The President said he was reminded of the story of the man who
had just had a physical, and who asked his doctor for a report.
The doctor advised, "Just eat the best part of the chicken

first." (U)

The Vice President asked how Kohl would view the development of
U.S5.-GDR ties. (57

Kohl said that it depends. If greater prestige of the GDR regime
helps the people, this is all right. But the gquestion should be
examined carefully to make sure that any moves do help the
people. Honecker does seem to have an interest in improving his
relations with the U.S. ZXohl met with him at a Soviet guest
house in Moscow during the Andropov funeral. Honecker said at
that time that he had an invitation to speak in San Francisco,
and asked some questions about Americans and the United States.
So he may be interested, and Kohl himself would give a qualified
yes to an improved U.S.-GDR relationship. (87

The President asked if Kohl could estimate how many East Germans
would choose the FRG over the Communist ideoclogy. v

Kohl said 90 percent. Of course, he added, not all really want
our system; they have grown up under a s001a115t system and may
not want to give up some of the social benefits. But the
influence of the Church is growing and there is no support at all

for revolution. f€

Secretary Shultz recalled that in Bonn they had spoken of the
importance of military to military contacts with the Soviets. (CGF—

Kohl said yes, he thought they were potentially useful. At
present, he observed, the Soviets havc only two channels of
information from the outside world, the Ministry o©f Foreign
Affairs and the KGB. Soviet marshals know little of the
personalities in the West, and direct contact could broaden their

horizons. (CY
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The President remarked that it is easy for us to see the Soviets
as aggressive. He wondered whether they could possibly view us

as aggressive.‘}QT

Kohl said that he thought they could, but not because they fear
we will attack their borders, but because they feel thev need a
buffer zone. And then dictatorships always need an enemy. (C)}—

The President asked rhetorically how they could think that we
would want to go to war. They have emphasized their
determination to impose Communism, and should recognize that the
rest of us are merely being defensive. (C}

Kohl observed that Communist ideology is becoming more flaccid.
He noted at the Andropov funeral that the symbols and procedures
were as 1f a pope or emperor or tsar were being buried. And he
himself was witness to the fact that when Mrs. Andropov paid her
final farewell to the corpse, she made the sign of the cross over

the casket. g;f”

The President observed that the Soviets seem to have created an
aristocracy such as the one they overthrew. (£}

Kohl remarked that whereas Americans have found their place in
the world and in history under the President's leadership, time
is not working to the Soviet advantage. He noted that Mitterrand
agrees with this, and he believes that it gives the United States
an opportunity. The idea of Communism has lost much of its
force. One can see this in the decline of the French and Italian
Communist Parties. The idea of freedom is stronger everywhere.
While the Soviet regime will not collapse overnight, it is

brittle. (&)

The President said that he understood there was a turn to
religion among the young.

Kohl confirmed that he believed this was the case and noted that
the Patriarch was allowed to read a public mass during the
funeral period for Andropov. He wondered why the regime
permitted it, and thought thev might need it for insurance. He
then asked Meyer-~Landrut (until recently FRG Ambassador in

Moscow) if he had any observations. ggy

Meyer~Landrut agreed that there is a growth of interest in
religion, and noted that the Russians must cope with many
problems for which the ideclogy gives them no help. They need
better information regarding the West. (Cf

Sshultz wondered if Western tourists have an impact on the Soviet
population. }H)

Mever-Landrut thought that they definitely have an impact.
Soviets are verv interested in life in the West. They draw
conclusions from the way Western tourists are dressed and act,
and when they can, question the foreigners about their life. )HT/
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Kohl thought that we should not forget what it means to live in a
country sealed from the outside. Digtortions are great, and
e

thirst for information is great.

The lunch terminated with both the President and Chancellor Kohl
agreeing on the usefulness of their conversation and on the
importance of maintaining close consultations on the various
issues that confront us. (Y
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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 223.

Monday, March 5 [1984]

A typical Mon. — no breathing room & a stack of memos plus
things to sign — which | didn’t get to until later afternoon. Helmut Kohl
arrived (W. Ger. Chancellor). We had a good meeting thru lunch. He
confirmed my belief that Soviets are motivated, as least in part by
insecurity & suspicion that we & our allies mean them harm. They still
preserve the tank traps & barbed wire that show how close the
Germans got to Moscow before they were stopped. He too thinks |
should meet Chernenko.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: ROBRERT C. MCFARLANE

SUBJECT: Hartman's Meeting with Gromyko March 11

Attached at Tab A is a memorandum from George Shultz reporting on
Art Hartman's meeting with Gromyko March 11.

Gromyko followed a very tough approach in the meeting, and
charged that we had not yet offered anything to move us forward
in a constructive way. This is not encouraging, but we probably
should expect this approach from Gromyko, who seems intent on
seeing how much he can squeeze out of us before offering some- .

-thing in return.

I believe that we should refrain from drawing pessimistic con-
clusions from this conversation, however. It will be more
important to see how Chernenko responds to your letter, and
whether the Soviets pick us up on some of the suggestions you
made in vour recent letter to him. As you are aware, some of the
private signals we are getting are somewhat more encouraging than

Gromyko's hard-line approach.

Atrtachment:

Tab A -~ Memorandum from Secretary Shultz of March 14, 1984

Prepared by:
Jack Matlock

cc: Vice President
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-SEERERASENSTREE~ March 14, 1984
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESILENT |

FPROM: . George P. Shultz ﬂifé

SUBJECT: Art Hartman's Meeting with Gromyko March 11

Art Bertman tells me that he met with Gromyko for two and a
half hours Sunday to discuss your letter and my telk with
Dobrynin March 7. Gromyvko was careful to say his response was
"preliminary"™ and that we will get an early formal reply to your
letter, which has been passed to Chernenko. Art feels Gromyko
mey not yet have fully familiarized himself with what we have
presented. That seid, however, he was also very tough.

After 7rt hLad begun by stressingy your sincersity and the very
specific character of our message, Gromyko spent an hour and a
half complaining that we had killed off a whole series of agree~
ments and had not yet offered anything to move us forward in a
constructive way. The chief items were:

-- START and INF, where the policy of the Administration
makes talks impossible after the U.S. had "paralyzed" SALT II;

—— other arms control items —-- TTBT, outer space, CW,
nuclear non-first-use, non-~use of force -- where the U.S. had
refused to ratify, was ignoring Soviet propcsals or was making
promises of a kind it had not delivered on in the past; and

-- bilateral cooperation agreements (environment, health,
etc.) which the U.S. had "cast aside.” . :

In rebuttal, Art told Gromyko that he was defining negotia-
tions in a one-sided way, that we need a give-and-take process
and adjustments on each side, and that we should acd deeds that
address real problems to international life, rather than just
woréds. He stressed that Gromyko was misunderstanding your
intentions if he thought we are just repeating the importance of
dialogue: you had made substantive decisions and are ready to
move forward. Gromyko concluded that he was not convinced.

Art thinks that part of Gromyko's point was to prove that we
cannot go around him; the fact that TASS immediately announced
the meeting haé made no progress suggests that he also continues
to fear we will exploit any dialogue between us to prove ve are
in business-as-usual. It was not an encouraging meeting, but it
is haré to draw ccnclusions from it, and both Art and I agree ve
should wait for the formal reply to your letter that Gromyko
promised.. In the meantime, we should do what we Qeed to do here
to be ready to move on the issues you identified in your letter,

SBcﬁbm/SENSITIVE

DECE&NQADR




Nuti.

and Leopoldo

Pulcini

by Giordana

-Contributed

e 8. Promemoria Dialogo Est-Ovest [1984]

ABSTRACT - This memo expresses the regrets of the Italian government
for the failure of the INF negotiation. According to the memo, Italy
“committed itself to the normalization of the East — West dialogue” and
proposed aresume of MBFR talks.
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Sezione II: Attivita istituzionale
Serie 2: Presidenza del Consiglio dei ministri
Sottoserie 3: Relazioni internazionali
Sottosottoserie 1: Incontri e visite ufficiali
UA 27: "Incontro del presidente del Consiglio con il primo ministro del Regno dei
Paesi Bassi, Ruud Lubbers (Roma, 4 aprile 1984)"
e 1. Promemoria Linee di politica estera dei Paesi Bassi [04/1984]

ABSTRACT — An interesting memo from Badini to Craxi about the domestic
constraints on Dutch foreign policy












[Central State Archive, Sofia, Fond 378-B, File 996, available in the Cold War
International History Project’s Virtual Archive, www.cwihp.org. Translated for
CWIHP by Kristina N. Terzieva.]

BON, 12 June 1984

TO

HIS EXCELLENCY

THE CHAIRMAN OF THE STATE COUNCIL
OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA
AND SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE CC OF
THE BULGARIAN COMMUNIST PARTY

Mr. TODOR ZHIVKOV

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN,

I read with great interest and attention your letter of the 9™ of May 1984,
delivered to me by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of People’s Republic of Bulgaria,
Petur Mladenov.

I share your opinion that the Federal Republic of Germany and Bulgaria have
developed good and fruitful relations following the establishment of diplomatic relations
in 1973.

We see possibilities for strengthening and furthering these relations, which, in the
interest of the populations of our countries, we should not leave unrealized. The recent
talks between the foreign ministers of our countries revealed new prospects in that
direction. Even now, dear Mr. Chairman, | am glad that I will be able to continue this
dialog with you in Bon on the 20™ of September 1984.

-2-

The international situation continues to be worrisome; the peace in Europe and in
the world continues to be exposed to great dangers. The differences in understanding the
reasons that have led to the current situation, in my view, should not prevent the
responsible and impartial search for solutions to the pressing issues. In the past, there
have been situations in the relations between the East and the West, when, despite the



different assessment of the relevant conditions, solutions have been reached through
negotiations — a way to which there is no other alternative. Our countries can contribute
to the creation of a climate, which will enable the resolution of even central political
issues, by means of a broad bi-lateral political dialogue that we wish to continue by
mutual consent.

The Federal Government has always stood for an active policy of disarmament
and control over armament and has mainstreamed its efforts in offering assistance in that
direction through concrete proposals in the current negotiations. Recently Western
countries have made constructive propositions. In connection to that, I will shift your
attention to the packet of proposals, presented in Stockholm in January of this year, for
complementary, concrete measures for the strengthening of trust and security. Further, |
would like to point you[r attention] to President Reagan’s readiness - expressed in his
speech in front of the Parliament in Dublin on the 5" of June 1984 - to lead negotiations
in Stockholm for asserting the principle of the non-use of force.

-3-

This initiative aligns with the views of the Federal Government and has its full
support. Another example is the new proposal made by Western countries at the
negotiations in Vienna on the 19" of April of this year, in which the West points to new
ways of solving some of the key issues subject of these negotiations and emphasizes its
readiness to contribute to making headway by maintaining a flexible approach during the
negotiations. | very much hope that the Warsaw Pact member countries will study
carefully these proposals and will move towards a constructive dialogue with us on these
issues.

The Federal Government, led by me, is of the opinion that despite the great
significance, which we attribute to the political discussion on the control over armament,
the East-West dialogue should not be confined to the missile issue. The Final Act of the
conference on security and cooperation in Europe, held in Helsinki, and the Final
Agreement of the conference in Madrid contain the broader basis of the program for
building East-West relations.

The process that began in Helsinki, based on which it was possible to reach
important agreements, despite the existing tensions, turned out to be a firm support for
continuing the multilateral East-West dialogue at a difficult stage.

-4-

We attribute to the Helsinki process the main significance for the further peaceful
and constructive development of East-West relations.

Please allow me, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion to touch upon some particular
issues addressed by you.



The Federal Government, along with its allies, has carefully examined the
Warsaw Pact member countries’ proposal of January 10" 1984 for creation of a free of
chemical weapons zone in Europe. The Federal Government places a priority on the
negotiations, led at the Geneva Convention on disarmament, for a universal and reliably
enforced ban on all types of chemical weapons throughout the world. At present, these
negotiations have reached an advanced stage. It is important not to question again what
has been achieved so far and not to prolong the negotiations. We see such a danger in
starting parallel negotiations concerning the region of Europe. These discussions would
not only stumble across the same problems encountered in the negotiations at the Geneva
Convention, but would even be burdened by the necessity to [create measures of] control
[over] the non-storage of chemical weapons outside the zones free of chemical weapons.
By the way, the Third World countries represented at the Geneva Convention on
disarmament would hardly show understanding, should this important topic slip away
from their hands by means of special regional negotiations. The Federal Government
supports the proposal for a universal agreement on banning chemical weapons, set forth
by the U.S. on the 15™ of April 1984.

-5-

The [Federal] Government sees in this initiative one important political step and
associates it with the expectation that the U.S. proposal will contribute to the
considerable progress of the Geneva negotiations. The U.S. clearly made it known that
this proposal is a contribution that lays the foundation for negotiations, and offered to
conduct consultations on it with all delegations in Geneva and, first and foremost, with
the Soviet one. Until now there has been no response to this offer on the part of the
Soviet Union. The Federal Government appeals to the People’s Republic of Bulgaria to
defend, at the Geneva Convention on disarmament, the prompt and permanent removal of
the category chemical weapons on a world scale.

As far as the mid-range missiles are concerned, we welcome and support the
readiness of the U.S. to renew negotiations at any time without preconditions and to
examine every serious Soviet proposal. The Federal Government is very sorry that the
Soviet Union still persistently declines to continue the negotiations. How could the Soviet
Union consider the start of positioning of U.S. mid-range missiles a reason to halt the
negotiations, given that it had continuously positioned [Soviet] SS-20 missiles during the
negotiations and is still positioning them?

Regarding your remark, Mr. Chairman, that the U.S. is developing “Programs for
the Militarization of Space,” | would like to point out that the U.S. is ready to hold talks
at the government level on this matter.

-6-

As much as it is within my ability, I will stand for measured and reasonable solutions in
that sphere.



The Federal Government took a stand, regarding the renewed Warsaw Pact
countries’ proposal on freezing and reducing military expenditures, in front of the
Romanian Government, which made the proposal on behalf of the Warsaw Pact; and
brought attention to two aspects: the Federal Government, as well as the governments of
our Western allies, shares the concern with the size of the military expenditures world
wide.! The Federal Government also hopes that [military] defense expenditures can be
reduced as a result of balanced agreements on the control over armament and
disarmament. With this goal in mind, the Federal Government supports the efforts of the
United Nations for making public military expenditures based on a standardized
accounting system, and releases the respective numbers for its country. A system that
makes military expenditures of various countries comparable and subject to control is a
prerequisite for fruitful negotiations on the issue. We would welcome participation on the
part of Warsaw Pact countries in these efforts within the framework of the United
Nations. Such a move would be appropriate to underline the importance of the proposals
of the Warsaw Pact on matters of military expenditures.

-7-

Mr. Chairman, you also address the proposal for a treaty on the mutual restraint from the
use of force. With regard to that, | would like to emphasize one more time that the
observance of the ban on the use of force, underlying the United Nations Charter and the
Helsinki Final Act, has always been a constitutive ingredient of the foreign policy of the
Federal Republic of Germany and the Atlantic Alliance. In and of itself, a renewed
confirmation of the good will not to use force, when not proven by concrete, tangible
actions, would not lead to progress.

During my visit to Moscow in July of 1983, | paid attention to the fact that a new
binding confirmation of the ban on the use of force may contribute to the improvement of

the international situation, if it could, in reality, alleviate the threat of the use of force and
if the use of force can be stopped where it is ongoing.

Yours respectfully,

HELMUT KOHL

CHANCELLOR OF THE
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

! The translation suffers due to the cumbersome sentence structure in both Bulgarian and German. The
FRG has responded to the Romanian Government regarding a renewed proposal by the Warsaw Pact for
freezing and reduction of military expenditures.
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Telephone: (202) 822-8688

Preliminary

Biographic information on Dr. Gordon Brown of the United Kingdom, who is

visiting the United States under the auspices of the U.S. Information Agency's

International Visitor Program. His program is being arranged by Mrs.

Hannelore Starr and Ms.

Leslee Miller of the Visitor Program Service of

Meridian House International.

June 27 - July 26, 1984

NAME

PRESENT POSITION

PAST POSITIONS

PERSONAL DATA
Born
Marital status
Dietary restrictions
Languages
Mailing address

ACADEMIC BACKGROUND

PUBLICATIONS

MEMBERSHIPS

AVOCATIONAL INTERESTS

TRAVELS ABROAD

Dr. Gordon BROWN

Member of Parliament (Labour Party) for
Dumfermline East, United Kingdom since 6/83

Journalist and Current Affairs Editor
Scottish Independent Television Station 1980-83

Lecturer, Glasgow College of Technology and

'University of Edinburgh 1976-80
Rector, University of Edinburgh 1972-175
February 20, 1951; Glasgow, Scotland
Single
English

Office: The House of Commons, Westminster, London
SW1A OAA, England
Home: 48 Marchmont Rd., Edinburgh EH9, Scotland

PhD History, University of Edinburgh 1982
M.A. University of Edinburgh 1972

The Politics of Nationalism and Devolution, 1980
Scotland: The Real Divide, 1983 (co-editor)
The Red Paper on Scotland, 1975 (co-editor)

Member, Executive Committee, Labour Party Scottish
Council (previously Chairman - 1983-84)

National Union of Journalists
Transport and General Workers Union
Reading and writing; football and tennis

First visit to the U.S.
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E.0. 12356 N/A
SUBJECT: FY-84 IV GRANTEE - DR. GORDON BROWN
REFS: () LONDON £06638, (B) USIA 016784

1. FY-84 IV GRANTEE DR, GORDON BROWN, LABOR iP FOR
DUNFERML INE EAST ARRIVES WASHINGTOM, D.C. VEDHESDAY, JUNE
27 VIA PA-167 TG GOMMEMCE THIRTY DAY 1V PROGRAN AT VPS ON
THURSDAY, JUNE 28. '

2. POST BELIEVES SUGGESTIONS BELOW ACCOMPLISH OUR
OBJECTIVES 1M GIVING BROWH USEFUL PROFESSIOMAL EXPOSURE TO
CONTACTS N U.S. POLITICS WITH EMPHASIS OM FOLLOWING AREAS:
- U.S, POLITICAL PROCESSES, FOCUSING ON COMPARISONS
BETWEEN CONGRESSIOHAL AND PARLIAMENTARY OFFICES AT
NATIONAL AND CONSTITULHCY LEVELS, PARTY ORGANIZATION, FUND
RAISING, PAGS, AND ELECTORAL SYSTEM.

- U.S. DEFENSE POLICY, IHCLUDING HATO AND ATLANTIC
ALLTANCE.

- NATURAL RESOURCES AND POLITICS, FOCUSING ON THE
RSRIGULTURAL AND FISRING INDUSTRIES; REGIONAL AHD URBAN
DEVELOPHENT/REDEVELOPHENT, AND RELATED SOCTAL PROGRAM;
ENERGY AND ENERGY CONSERVANGY.

3. BACKGROUND.
EROWN, AGED 33, IS ONE OF THE NEW INTAKE OF LABOR MEMBERS
OF PARL.IAMENT, IE WAS ELECTED LABOR MP FOR DUNFERMLINE
EAST IN JUME 1983 WITH A HAJORITY OF 11,381, AND IS
ALREADY BEING SEEN AS A LEADING LIGHT AMOUNG THE NEW
HEMBERS. BROWM 1S AN ARTICULATE, HARD WORKING AND
DEDICATED HP WHO 1S LIKELY TO GO PLACES WITHIN HIS

PARTY. HE WAS CHAIRMAN OF THE LABOUR PARTY SCOTTISH
COLNCIL FROM 1983-84 AND REMAINS A MEMBER OF THE
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE. AS BROUH HAS NEVER BEEN TO THE U.S.
THE IV PHOSRAN YLD GIVE HIM A DEAL OPPORTUNITY TN LEARH
FIRSY Wafiu ARODI THE ULS, POLITICAL SYSikm AND neEl HIS
AMERICAN COUNTERPARTS EARLY IN HIS POLITICAL GAREER, WHICH
COULD BE OF IMMENSE VALUE TO BOTH SIDES OF THE ATLANTIC.
PEIOR TO BECOMING AN HP BROWH WAS A JOURNALIST AND CURRENT
AFFAIRS EDITOR WITH SCOTTISH TELEVISIOH, SCOTLAND'S
FEDEPENDENT TELEVISIOH STATION, 1988-83. BEFGRE THIS HE
VAS IN. THE ACADENIC WORLD, FIRST AS RECTOR OF EDINBURGH
UNIVERSITY, 1872-75; TEHPORARY LECTURER AT EDINBURGH
UNIVERSITY, 1876; AND LECTURER, GLASGOYW COLLEGE OF
TECHHOLOGY, 1976-88, BROWN HAS WRITTEN AND EDITED A
NUNBER OF PUBLICATIONS, HE EDITED WITH H. M. DRUCKER "THE
RED: PAPER ON SCOTLANDY N 1975, AND "SCOTLAND: THE REAL
GIVIDE" (W 1983; HE 1S AUTHOR OF "THE POLITICS OF
NATIONALISH AND DEVOLUTION", 1980. HIS AVOCATIONAL
INTERESTS [NCLUDE READING AND WRITING, FOOTBALL AND
TENNIS. BROVI WISHES TO PARTICIPATE FULLY 14 1V PROGRAM
AMD WOULD ENJOY HOHE HOSPITALITY, HE 1S ALSO WILLING TO
SPEAK ON U. K. POLITICAL SYSTLH.

0p8826

4. OBJECTIVES.

{d) U.S. POLITICAL PROCESSES:  BROWN WOULD LIKE T0
FOCUS ON COMPARISONS BETWEEN CONGRESSIONAL AND
PARL | ANENTARY OFFICES AT NATIONAL AND GONSTITUENCY LEVELS.
HE WOULD LIKE AN INSIGHT INTO HOW THE DEMOCRATIC AND
REPUBLIGAN PARTIES ARE ORGANIZED; HOW FUNDS ARE RAISED
DURING ELECTION AND HOM ELECTION PERIOUS; AND INFLUERGE
OF POLITIGAL ACTION COMMITTEES OM PARTY POLIGIES ETG
BROWN MOULD ALSO LIKE OPPORTUNITY TO ATTEND CAHPAIGH
RELATED ACYIVITIES.

- (8) U.S. DEFENSE POLICY. . BROWM WOULD LIKE TO FOCUS
ON. U.S. DEFENSE POLIGY TOWARDS NATO AND ATLANTIC ALLIAHGE.
BESIDES BRIEFING ON DEPLOMENT OF CRUISE AND OTHER

STRATEGIC AND CONVENTIOMAL WEAPOWS ETC., SUGGESY BROWN

ALSO HAS BRIEFING ON HOW U.S. VIEWS THE THREAT OF CHENICAL
WEAPONS USAGE BY WARSAW PACT AT FRONT LINE AND EFFECTS

THIS HAS ON NATO MILITARY PERSONNEL.

- HATURAL RESOURCES AND POLITICS,  BROWN WOULD (N
LIKE TO LOOK AT U.S. AGRICULTURAL AND FISHING INDUSTRIES
AND THEIR LOBBYING EFFORTS; REGIOMAL AND URBAN ffﬁf
DEVELOPHENT/REDEVELOPHENT PROGRAMS, AMD RELATED SOC!AL (
1SSUES; ENERGY AND ENERGY CONSERVATION PROGRAMS.  HE S>
WOULD LIKE TO MEET INTEREST GROUPS. INVOLVED IN THESE

"VARIOUS SECTORS AMD SEE THE EFFECTS THESE GROUPS HAVE ON

EMVIROHHENTAL 1SSUES,

5. PROGRAH AND |TIHERARY.
- (A} WASHINGTON, D.C. .
- CAPITOL HILL: TOUR OF THE MILL,  SUGGEST BROWN
MEET WITH CONGRESSHEN FROM ARLAS HE WILL VISIT, E.G.
MORMAN DICKS (D) BREMERTOM, WASRINGTON ON HOUSE

BY

#1286
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APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE; AND AL SWIFT (D) BILLINGHAM
VASHINGTON (MHO LIKE BROWN IS A FORMER BROADCASTERI.

ALSO SUGGEST MEETINGS WITH MEMBERS AND STAFFERS OF HOUSE
FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPE AND THE
MIDDLE EAST; SEMATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPEAN AFFAIRS.,  SENATE ARMED SERVICES
CONMITTEE, SUBCOMMITTEE ONf STRATEGIC AMD THEATER HUCLEAR
FORCES RE HATO AND ATLANTIC ALLIANCE AUD IMPORTANCE oF
HATNTALHING STRONG NUCLEAR DETERREMT.  HOUSE AND SENATE
RULES COMMITTEES RE HOUSE AND SENATE ORGANIZATION ETC
HOUSE ENERGY AND COMMERCE COMUITTEE, AMD SENATE
ENVIRONHENT AND PUBLIC WORKS GOMMITTEE RE LEGISLATION ON
ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY ISSUES. ALSO SUGGEST MEETING WITH
OFFICHALS OF .ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY STUDY CONFERENCE

- DEPARTMENT OF STATE: BRIEFING BY BUREAU OF
POLITIOO-MILITARY AFFAIRS ON NATO/ATLANTIC ALLIANGE, AND
BY: EUROFEAN GESK OFFICER

- DEPARTHENT OF DEFENSE: SUGGEST MEETING WITH
OFFICIALS SUCH AS PRINCIPAL DIRECTOR NATO AND EUROPEAN
POLICY; DIRECTOR, STRATEGIC ARMS CONTROL POLICY;
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE REPRESENTATIVE, U.S. DELEGATION, INF
NEGOTIATIONS; SECRETARY OF DEFENSE REPRESENTATIVE, U.S.
DELEGATION, START AND/OR OTHER OFFICIALS AGENCY CONSIDERS
IHPORTANT

- DEMOCRATIC AND REPUBLICAN MATIONAL COMHITTEES
BRIEFING ON PARTY ORGANIZATION AT HATJOMAL LEVEL.

- FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIOH: BRIEFING ON
CAMPRIGH FINANCE RULES AND REGULATIONS.

- POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEES

- BEOCKINGS AND AEl:  SUGGEST MEETINGS WITH
FOLTICAL EAFERTS RE TOPICS OF INTEREST TO BROWN

- QUPARTHENT OF EMERGY: SUGREST MEETING OFFICIALS
DEALING VITH SHLRGY ARD ENERGY Consthvativ, INCLUBING
ERVIRONNENTAL PROTECTION,

- EHVIRONDENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY.

- COUHGIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY: SUGGEST BROUN
MEVT REPRESENTATIVES RE HIS INTEREST IN ERVIROGENENTAL
GUALITY,

- (B) MINHEAPOLIS/ST.PAUL

- SUGGEST VISIT TO FARMING CONMUNITY IN HINNEAPOLIS/
ST. PAUL AREA TO SEE FARMING METHODS, AND SPEAK TO FARMERS
ABOUT 1.OCAL POLITICAL AMD ECOMOMIC {SSUES AFFECTING THEM.
H6HE BOSPITALITY WITH FARMING FAMILY.

- LOCAL DEVOGRATIC AHD/OR REPUBLICAN PARTY
HEADOUARTERS.  ATTEND CAHPAIGH ACTIVITIES F ANY AT TIHE
OF VISIT,

- SPEAK TO EMVIROHMENTALISTS AND FARMERS ABOUT
CONFLICTS BETWEEN FARMING AND ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREHENTS

- (€} SEATTLE/PUGET SOUND. X
BHELASS

pEssLs

CITY HALL. . MEET SEMIOR OFFICIALS TO DISCUSS

BROWN’S INTERESTS {N ENERGY CONSERVATION, URBAN AND INNER
C1TY DEVELOPHENT AND REDEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS, AND ISSUES OF
LOCAL IMPORTANCE.

KING TELEVISION STATION: SUGGEST VISIT 10 -

STATION TO SEE HOW REGIONAL AMERICAN STATION DEALS WITH
GURRENT AFFAIRS 1SSUES.

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON.  SUGGEST MEETINGS WITH

ACADEMICS 1N ARCHITECTURE AND URBAN PLAMHING FAGULTY, AND
f THE RUSSIAN AND EAST EUROPEAN STUDIES FACULTY

AND OTHER MAMUFACTURES OF DEFENSE EQUIPMENT

BASE AHD

SUGGEST VISIT TO BOEING AIRCRAFT MAHUFACTURERS

TRIDENT BASE AT BREMERTON.  SUGGEST VISIT 70
MEET WITH LOCAL AREA OFFICIALS TO DISCUSS

LOCAL/STATE/FEUERAL RELATIONS.

VISIT LOCAL OFFIGE OF ONE OF THE SEATTLE AREA

CONGRESSHEN, TO SEE WHAT THEY DO AND HOW THEY RELATE TO
THE COMGRESSHENS' WASHINGTON HEADGUARTERS. IF POSSIBLE
TAKE PART M CAMPAIGN RELATED ACTIVITIES, INCLUDING .
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL GANDIDATES AND THE STATE
AND NATIONAL PARTIES

-

VIRGINIA

- SIGHTSEEING-OPPORTUNITIES IN AND AROUND SEATTLE.

SAN FRANGISCO.
DEMOCRATIC CONVENTION.  PLEASE CONTAGT HS.
0/LEARY AT THE NATIOHAL DEMOCRATIC [HSTITUTE FOR

VNTERMATIONAL AFFAIRS, 2088 L STREET, N.W. WASHDC RE
CONVENTION ARRANGEMENTS.

- (E)
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SUBJECT:” FY-84 -1V
REES:  (A)- LONDON
1. PER REFTEL (C
THURSDAY, JULY 12
DEMOGRATIC CONVENT

FRANGISCO REGEPTIO
ATRPORT 'AND ESCORT

2. BROWN ARRIVES
WEDNESDAY, JULY 18
COMMEMCE "IV PROGRA
HOULD APPRECIATE
OFFICIAL GOULD MEE
HOTEL .OF. LATE ARR{
BY "AUGUST 11, THER®
AUGUST 9,-

3. PER REFTEL (A)
WOULD PREFER NOT T
PEGPLE AT THEIR HO
A-BOTEL.
PROGRAM HE SHOULD
FARWING FAMILY.

4/ FYl, BROWN HAS®

INTHELEFT EYE, A
CAN "SEE ‘PERFECTLY

PROGRAM,  ALTHOUG
HAVING 70 DO SO FO
DIETARY RESTRICTIO
SHALL GROUPS ON U,

THEREFO 1

#1261 1CAS44

28717812

N
HBG IMMEDIATE 6165
DINBURGH 1267

OF ©2 LONDON 14476

IFER ZIMDAHL;
PTION CENTER;
- SINGER

EU - BILL ZAVIS;
YASHINGTON RECEFTION

GRANTEE ~ DR. GORDON BROWN

11286, (B) USIA 37951, (C) LONDON 1425%
BROWN ARRIVES SAN FRANCISCO ON

VIA PA-125 AT 15.25, TO ATTEND

ION.  POST WOULD APPREGCIATE IT IF SAN
N CENTER OFFICIAL COULD MEET BROWN AT

HiM TO HiS HOTEL,  PLEASE ADVISE.

WASHINGTON, D.C. MATIONAL AIRPORT OH
VIA UNITED AIRWAYS UA~58 AT 21,44, TO

W AT VPS ON THURSDAY, JULY 19,  POST
T IF WASHINGTON RECEPTION CENTER

T BROWN.,  PLEASE ADVISE WASHINGTON
VAL.  BROMN HAS TO RETURN YO THE U.K.
EFORE, HE WOULD LIKE TO DEPART THE U.S.

PARA 3. BROWN HAS INDICATED THAY HE

0 HAVE A HOMESTAY BUT WOULD RATHER MEET
HES FOR A MEAL OR TO TALK, AND SLEEP IN
RE, |F MINNEAPOLIS IS [NCLUDED IN

STAY AT A HOTEL RATHER THAN WITH A

EYE DEFECT.  HE HAS A DETACHED RETINA
ND HAS A MEAK RIGHT EYE.  HOMWEVER, HE
WELL AND WILL NOT NEED AN ESCORT DURING
H HE CAN DRIVE, HE WOULD LIKE TO AVOID
R REASONS GIVEN ABOVE.  HE HAS NO
HS.  BROWN WOULD BE HAPPY TO SPEAK TO
K. POLITICS, PARTICULARLY THOSE

AFFEGTIRG SOOTLAND .

5. PERREFTEL (A)
BROWN’S CONSTITUEN
SCOTLAND’S HIGHEST
CONSTITUENCY HAS A
BEING ADVERSELY AF
STRIKE.  AS A RES
HINERS FAMILIES, W
ENCOUNTERING CONSJ
THEN "NOW ON THE BR
HOST "INPORTANT ROY
THE POLARIS SUBMAR
PRIVATIZATION WHIC
CONSTITUENGY.  IT
CANCEL HIS PROGRAM
HAJOR MEETINGS NEX

, PARA 4. POST LEARNED TODAY THAT
CY, DUMFERMLINE EAST, HAS ONE OF
UNEMPLOYNENT PROBLEMS.  THE
NUMBER OF LARGE COALMINES, WHICH ARE
FECTED BY THE PROTRACTED COALMINERS
ULT, BROWN IS HAVING TO DEAL WITH THE
HO BECAUSE OF THE STRIKE, ARE
DERABLE HARDSHIP, WITH A LARGE HUMBER OF N,
EAD LINE. IT ALSO HAS ONE OF BRITAIN'S
AL ‘MAVAL DOCKYARDS, ROSYTH, WHICH REFITS
IHES.  THIS IS UNBER THREAT OF
H COULD CAUSE MORE UNREST IN THE
IS BECAUSE OF THiS THAT BROWN HAD TO
DATE OF JUNE 27 AS HE HAS A NUMBER OF
T WEEK TO DEAL WITH THESE MATTERS

) UNGLASSIFIED

. UNITED STATES
| INFORMATION AGENCY . | ~.
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6. BECAUSE OF THE COALMINES AND ROSYTH BEING IN HIS

CONSTITUENCY, BROWN WOULD LIKE TO INCLUDE IN HIS PROGRAM A

VISIT TO A U.S. NAVAL DOCKYARD TO SEE HOW THIS IS RUN. HE

WOULD ALSO LIKE TO NEET AMERICAN MINE UNION (UMW) LEADERS

TO DISCUSS PROBLEHS [N U.S. COALMINING INDUSTRY.  IN VIEW

OF THIS REQUEST POST SUGGESTS THAT THESE TOPICS SHOULD

TAKE PRESIDENCE OVER THE THIRD ITEM IN PARA 4 OF REFTEL

).

7. PER REFTEL {A) PARA S (E}. BROUN HAS REQUESTED THAT
HE VISIT NEW YORK BETWEEN JULY 27-31, AS HE HAS A COUSIN
VISITING THERE DURING THOSE DATES.  HE MOULD LIKE TO KEEP
WEEKEND FREE AND GOMMENGCE NEW YORK PROGRAM ON JULY 38.

HE WOULD LIKE TO INCLUDE VISIT TO POLITICAL SCIENCE
FACULTY AT COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

8. BROWN WOULD ALSO LIKE TO MEEY POLITICAL SCIENCE
FACULTY MEMBERS IN OTHER UNIVERSITIES IN GITIES VISITED.
HE HAS PARTIGULARLY MENTIONED YALE, HARVARD, GEORGETOWM
AND/OR COLUMBIA,  RE REALISES THAT UNJVERSITIES WILL BE
ON VACATION AND THE CONSTRIGTIONS BECAUSE OF THIS

9, BROUN HAS REITERATED HiS INTEREST IN LOOKING AT U.S.
POLITICAL PARTY STUCTURE AT FEDERAL AND GONSTITUTENCY
LEVELS, PARTIGULARLY THE LATTER

18, BECAUSE BROWN WILL HAVE VISITED SAN FRANCISCO
“ DURING CONVENTION SUGGEST HE EITHER VISIT ANOTHER WEST

COAST CITY. . ALTERNATIVELY, SOMEWHERE IN SOUTH OR ONE OF
THE NORTHERN GITIES SUCH AS CHIGAGO OR DETROIT WHERE THEY
ARE ENCOUNTERING SIMILAR DIFFICULTIES TO THOSE IN HIS OWN
CONST I TUENCY.
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 EMORENDUM OF CONVERSATION BY . NARADATE ! /b#ﬁ}

SUBJECT: The President's Meeting with Foreign Minister
2Andrei A. Gromyko of the Soviet Union
PARTICIPENTS: The President .
The Vice President
Secretary of State George P. Shultz
Robert C. McFarlane, 2Zssistant to the
President for National Security Affairs
Ambassador Arthur A. EBartman, U.S. Ambassador
to the Soviet Union
Assistant Secretary of State Richard Burt
Jack Matlock, NSC : )
Dimitry Zarechnak, Interpreter

Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko

First Deputy Foreign Minister Georgiy Korniyenko
Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin

Aleksey Obukhov, Notetaker.

Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

DATE, TIME Friday, September 2B, 1984,
AND PLACE: 10:00-12:00 a.m., Oval Office

After several minutes wait, as journalists came through for
photocraphs, the President opened the meeting at 10:20 a.m. He
said thet he was pleased that Foreign Minister Gromyko had been
able to come to Washington to meet with him and he hoped that he
could demonstrate to Gromyko that he was not the sort of person

to eat his own grandchildren.

The President pointed out that our politiczl systems are very
different and that we will be competitive in the world. But we
live in one world and we must handle our competition in peace.

He emphasized that the United States will never start a war with
the Soviet Union. He added that they 8id not have to_take his
word for that but only look at history. For example, after World
War II when the United States was the predominant military power
in the world, we did not use that power to force ourselves oOn
others. Instead we set out to help —— allies and one-time
enemies alike —-- to restore their economies and "to build a
peaceful worid. We have been trying to reduce stocks of nucleari
weapons and today have only two-thirds as many as we had in 1867.

T
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Of course, we are now rebuilding our military strength, but we
are doing this because of the massive Soviet buildup. We feel
this is a threat to us. Soviet leaders have proclaimed their
dedication to revolution and to our destruction. And we have
experience with Soviet aggression: the Cuban missile crisis, the
attempts to extend Soviet influence in Africa, their efforts
elsewhere. Throughout, the Soviet Union seems to consider us

the enemy to be overcome.

The President said he mentioned this only to explain why we feel
threatened -~ not to debate the matter -- but he wanted to make -
it clear that while we do not intend to be vulnerable to attack
or to an ultimatum that would reguire us to choose between
capitulation and annihilation, we have no aggressive intent
toward anyone. He added that we are willing to accept Soviet
concerns for their own security. We understand the loss of life
in World war II, and we understand their feelings based on a
number of invasions of their country over the vears. But the
problem is that we are mutually suspicious; both sides are
fearful. The time has come to clear the air, reduce suspicions,
and reduce nuclear arms.

As the two superpowers, we must take the lead in reducing and
ultimately eliminating nuclear weapons. If the two of us take
the lead, the rest of the world would have to follow. And this
applies not only to nuclear weapons, but also to such weapons as
biological and chemical as well.

The President mentioned that the Soviet Union had proposed
negotiations on weapons in space. He said that we are ready for
this. But we also feel that offensive weapons must be a subject
of concern and a subject of negotiation. And he wondered if we |
could not consider concluding an interim agreement with |
restrictions on anti-satellite weapons, and also agreement on a |
process of reducing nuclear arms.

The President also suggested that we need to have representatives
of senior levels meet to discuss the whole situation and to try
to find ways to negotiate these problems. & private channel
would be useful. For example, someone here and a counterpart
there could take up contacts privately in order to consult
confidentially and give direction to negotiations. The President
stressed that we both have confidence in our Ambassadors and
should use them more, but there-may also be a need for'
confidential contacts without the formality of more official
channels.

The President then referred to the American commitment to human
rights., He said that he understands the Soviet feeling that
these questions impinge upon their sovereignty, but they must
understand that the United States is a country of immigrants, and
that many ethnic groups in the United States maintain an interest
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responsive to these concerns. The fact is that it would be much
easier for the United States to make agreements with the Soviet
Union if there is improvement in this area. As an example, he
cited the resolution of the case of the Pentecostalists who took
refuge in the American Embassy in Moscow, and said that we
treated their permission to leave the Soviet Union as a generous
act on the part of the Soviet Government. We never attempted to
portray it as an arrangement between our two governments, but did
attempt to respond and ease relations by, for example, concluding
the long-term grain agreeement. The President added that
although the Foreign Minister knows the United States fairly
well, some of his colleagues may not, and the Soviet leadership
should understand that the President cannot simply dictate to the
Congress or to the public. The atmosphere must be right if the
President is to be capable of carrying out and implementing
agreements with the Soviet Union.

The President stressed that peace is our greatest desire and we
are prepared to move in a peaceful direction and to discuss how
we can reduce arms and set a goal of ultimate elimination of

nuclear weapons.

Foreign Minister Gromyko responded that the President had touched
on many problems and he thought it was necessary to set out their
policy. He realized that the President had heard and read many
authoritative statements from the Soviet leadership, including
Chernenko's letters and public statements. He observed that it
cannot be guestioned that relations between the United States and
the Soviet Union are of tremendous importance for the entire
world. Indeed, this is axiomatic and no one in the world would
deny it. The conclusion he would draw from this is that the
leadership of the United States and the Soviet Union must see to
it that both bilateral issues and international guestions that
concern us are conducted in full accord with the responsibilities
which the leadership of both countries carry.

Gromyko said that he did not know how the President got the idea

that the Soviet Union set for itself the goal of demolishing the

American system, or that the Soviets think about that at all.

The Soviet Government has no such goal, and the U.5. has no basis
for making the accusation. '

Gromyko stated that in accord with the philosophy held by the
Soviet leaders, the course of historical development is
unavoidable, and just as they believe that the sun will rise
tomorrow, they also believe that the capitalist system will be
followed by a socialist system which in turn will be followed by
a communist system. But that is not a goal. And, indeed,
"voluntmerism” -- attempts to force historical developments -- is
alien to their philosophy. It is, he said, "anti-scientific.”
Therefore, there is no goal of undermining the social and
political system in the United States. He felt that if some of
the President's statements have been motivated by such a
misunderstanding, the President would do well to correct his

\
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comments. He would not use the word "insult®" to characterize
these accusations because it is too mild. The fact is, the
Soviets have a philosophy of historical processes, but not a goal
of changing or replacing the political and economic systems in
other countries.

Gromyko continued that it was not the first time that they had
heard that the United States had acted generously after World

War II and that the U.S. had possessed nuclear weapons, but had
not used them, He observed that it is true that the United
States acted wisely in not using nuclear weapons, saying in
passing that the U.S, had only a negligible number, of course,
but he wouldn't emphasize that. He continued by saying that at
the end of the war, if the Soviet leaders had waved their armies
to the West, no force could have stopped them. It would have '
been like a tidal wave. Yet, they did not do it; they were loyal
to their agreements with the Allies, to their agreements with the
United States and the United Kingdom. France, of course, later
joined as an ally, but principally with the United States and the
United Kingdom. The USSR was true to its word and did not move
beyond the boundaries specified in the post-War agreements. The
President would recall that President Truman signed the Potsdam
Accord along with Churchill and Stalin. The Soviet Union had
lived up to this agreement.

Gromyko continued that in the President's observations, he
detected the thought that the Soviet Union is a threat to the
West. The fact is, Gromyko said, that after the war when the
guns fell silent, all the military bases which had been set up by
the United States throughout the world were retained. They were
kept and even increased; new ones were built. Arms were
increased as well. He asked, rhetorically, if the Soviet Union
should have taken this into account, and answered "of course,”
and said that these events were still fresh in their memories.

Gromyko went on to charge that the United States had built a wall
-- a barrier -- against all attempts to reduce arms. He said he
would remind the President that after the war ended in 1945 --
and he degressed to say that the Soviet Union had entered the war
against Japan precisely in accord with its commitments -- and
nuclear weapons appeared on the scene, it had been no miracle for
the Soviet Union to acguire them. All nuclear weapons reguire is
a certain techological potential and funding decisions. But
Gromyko -claimed that at that time the Soviet Union had proposed a
permanent ban on nuclear weapons, and a commitment to use nuclear
power solely for peaceful purposes.

He recalled that he himself had introduced in the United Nations
in New York a draft convention for the permanent prohibition of
nuclear weapons. The United States Administration (Truman was
then President) rejected this idea. So what was the Soviet Union
to do? They had to reconsider their position. They had to draw
conclusions from the path the world was taking.

A
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Gromyko then stated that the West always raises guestions of
verification. It does this as if the Soviet Union doesn't do all
it should do in carrying out its commitments. But the Soviet
proposal was a very comprehensive one. It was for both nuclear
and conventional disarmament, and as for verification at that
time, they had proposed “a general and complete verification."
And what was President Truman's response? He refused. He
refused because the United States simply wanted more and more and
more arms.
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Gromyko then observed that we now have at our disposal mountains
of arms. It's not a very pretty picture. We're sitting on
mountains of nuclear weapons. We must ask how far we want to go
in this direction.

He then recalled that when President Nixon came to Moscow in 1972
and entered Brezhnev's office, he observed that we both have
enough nuclear weapons to destroy each other nine times over.

And Brezhnev replied, "You are right. We have made the same
calculation.”™ So both came to the conclusion that it would be
senseless to continue piling up these arms, and the result was
the SALT II Agreements —-- the ABM Treaty, and the interim
agreement on offensive weapons. These are historic agreements
and they are still alive.

Gromyko continued by saying that the guestion now is which
direction we will go: toward a further accumulation of nuclear
weapons or toward their reduction and elimination? This is
indeed the "problem of problems.” It is a gquestion of life and
death; it is a problem which must be overcome.

He suggested that a helpful step to start us on the right
direction wonld be to freeze nuclear weapons where they are. He
added that he wanted to say directly to the President that the
Soviet Union is not threatening the sociazl system of the United
States. Indeed, the Soviets have great admiration for the talent
of the American people, for its technology, for its science, for
its vitality. They want to live in peace and friendship. A&nd,
he believes Americans want the same. Everyone wants trade, and
trade can be mutually beneficial. The USSR needs the more
advanced American technology and Americans can make a profit from
it to the benefit of its own society. In short, Gromyko said,
"we are offering peace as we have always offered peace. We will
extend our hand if you extend yours."

Gromyko continued by observing that the President could say that
the Soviet Union has more arms than the United States. That is
not truwe, he said, the USSR does not have more. The United
States and its allies have more, but an approximate eguality
exists. The Soviets say an "approximate equality" because it is
not exact and the advantage is actually on the Western side,
But, they are willing to say equality in order to move things
forward.
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In Europe, for example, NATO has fifty percent more weapens than
the Warsaw Pact yet the Soviets have declared that this is
approximately egual., In counting, of course, they take into
account tactical and theater weapons, British and French systems
and aircraft, including carrier aircraft.

So this is the situation as the Soviets see it. They do not wish
to follow the course the United States has set of adding to the
weapons in Europe. Of course, they are determined not to stay
behind if the U.S. moves ahead.

Gromyko observed that one thread that ran through some of the
argumentation he had heard was the contention that the Soviet
Union cannot keep up in an arms race, and it is true that an arms
race would cost the Soviets much in the way of material,
intellectual and financial means. But they would do it. They
were able to develop nuclear weapons even after their economy had
suffered the collosal losses in World war 1II, and they will be
able to keep up in the future regardless of the sacrifice
reguired.

Gromyko added that he had heard some good words in the
President's statement. He agreed that the United States and the
Soviet Union must deal as equals and he wanted the President to
know that the Soviet Union is seeking peaceful relations. The
United States has advanced technology and can profit from trade
with the Soviet Union and the Soviet Union felt that it is better
to trade than to compete in nuclear arms. Trade could be to the
mutual benefit of both countries.

As far as outer space is concerned, the problem, according to
Gromyko, is that we already have arms competition on the ground,
under the water, on the water, in the air, but not yet in space,
and we should prevent its spread to space. The Soviet Union, he
said, is against the American plan to extend the arms race into
space. They condemn it and if the effort continues it will be
irreversible. Tremendous resources will be spent, and yet there
will be no advantage gained in this field. Look at it cooly, he
said. We are fed up with the competition in nuclear arms. Why
involve space as well? Think it over calmly and cooly, he

repeated.

He noted that the United States had taken a negative attitude

toward the Soviet proposal for negotiations in Vienna. It would

have been better, he said, if the United States had not proposed
its formula at all. It is clear the United States wants the
militarization of space, which the Soviet Union opposes.

Gromyko continued that a freeze of weapons is not a reduction and
they would like to reduce nuclear weapons, but that a freeze
would improve the atmosphere for reduction and might make it
possible, He believed that no nuclear power would be hurt by a
freeze. He went on to say that the average person in the United

N
SEéRET SENSITIVE
A



SECRET SENSITIVE -7=
e

States knows very little about the Soviet Union but does know
that he wants peace.

Gromyke continued by saying that the President's speech at the
United Nations spoke of contacts and consultation. These are not
contrary to Soviet desires; they are not bad. The Soviets do not
reject the President's proposal at all. What disturbs the
Soviets is that everything seems to be reduced to the question of
contacts, and they wonder if this is something just to make
people think that something is happening. If nothing, in fact,
happens, then that would be an incorrect impression.

Gromyko stressed that we need a constructive goal for these
meetings. We need to decide what they will lead to. One cannot
combine arms reduction with the current American policy of
increasing military budgets and increasing the arms bujildup. So
long as American arms keep growing this is inconsistent with
reductions or a mutual goal that can be set. He added that this
may be unpleasant to hear but he felt he must explain it.

Gromyko concluded his initial presentation by saying that the
entire leadership of the Soviet Union and the General Secretary
personally wanted to find a common language with the United
States. We must find a way to put our relations in motion. It
must be understood that they are not trying to undermine the
American social system., The U,S. must seriously and cooly
analyze the current situation. The Soviets will defend their
interests, but want peace and cooperation. The choice is up to
the United States, but it should be understood that the Soviet
Union wants good relations with the United States.

The President stated that he could not agree with many of the
things which Gromyko had said. First, the idea that Soviet
policy is not directed against our system is inconsistent with
many statements made by Soviet leaders over the decades. The
President guoted from Lenin and from others to make his point,
but then said that there was no point in continuing citations and
that what is important about all of this is that it is evidence
of the high level of suspicion that exists between us. -

As for American behavior at the end of the war, he recalled that
ocne of the few things that Stalin said that he agreed with was
that the Soviets would not have been able to win the war without
American help. Gromyko had said that we had retained our bases
at the end of the war. This is simply untrue., The United States
had demobilized its forces. The Soviet Union did not.

As for arms control Gromyko had spoken of "a wall constructed
against arms and troop reductions," and of the Soviet proposal
for a 'nuclear weapons ban. He had not mentioned, however, the
U.S5. propeosal for international contrel of all nuclear weapons
and activity -~ the Baruch Plan ~-- which the Soviet Union turned

down.
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Gromyko had also mentioned the U.s, concern for verification, and
the President commented that yes, this is & U.S. concern ang
should be the concern of the Soviet Union and of other countries,
He recalles that President Eisenhower hag made his "open skiesg"
proposal, which wounlg have allowed €ach country to inspect
everything that went on in the other, and the Soviets had
rejected that. 1In addition, the United States had made at least
nineteen Proposals Tegarding nuclear weapons and the Soviet Union
had been bnresponsive,

The President then turned to Gromyko ang said, "You say you want
to eliminate Your weapons. Fine. We'll sign an agreement on
that right now, " He pointed out that the U.S. has already made
pProposals in that direction. For example, in the INF
negotiations, the U.S. proposed that all INF systems be
eliminated from Europe. When the Soviets did not accept that the
U.S. proposed the lowest Possible levels, and the Soviet Union
still did rot accept. As far as the START negotiations are
concerned, the United States at first concentrated on ICBM'g
because they are the most frightening ang the most destructive of
the weapons, But the United States is prepared to include also
Submarines, aircraft, ang other strategic systems,

has deployed 7,000 warheads since the SALT I Agreement, and since
the SALT II Agreement, has deployed 800 ballistic missiles. So
far as INF is concerned, he showed Gromyko a chart depicting
S5-20 deployments ang noting the statements of various Soviet
leaders that there was g balance, while each year the Soviet
total mounted ang the U.S. was making no deployments in Europe,

The President added that the United States hag taken many )
tactical weapons out of Europe, whereas the Soviet Union had not,
but has been adding to them, He said that so far 88 Oour armies
are concerned, the United States has Seventeen divisions and the

Soviet Union 260 divisions,

The President then pointed out that the Soviets are saying they
want peace and we are saying the same, but we need deeds. He
agreed that there jis a mountain of weapons, and made clear that
the United States will keep pace with the Soviet buildup. But he
asked what the burpose of a continued buildup can have, and
Suggested that we start reducing. He observed that reducing
equally and verifiably woulg produce just as effective a defense
for both countries as they have now,

more warheads than the Soviet Union, 1In fact, the Soviet Union
had developed Several entire families of nuclear weapons, while
the U.S., was developing only one. He noted that Gromyko had
Mmentioned the cost of the competition, but referred to the U.s,.
€Xperience when the Previous administration had cancelled
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systems, but the Soviet Union did not reciprocate and slow its
buildup.

In regard to anti-sztellite systems, the President pointed out
that the Soviets had a tested system and the U.S. did not, and
therefore calls for a moratorium before the U.S. has tested a
system and is on an egual basis were one-sided and self-serving.
He added that his criticism of SALT IJ was that it simply
legitimized the buildup of arms.

The President stressed, however, that we want peace and that we
are willing to believe that the Soviets want peace. But the fact
is that the United States &id not walk away from the negotiating
table. He agreed that we need deeds and specifically to resums
negotiations. on nuclear weapons.

Gromyko referred to the President's opening remark and said he
wanted to assure the President that they did not believe he ate

his own grandchildren or anyone else's.

Then Gromyko referred to the table the President had shown him of
the buildup in Soviet nuclear weapons. He said that one should
remember the way our respective nuclear weapons systems
developed. At first the United States had a superior Air Force
and the Soviets began to develop missiles, The United States
then developed submarines and so the two systems developed in
parallel, but resulted in structures that are guite different.

The President pointed out that the Soviets had gone on to
outbuild the United States in submarines, to build more modern
aircraft while the United States was still flying B-52s which are
older than the pilots that fly them, and in addition, had
developed several new missiles. The President added that in the
START negotiations we did propose to concentrate initially on
ICBM's, but that this was not a take-it-or-leave-it proposal and
was simply based on the consideration that the land-based
missiles are the most threatening. But we have agreed to talk
about all the systems and to take them into acccount.

Wwhat we want, the President pointed out, is reductions. He
recalled a statement by President Eisenhower that modern weapons
are such that nations possessing nuclear weapons can no longer
think of war in terms of victory or defeat, but only of
destruction of both sides. We bear that in mind and want to
reduceé as much as possible, The President then asked why, if we
both are of this mind, we cannot proceed to agree on the
reduction of weapons. -

Gromyko said that he wished to recall a few facts. At
Vladivostok, the question of Soviet heavy missiles had been
raised along with the question of the U.S. forward-based systems,
and at that time, President Ford and Secretary of State Kissinger
had agreed that if the Soviet Union dropped its insistence on
including forward-based systems, the United States would drop its

A
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insistence on restricting Soviet heavy missiles. If now the
United States insists upon raising the guestion of restraints on
heavy missiles, the guestion of forward-based systems immediately

arises.

Gromyko then turned to the British and French systems and asked
how the Soviet Union could leave them out of account inasmuch as
Britain and France were allies of the United States. He added
that President Carter had a different opinion from President
Reagan and recalled that once when he was at lunch at the White
House, President Carter had said that in principle these syktems
should be included.

With regard to nuclear weapons, Gromyko said that he could give
an answer as follows: "as soon as the United States corrects its
position." He then asked rhetorically whether the U.S. considers
the Sowviets to be such frivolous people as not to know of
American aircraft carriers and what they mean to the Soviet
Union. According to Gromyko, each carrier has 40 planes which
can carry nuclear weapons. Six times 40 eguals 240 nuclear
launchers which the U.S. is not willing to count at all.

The President interjected that the U.S5. is willing to put this on
the table in negotiations, but he pointed out that Gromyko seemed
to forget that their S5-20s were targeted on our allies and even
if NATO carried through all of its planned deployments, they
would amount to only a fraction of the Soviet missiles targeted

at Europe.

Gromyko then asked if we were willing to include tactical and
theatre weapons, and whether the British and French systems were

included.

The President stated that, no, we would not be willing to count
British and French systems. In fact, he pointed out, there had
been a net decline of nuclear weapons in Europe available to

NATO,

Gromyko asked if the U.S. would include carrier-based aircraft,
and the President, referring to the U.S. START position,
reiterated that we had started by concentrating on ICBM's but
that we were willing to consider aircraft and other systems in

the overall negotiations.

Gromyko stated that there is no guestion of excluding carrier-
based aircraft from the negotiations.

Secretary Shultz pointed out that the Soviet Union has a greater
number of nuclear-capable aircraft than the United States, that
so far as British and French systems are concerned, we had made
it clear that when strategic levels were reduced substantially,
there would be a time to consider British and French systems in
the negotiations. The main point, however, is that the U.S.
fully recognizes the differences in the structures of the nuclear
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forces of our two countries. We have been trying to generate a
discussion which recognizes these as asymmetries. To search for
a framework is a necessary ingredient in this process.

Gromyko asked if we were saying that the Soviet Union is conceal-
ing its aircraft.

Shultz said no, not concealing aircraft, but simply that they
have more nuclear capable aircraft than the United States.

Gromvko retorted that that was incorrect, that we seemed to be
counting cargo planes and other aircraft which do not carry
nuclear weapons and observed that this was not serious reasoning.

Gromyko continued by saying that the U.S. position is that we
should simply sit down, but the Soviet Union has experience with
that. So far no one had mentioned the improper use of the
language of ultimatums in these negotiations. Gromyko claimed
that the U.S., in effect, said, "This is our plan, accept it. If
not, there is a deadline that has to be met and we will deploy.”
In fzct, that is what happened.

So, the U.S. must liguidate the results of that decision. The
Soviet Union does not see any point in continuing negotiations

otherwise.

The President asked how it would have been possible for NATO not
to deplov under the circumstances of the SS5-20 threat and the
Soviet rejection of our zero proposal and also U.S. proposals to
negotiate lowest possible equal levels.

Gromyko claimed that NATO now has 50 percent more nuclear
weapons.

The President said that the proper procedure is to count each
other's systems.

Gromyko then asked specifically about British and French systems
and carrier-based aircraft. He asserted that if we count all of
these systems and then compare, we will find that NATO is ahead.

The President disputed this, but noted that the time for lunch
had come and invited Gromyko to stay a few minutes for a private
conversation.

Prepared by:
’ Jack F. Matlock
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KEY JUDGMENTS

During the past severa! roonths, 2 nomber of coincident Soviet
aativities have rreated voncern that they reflact abnotmal Soviet fear of
conflict with the United States, bellfgerunt intent that might risk
confliet, or some other underlying Soviet purpose. These activitles huve

. included large-seale military exerclses (amony them o ‘mafor naval
exercite W the Norwepin Sea, unprecedented 55-20 launch activity,
and largescals SIBN disperssl); preparstions for sir apecations aprinst
Afghanister; attenpis to change the sir corridor regtme in Berlin; nerw
military roessures termed responsive to NATO INF deployments; and
sheill propagsmds sttributivg & heightened dimger of war o US
behaviar,

Examintng these developments 1n terms of several hypotheses, we
rezch the following conclasions: , )

— We bdlisve strongly that Soviet actions are not Inspired by, and
Soviet leaders do 1ot perceive, & genuine dunger of imminent
conffict or confrantation with the United States. This judsment
1z based on the absence of foreewlde combat xeadiness or other —
war preparation moves in the USSR, and the absence of & tons
of fear or belligavence In Soviet diplomatic commumnications,
althongh the latter remain uncompromising on mony Issues
There have slso been irstances where the Sovists sppear to bave
avoided bollizerent propagands or actions, Recent Soviet “war
seare” propagands, of fntensity over the petiod
emmined, i slmed primarily ot discrediting US peltides and
mobilizing “peace” prasures among vartous andierces abroad.
This war scare propaganda ks reverberated in Sovist seousity
bureapmacies amd emanuted through other ehannels such asg
homan sources. We do not befiove §t reflects suthentic leader-
ship fears of imminent conflisg

— We do not believe that Soviet war talk and ather actions “mask”
Sovlet preparations for an immisent mowe toward confrontation
on the part of the USSR, although they have an inoentive to take
initiatives that dizeredit US polleies even ot some risk, Were the
Soviets prepariog an injtiative they belisved carrled a real risk 1
of military confrontution with the United States, wa would see '
preparatary stgna which the Seviets conld not mask. .

3/5/2008 12:26 AM
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— The Sevist sctions examined are influenced to some extent by
Soviet perceptions of a mounting challetrgs from US forelen and
dafonse policy. However, these sctivithes do net all fit into an fo-
tezrated pattern of current Soviet foreiom palicy teciise

- Each Soviet action has its own military or political purpose
| suffictent to explain it. Soviet military exercises are designed to
| meet long-term regquitements for force development and train-
ing which have become ever more complex with the growth of
Soviet military capabilities.
= In specific cases, Soviet military exercises are probably intended
" 1o have the aneilbey affect of signaling Sovied power and resolve
to some audience. For instance, manesuvers fn the Toakin Gulf
sere wimed ot bacldng Viatuam against Ching; Soviet alrpower
use in Afghanistan could have been partly aimed st Inthmidating
Pakisten; and Soviet zetton on Berlin has the offest of reminding
the West of its vulnorble aceess, but very lowkey Soviet
handling as muted this effect.

Taken in thelr wtality, Soviet talk about the tnereased Mkelihood of
euclear war and Soviet military actions do sugeust o political intention
of speaking with o lander volee and showing firmness theough a
wontiolled display of military muzdle. The apprehendve cutiook we
belfeve the Soviet leademship by toward ther longer term US erme
buildup could 1a the fuiure increase its willingness to eonsider actons— - E
even at sume helghtened rigk—that recapture the initiative and neutral- !
20 the ehallensre posed by the United States,

These fudgments are tempered by some nnsestainty as to current
Soviet leadershlp perceptions of the Usited States, by continued
ungertainty about Polithurs decistonmaking procesws, sd by o
insbility at this polnt to eonduct o dotailed examination of how the
Sovists might have assemed reeent US/NATO military exercises end
reconnalsancs operations. Netwithstanding these unoartaintles, howey
er, we are conlident thot, s of now, the Soviets see not an fmminent
mllitary elash but a costly and~«to soms extant—more perilous steategte
and political giruggles over the rest of the decada. _

50f12 3/5/2008 12:26 AM
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DISCUSSION

Introdyction
L Tiera has been much Soviel fl shout the

For war, end hava tooasd dire warnings that te USSR
will nat glve In b ruclear Slaghomaf] o other militery
pressare, The arthealation of ths temoe hos paralicad
the Soviet campatun b0 deull U5 INF dopdovment, It
canticues to this day, although at o somewhst lower

" {ntensity i rocent months then n lste 1584

2 mmmmmm.mw

of Soviet militery metivity, with mm

-»—W:wmdmmmddﬁm
540 bases: followlng Andvapov’s snpoetsepssnt
wn B4 November mdmmmwmm-

SN
deplmapes e #25-km range
Se-1gfE i Exst Gua'many s Qzache-
slovakin, and eontinued eropagunds end actles
messures sgatont INF deployment. -

—Response 0 NATO exesotse: Asmumplion by

Sovlet adr unitsin snd P
* lef Hgh almt with
Jorees o NATO con-

" Festurng the multigla
o of 552 SLBMy_prviveld
truling Inclodies :
Nerthern Flect SFBNs sapported

2 largs vumber of shipsf

= Berliny air coridors: Feviodiz Sovict imposition
begtortng 20 Februdry 1684 of mintmum Mgl
slitivdes For the sntire lerath of oae or mere of
the Betlin #lr enrridosts unilateral changs kn
the sules goweming ol aooess to Berdin,

— Afghanistan; Doployment to cbd-Apzil of sever
ol afsharne unlts to Afgdanteun, busebing of a
majer spcing offenden tato the Peofsher Villoy,
and Infthation oo 21 Agefl for the fint time of
high-imensity bombing of Alghantstan by over
105 TU-10 snd SU-24 bombers based in the

~Eztt Astar Beplopment 1n mid-Novembor 1983
of toeall TU-16 strike aiveraft tu Yietoom for the
Biret Bse; posidoning of beth Soviet cperatinas]
strorals earelery for the Bt oo Smultencouly

Soviet/Vistennsse
ontheemd\*inmlnm

- Cgribbomn: & ermsl] comblined Boviel/Culan ne
val exercise In the Gulf of Mesle, wﬁht&eﬁm—

o Teong volation: Inttiatton of the wirlifs pestion of
Sovict troop rotation s Esstern Esrope 0 davs
mhﬂpﬂm%hﬂmﬁ e for thy past

years

- “This Estimata explures whather the Sevia talk abont

the Inareasing Iealihood of ausless war sod: the Soviel
pallitery activities Heted shove constitute 2 patiem of
belmvior tutended sither to slerms o fotimidate tha
Unlted States and Ui alifes ov 1o vehlave other goda

Poslble Explonafions

3. Speailieadly, In exsmintng the Buels we addres
Tiva explanatory hypatheses

&M%MN&WWM&WW
ectiviies bave been cansefoidy archestrated

3/5/2008 12:26 AM
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acres the board to sohieve politival effecus
throvgh posturivg and vropagsndu. The chine
hos Besn to dhoredit US defouse and foreign
policioy;, to put Washtrgten on notles that the
USSHt wil puysue & hard-wporhaps even danper-
ous—1fine, unles US eoncrssions are forthooming;
in srnintatn an atesphere of tenslen condurive
b presure by “pesst” groups o8 Westerst gov-
evvuzients; and, if possible, to sedercot President
Reagan's reelerthon prospects,

b, Sevier beluwitr it o responm to Weshington's
rhetorly, US miltary procurcownt ood R&D
goals, end UY military exercises and resonnats-
sisive golivitles nony Bowiet teritory—shich
have exelted Soviot evmorrns and eaused Mossow
to flex its own military responsiveness, dgmaling
® Wodiigion tht R & prepaced for any
evantuality. -

& Mosonw Dself is mreparing for threstsniug mikl
tary sctfon i the future requiring o degroe of
maprise. The rend abfm behingd fts revunt sotions It
£t to alarm, but to desensitive the United State
to bigher levels of Sovist military activity—ilurs
muzkieg hntraded Foture moves and redectng US
wing Hme,

noe, to putie I8 own egemds, which—fnten-
tonally ar out—lonks wars confrommticns] to
this obzerver.

e The Soviet pulitary antiony ot ke aronet Haked

with the talk shout war and are basioally el
eod evenly, czch with Its own sationsls

Sovict Talk About Nuclsar War

4, Our emessment of thy meaning of alareais sate-
war provides i strdng polet for evslumting vecent

Boviet mitioy sotivitles

B Sowiet ialh shout te war danger I ungussion-
ably biphly orchestiated, It has cbvics externel atmn

= To ercate & teme infermstional elinaty my fos-
tors “peacs” ootivim i the W&t aud publls
presiye o Wastern govmmments by backtraok
tn INF deployment, reduece commitmants o
NATO, snd disinnes themyelves from, US foralgn
eolloy olfectives.

http://www.foia.cia.gov/browse_docs_full.asp

— To elictt conressions {0 anns vontre! bogatfetions
by wamipalatioy the enxiaties of Wostern politl
aal leadors abssak Bovist thinking,

B, The tafk about ths dsmger of vuslear wer sl has

"u tfear domestls propusands Suvetion: to sHomabize

£, Fisst, we believe thet there & » serfons consern
with US deferso and Forelgn poliny trends. Thete iva

mmﬂMImh&mﬂmjnq"

military leaders that the Unired Stares hos voditaken
o globaf offenstve againgt Suvict nterests. Central te
this percention & the oversll soepe end mxmentum of
the US military bulldup. Fendementally, the Soviets
ore sonsemed Bt US programs will uiderout oversll
Sovint military strategy und foree pusteoe, Seen fn this
context, Mowow omddemsy ENF doplopmeot ny o
telling—but subordingte——cloment in 6 mare for-
reuchivg and compoehonsive US offort stmed at “re-
gttog miltory superlority,” The threat bere i3 not
tmmedinte, but longer tevm, Howaver, e shility of
the United States to carry out its lenger borm plans iy
yusstfousd by Sovier leeders not only to reasors
domestic eodionees bot sl becausy they gonuiuely
i soms uxcertulnty tn the abifity of the Udltad States
tn mtsln its silitary effort.

8. Secondly, #n our jsdgment the nature of the
concern b af tnush political av i 4 wititary, There &2
a beably remest for US technologicel prowess and
srsfety that this eoold in due soursy be wsed sgainst
the USSR, T Soviets sro vhee concermed that the
Unlsed Statos enight pursus en arms competizion that
could over tims steain the Soviet eonvomty and disrupt
the regimes ubility o margs compeling mdlitery and

3/5/2008 12:26 AM
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civillan requiroments. Mern foupodiately, the Sovials
are soncorned thol the Ucited States eoeld echisve &
shift in the weemll balarce of military power whigh,
tvough mure (ntervordtonist forelge poBelm, cauld
affectively thwart the exteraion of Soviot Eeflvemee in
world affuirs and oven pall hoek pad Scvist gatns,
From this pemspeetive, the United Sixtes’ aotions in
Contral Ameics, Lebanon, Geernds, snd sothern
Abriva are seen 53 @ bolon of what cold e expested
on & bnvader seale fn the future,

10, Third, and most Imparisnt for s wsesmen,
we do put bellewn the Soviet leadership sees an
fmmirent threat of war with the United Stafes It s
cunceivabls that the srifensy of Sovint “war sars”
propagimda reflects a gerruing Soviet worry ahom &
near-foture attock on them. This eonsem could ba
irsyrired by Soviet viewe ebout the depth of anti-Soviet
Intentions in Washinyion combined with elemants of
their ovn miliary dactrine projected ste the United
Stutes, mich o9 the virtoes of suprisy, strilcng St and
onskivg hostlle folthatives In exerelses. Seme pollties]
and milftary Lsders bave stresad the damger of war
mare foroefully ion other, sugaesiing that towrs wiay
have been diffarences un thiy more—er ot laast how to

11, However, o the basls of whnt wo believe to be
wory strong evidenen, we fudge that the Soviet Teader-
ship does ot pevoeive an Imminent duiger of wos
Cur ceasors are tha following:

— The Sovists havs net initiated the mijiaiy orads-
news miwes thoy would bove made if they be-
Haved & US asaek wers Immizent,

— In pfvate US diglometis exchnnpes with Mowow
over the past six mouths the Sovinty have neither
made= gny direed thirtuts commectsd with regians]
or othar Ssues nor betmmyed any foor of & US

* stk .

= Qhligatory public exeribons of B vinhility of the
Soviet munlemr determnt Yuovn basn paratieled by
privata posartians within regime clroles by Sovist
aporis that there & currently o stadils mrelser
balaeoe in which the Unitad Stutes does mot hawe
sufffcton? strength for a first strike,

— Iin toormt months top Banders, ineluding the Mig-
fster of Defense end Polithurg momber Dmbtrdy
Ustinow, have semewhat dowaplaved the nuclesr
war danger, nothyg that §t chepld mot be “aver-
dramattred™ (although Usttoov’s receat Victery

Day speech returned 1o 3 suvewhst sheiller
titl Al the sme time, bigh Porelpn offatrs
oificials huve challonged the theds that the Uit
emphosized constraints a0 sich & eourse of

Mortoven, the Soviets know that the United Sintes is at
present Far from having socompliched o of s fore
buildup objsetiveg,

Rocant Seviet Miitury Activities

18 Intiddoilom? It & possible thal some of the
Sevlet military activities fote] sheva were intonded, 55
ancillary 1o Uwmir mifitery oifectives, to intlmidate
selected andienes:

—The East Axtan raval wneavers, deployment of
strike gireradt fo Vistoam, and amphibious exer.
eises faeo diplayved militecy nomole ko Ching,

== The bombing eampatgn is Afghanisten eould be
seen 0ot only a8 sn opsration et the o
ezney but also as an impliclt threst to vaighbor-

~In memnting lupesenle wod whible exercises
feoth o5 the March-Agadl Noothen end Baltle

Fleot excrgtse i the Morweptsn Beu) Movow..—.

would andestend that they ooul] be perodwd
5 threataning by NATO mudlenos.

13, Sodet INF.zelated milfary actlvittes have uln
been dedgned & vomvey an Gpresion to the West
that Wiz world {s 2 mare durperes olave follweing US
mi’dwkwmmmdthntﬂwmhmmmmﬂm
ity presdeploymeat threats W connter with deplovments
of fiz gum,

14 There is uncertsinly within the Tntellizenee
Cummurity tn e orlpios of Sovist bebmvier with
respeot to the Berlin sir comddors. It i posdble thut
Sovier ectton was o delibonte eminder of Western
vulnerabiiRy. Alternatively, simpos quirements for
exzteises oy buve motivated Bils move, Tho kee-key
erarmer bn which the Soviets have haadlad the fsue
does vot gupgest that they hise bemn Imercsted
sqasezies zeeess to Belin for inttmidation purpuses.,

thersby reminding the West of their oltimate power te
otntye] aooess to Berdin After & shert Biatus in lato
Aprll snd early May, the Soviets Jeclived new aly
cortiduor resteictons, fndicating that this effart contin-

3/5/2008 12:26 AM
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ees. T & posdbly related, very recent development,
the Soviets duclarod tight cew restrictions.an traved (o
Esst Gorrmany by alfled minions toeated i Potedam.

15, In @ nember of Wshanses we have cliserved the
Soviets evetding threatening bebavior or propugands
when they might have sdted oltbevwim, perdaps in
somy casey to avold exsberasvmeat or overcommit-
ment. For example, then

= Never publitly acknowledoed the incident in
November 1889 In which a Swict attack subua-
riva wog disshisd off the US eonst as it alempied
to evade o US ASW ghip, and moved the sub
upickly omt of Cubn where it had come fo
smsrgensy eyl

— Took na kanglkle action i Mareh when one of
thedr merchant tankers kit o mine off Nicavugoa,

— Notiftad Washingion of mwltipls misilz koachss
o exrly Agmil a3 o gesure of “good will”

18 Reaction io US actigns? The rew Sovist do-
gloyuents of wnclearrmed sabmadoes off 1S cuasls
w&m&wa&mmmu
Ezgtern Ewrope ate & Sovied reaction to NATO INF
deploymant, whivh W Bovists clalion & very Hiveaten-
ing to tham—alilinugh the threat percatved hove by
MMW b extaloly mt ooe of tmminent nunfear

sometimes
mhndr a "radtve

response to o perceltved st of powibly US atteck.

18, A sase in point i tha Soviet reaction to “Ablo
Aroher83." Thiy wat a NATY sommond postexencke
held tn Novenber 1953 that wan larger than previous
"aﬂem'mm{

- JT&Q elaborate Sovizt

roackion to tuly raoent m%mlm!dE'

deWmmmmmmg
Palsnd in belgltnned readiness]

Alent mepseres inelnded
«nteveephon en dxip

Wﬂwm@m‘dﬁ

J Abhsugh the Soviel teantion
s snmewhat groateT tsan usnsl, by confining balght-
ensd readiness to selested afe usily Mossow clearly
revgaled that # did wet in faot thivk thero wos &
ponsihility at Gds tUme of o NATO atack.

18, How the Soviats ehoose o respond to ungolng
US military activitles, such gy exereley and reevnnats-
s cpesakions, depends en bow thoy asws thelr
seepe, thn trenids thoy may display, mod above o} the
Raestf]x imteen) that enfhit be rowsd indo them., We aro ut
presert uncertaln as to what movalty or posible mill.
tury objoctives the Sovicly muy have rmed it moart
U are] NATO exescises wisd recornsistnts tperations
ko & detatled comperison of sharaltansons ~Red™
and “Blue™ activns hos not bemn assemplished, The
Soviets bave, s i tho past, avaribed e same thrast-
ening ghararter to thess sotivities o5 to US miliery
bulldup plans, that i, calling them prepamtions for
war, izt they have nax charged a US intent to prepare
for imeinent war

23, Preporation for wurprle wmililory action?
Thars Is oon exse bn oxe 3ot of wilitary sotieiie et
might conefvably be axebed lo the “mosking”™ of
threatening Soviet fittutiven. Par the first Brme in five
venm, the alfift portion of the trocp ratntion In
Essters Burepe began on £3 Apsi! mthor than 15
April Thix mey ksvs veflosted a ehange In training
and monning prectises o the nroduction of pew
alxlift prvordaret, The clemge of Hatleyg of the ablif:
partien of the sneual troep rolation eould abo be &
stop towned Blmying a warning indisator-—a compre-
heasive dalay of enmunl Sovist tooop wiations which
would provent degeedation of the foes by withdomw.
ing trained men. But the rafl pertion 6f the solation
bestan alieed of schodnle ard, in sy cvest, to petern
of rotation was within brond historied) norma

1. 1o eady Apeil, when the Sovicts bogan to etom.
ble u bomber steike foro In fBe Terkestan Miltary

Top Soerat
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District, there was some concorn that it eight repre-
gant marking of remretions for opewations saninst
Pekislan, or even ben, wother thay ageinit the most
chvlous targer, Afghardstan, At this point the force s
clearly occopicd esainst Afghanistare [t was fever
suitshly depfoyed for wse opalnst Iran. We beliove
that, althoargh the fares vondd be wsed against Pakistan,
s oafos akr offensive santrmt Pakdstan withou fore.
wambig o presursey political prestare woald surve 5o
Soviet parpess and & extremely enlikely.

sl _—

£3, Poliey impest of leademhip meaknews or
Sacitenalism? Tho Sovist Uslen hes bad thres Genne-
al Secretarics in ex muny yexis and, given Wi age and
fzall kealdls of Chemarko, vet ansther shange cam be
expected in & fow yorm ThE wocertsin politieal
environment ooold be conducive: to inermsed eanms-

than # eould weze

Althonvh tndividonl Sovict militry lozdors enjoy great

suthority I the regiow and military poioritles remain
high for the whols leadirsblp, we do uot bellevs that
the Soviet mility, as o intitetion, t exerting whom-
olly Reavy influence en Sovint poliey. Nor do we
belisvn that eny faocton 48 exexting éxflusce other
than through Folithwo comsensus. Comoruontly we

http://www.foia.cla.gov/browse_docs_full.asp

reigct the hypothesis that weak centml leadership
aeenants for the Soviet actions examived here.

24 A vomprehonsive patlera? In e view, the
military getivites under examination here do tend to
have thelr ewn militacy sablonales and the exercises
are integrated by bung-leres Soviet farce development
plnos, Hinwever, these activities do ot all fit {ots an
integrated pattwn of curromt Sovist Poreian poliny
tacties The diffeem? leadiimes twvalved in tnitfating
varions ectivities argua agninst orchestestlon for o
polifical purpaee. A number of the aetivitiss reprecent
rouiing treinios o smely kéHne previous exerclses In
atbar oxses, the activiles tespond to chommstances
that could not kave beon predicted atemd of Hme,

Coniygans

25, Talen o fheir totality, Scviel %lk cbeut the
Inzrentad Blelthood of nuctser war and Sontst militacy
wotiom o suggist & politieal {ntention of epesding with
a loader voloe and sbowing finonesy Bisooph o eons
trollad display of military mumenle. At the some time,
Moseow hae given lintde sign of dedring to esalate
esisibas sharely of to proveke possthls anmed confron-
Inkien with the Ucitcd States,

£0. Soviel talk of surlesr war hey boen deliberately
saniralated & eationodlzs wilitary efforts with do-
mestio audiences and s feflomes Westem electomtes
sod politicel cfibes. Somte Sowict wnilitary ectivities
bawve alo been divipned to buveo sn slaming o
{ntimidating effect on varions andiences {notably INF
“eoynterdaploymants,” the saval excrels in the Nor-
wrgtan Sca, and naval and air ectieittes fn Astz)

27. Qur assexpment of both Soviat telk ehout nunle.
ar war and Sewiet talliiary activities fndicotes o vezy
b probabiility thet the top Sovied beedeedils 15 sesls
cunely waozrled aboat ths fromboent outhreck of sushuar
war, although It 4 quite possible that offick) props-
ganda aud vigllaves compaluniog bave generated an
stmosghere of wexioty Shroughoot the militery and
seeurlty apparates. The avaflable ovidenee suggets
thmt ntmm of the military sotivities disomsed in this
Bstimate have been gensrated by & real Foar of
Imminent US afizch.

23 Alkougly recent Soviet elitery exsrclsey come
bine with cther cogeing Sevile! programs tn helghten
overal] military capubilitien, wa belisve it aalikely that
they ate bemded to inuk oaprent or pess-fulure
preparations by the USSR For some directly hostile
wilgury faitistive. Morcover, we are confident that
th petivities we Bive axandned fn Yhiy Eatireats weuld

Bop-fatwates
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oot seovessfully mask ol the extensive logictic and
ather military preparations the Sevicts would bave to
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against soy majie regional security targetl,

29. Both the 6k of nuelear war axd the military
vetivitios address the concarns of a Jonger g bl
oo, Moseow's inability to elieit major soncessions in
the arms talks, soocessind (8 INF degloyrosnt, and—
mest important by far—dhe bqt-torm prowest of @
butidop of US atrategie snd conventicnal military
forces, bave areated surlom sonsemn in the Kremlin,
We judgs that the Sovist lesdesship does indesd
belteve that the United States I3 attempting 1o reftors a
milivey posture that sversly wudeveats the Sovies
poiwsr portion in the world,

80. The epprehemsive ootlook wa beliave the Sevies

challengs posed by the United States, Warsing of smh
antions could bo ambdguons.
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8L Ouw judements in this Esfmate eo subjet to
three main smerces of uncertainty. We have tnode-
quate nformation abour:

o The tueren? endndsat of the Sovict politieal
leadership, whinh has seen sorme of ifs optimistic
$nteraations] expectations frmm the Brezhoey era
disappcinted.

b Tha ways ts which militery opesstions and for-
elgn poticy tactics may be influenced by political
differenves and the poliey pracess in the
Rremiin.

¢ ‘The Soviel seading of our swn military ofers-
tiocs, that & swwemd recomnsismincs and

exerciges,

Notwithstanding these vncertaintiss, however, wa are
coufideny that, an of vow, the Sovietr see oot an
jmminent milltary clish bt o cowtly and—t0 some
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over the rest of the deada
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Saturday December 22-Sunday, December 23 [1984]

Sat. dawned clear & bright which was fine because P.M.
Margaret Thatcher was coming in for a visit. | met her in a golf cart &
took her to Aspen where she & | had a brief visit in which | got a
report on her visit with Gorbachev of the Soviet U. In an amazing
coincidence | learned she had said virtually the same things to him |
had said to Gromyko. In addition, she had made it clear there was no
way the Soviet U. could split Eng. away from the U.S.

Then we joined the others — Ambassadors, Shultz, MacFarlane,
Bush, et al at Laurel for a plenary meeting & working lunch. Main
topic was our Strategic Defense Research (“Starwars”) | believe was
eased some concerns she had. Then she was on her way to Eng.

Sunday was also a bright, beautiful day — like Spring & we
returned to the W.H.
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FIRST SHULTZ-GROMYRKO MEETING
Geneva, January, 1985

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

PARTICIPANTS:

~

U.s. Secretarv of State George P. Shultz

Robert C. McFarlane, Assistant to the President
for National Securitv Affairs

Ambassador Paul Nitze

Ambassador Arthur Hartman

Jack F. Matlock, Special Assistant to the
President for National Securitv Affairs

Dimitri Arensbhurger, Interpreter

USSR Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko
Georgv M. Kornivenko, First Deputv Foreign
Minister
Ambassador Viktor Karpov
Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin
Alexei Obukhov, Ministryv of Foreign Affairs
Viktor Sukhodrev, Interpreter '

DATE, TIME January 7, 1985; 9:40 A.M. to 1:00 P.M,
AND PLACE: Soviet Mission, Geneva, Switzerland

Gromvko opened the meeting with the observation that he and the
Secretary were well aware of the problems which require
discussion, and that it was not clear whether time would remain
toward the end of the discussions to touch on other guestions.
Accordingly, he proposed that they proceed to the business at
hand with a presentation bv each side of the way, in principle,
the problem should be addressed. These presentations, which need
not be long statements, could be followed by a give-and-take
discussion to get at the heart of the matter. Would such a
working approach be acceptable to the Secretary?

Secretarv Shultz observed that the evolution of the meetings
between the two of them had been good in the sense that they had
taken on an inc¢reasingly conversational cast as time had gone by.
He cited in particular the meetings in New York and Washington
last September as embodying more back-and-forth interchange, and
adaed that he believed that this method provided the best
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opportunity for developing individual subiects and therefore
agreed with the proposal.

Secretarv Shultz then saild that since he had material which had
been discussed with and considered by the President in detail, he
falt it was important to lav it out for Gromyko carefully and
thoroughly. This would take some time, but he thought it would
not be excessive under the circumstances, since it is easy to
understand the importance of these questions.

With respect to Gromyvko's introductory comment about the
gquestions to be discussed, the Secretary agreed that they had
come to Geneva to concentrate on arms control gquestions. But, as
the President had said in September, in a sense all guestions
between us are interrelated. If, toward the end of the
discussions, time remained to discuss other guestions, thev could
tzke a look at them. We continue to have major concerns in the
human rights area and he would draw Gromyko's attention to them
here. Perhaps there would be a chance to develop these matters
in greater detail, but he wanted to point out their importance to
us at this time. Just as other major issues hetween us
throughout the world, thev have an impact on the overall
relationship. In this connection, the Secretarv continued, we
had received word that the Soviets accepted the idea of
discussions on the Middle East and this made us hopeful, since
discussion of other matters would doubtless follow.

The Secretary then proposed that thev get down to business with a
discussion of arms control questions.

Gromvko responded that, except for the Secretarv's mention of a
possible discussion of what he called human rights issues, they
shared the same view. He had no intention of distracting the
attention of participants in the talks with a discussion of human
rights and assumed that this would not surprise the Secretarv.
Other than that, their views coincided, and if the Secretary had
no objection, he would present the introductory Soviet statement,

The Saxcoretarv agreed.

Gromyko then proceeded to make his opening presentation, which
contained the following points:

-— The world's public has bheen anticipating these meetings with a
lively interest. This is the case because people and nations
throughout the world fullv understand the importance of searching
for ways to end the arms race, achieve disarmament and avert a
nuclear war. The press does not indulge in exaggeration when it
says that the eyves of the entire world are focussed on Geneva.
People are hungry for news of a constructive nature.

-~ It is « truism that relations between the USSR and the U.S5. are .
bad. The Secretarv is familiar with the Soviet view of what had
caused this situation and also with Soviet policy. He (Gromyko)

had set these forth on behalf of the Soviet Government in earlier
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meetings with the Secretarv and also in his recent meeting with
the Pregident. He saw no need to repeat what he had said
previously on this subject.

~~ He wished to stress most emphaticallyv that if we do not £ind
ways to halt the arms race and end the threat of nuclear war, it
will be impossible to correct our relationship. If this is not
done, our relationship will heat up and this will affect the
situatiorn in the entire world.

-— The Soviet Union is in favor of a relationship free of
vacillations and one based on eguality, mutual regard for each
other's . interests, and respect for and non-interference in each
othar's internal affairs. These thoughts were dominant in the
messages from General Secretarv Chernenko to the President and
Gromvko had made everv effort to emphasize them in his meeting
with the President.

~- It is important to take a principled approach -- a correct
approach in principle -- in resolving problems in our
relationship. He wished to outline in total candor how the
Soviet side viewed such an approach.

-- The upcoming negotiations, if thev take place -- and the
Soviet side believes thev must take place -- must have as their
ultimate objective the elimination of nuclear arms. In the final
analysis this goal must be achieved if we are to have real
security in the world as a whole and between our two countries in
particular. The world today is not what it was 40-50 years ago.
It has changed with the appearance of nuclear arms. Not evervone
seems to understand this, because if it were understood, the
aquestion before us would be resolved. Those countries which
possess nuclear arms are in the best position to understand.
Therefore, we must make everv effort to move toward this ultimate
objective. Otherwise we will find ourselves in a situation SRS
whereby nuclear arms come tc dominate people and people will fiia
themselves caudght in an irresistible current which drags them
along. Where this would lead is clear. Science, and indeed, not
iust science, bhut all reasonable people in positions of authority
recognize what might occur if nuclear arms remain in existence
and if the nuclear arms race continues. -No matter how strong the
words are which are chosen to emphasize the importance of this
proplem, none are adeguate to express the dangers of continuing
the nuclear arms build-up. Onlv ignorant people -- and there are
fewer and fewer of these -- and dishonest individuals could treat
such statements as propaganda and not a true reflection of
reality. Both the Soviet and U.S. Governments must know that
this is the case. It is the first point of principle he wished
to make.

~- The second point regards how we should proceed, both here in
Geneva and beyond -- indeed how to conduct our relations in
general. The principle of equality and equal securitv is of
exceptional importance. It is absolutely essential at every
phase in our consideration of the problem and at every stage in
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our discussion of it. Absolute eguality and equal securitv merit
repetition a thousand times. All agreements connected with the
resolution of the problem before us, a problem of wvital
importance to both our countries and to mankind in general, must
be based on this principle. If we follow this principle, neither
vour securitv nor ours will be damaged; the security of both our
countries and of the whole world will rather be stronger. We
believe that if both sides act in an honest wav, it will be
rossible to complv with this principle and find solutions to the
nuclear arms problem and to other problems. It is within the
realm of the possible to find mutuallyv satisfactory solutions.
There is no place here for fatalism. All problems in the world
are created by human beings, and it is up to human beings to
resolve them. All problems existing today can be solved if our
two countries proceed along the same path. And if we do, others
will follow. He emphasizes this point because one frequently
hears statements almost to the effect that there is no
opportunitv for people, or even governments, to affect the
process, All tco often, when the modernization and development
of arms are considered (and this is especially true of space
arms), it is suggested that there is no possibilitv of
intervening to block such developments, as if it is written in
the stars that it must happen. It is suggested that there might
be some discussion of limitations -~ as if militarization has to
continue. But this is inconsistent with human logic and with
human capacities and must be rejected. We must believe in the
possibility of human beings resolving this problem.

-= The third principle pertains to outer space. We must set the
goal of preventing the militarization of space. Questions of
strategic nuclear arms and medium-range nuclear arms must be
considered in conjunction with the problem of preventing the
militarization of space. In other words, questions of space
armeg, nuclear strategic arms and nuclear medium-range arms must
be resolved in one single complex, that is, comprehensively, - :n
" their interrelationship. He wished to stress comprehensively,
since this is dictated by objective circumstances, and especially
the requirements of strategic stability.

—-— He noted statements bv U.S. officials at various levels,
including the highest, which emphasized the importance of
strategic stability, and pointed out that the Soviets believe
that strategic stability requires such an approach. If the
forthcoming negotiations are to be put on a practical track from
the outset, there must be a specific, joint understanding
regarding their ultimate obiectives.

-~ In the Soviet view, the first such goal must be the prevention
of the militarization of space. That is, there must be a ban on
the development, testing and deployment of space attack arms
[space strike weapons], along with the destruction of those
alreadv in existence. Given such a radical approach,
opportunities would emerge for far-reaching decisions in the
other areas as well.
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-— Bv "space attack arms" the Soviet Union meant space arms
based on anv physical principle [literally: "principle of
action"], regardless of basing mode, which are designed to strike
space objects, objects in space and targets on land, sea or in
the air from space, that is, targets on earth. This includes
anti-satellite svstems and relevant [or "corresponding"--
sootvetstvuvushie] anti-missile syvstems.

~— The second goal relates to strategic arms. Given a complete
ban on space attack arms, the Soviet Union would be prepared to
agree to a radical reduction of strategic arms accompanied by a
simultaneous and a complete ban, or severe limitation, of
programs to develop and deploy new strategic systems, i.e.,
long-range cruise missiles, new types of ICBMs, new types of
SLLBMs and new types of heavv bombers. However, all these
measures with regard to strategic arms would be possible onlv if
they were coupled with a complete ban on space attack arms.

-- Additionally, the problem of strategic arms cannot be resolved
separately from the problem of medium-range nuclear systems, that
is missiles. and aircraft, because the U.S. svstems deployed in
Europe are strategic systems with respect to the Soviet Union.
This was emphasized in the past, particularly during the
negotiations where Ambassador Nitze headed the U.S. delegation.
To the Soviet Union these are strategic arms, even though in the
past, for convenience, they had been called medium-range svstems,
taking into account only their range. ’

-~ The third negotiation would deal with medium-range nuclear
arms. Its main aim would be an agreement to end the further
deplovment of U.S. missiles in Western Europe coupled with a
simultaneous cessation of Soviet countermeasures. This would be
followed by a reduction of medium-range nuclear systems in Burope
to levels to be agreed. Naturally, British and French
medium-range missiles must be taken into account ih: these levels,
He then repeated "thev must bhe taken into account,” and observed
that talk to the effect that the UK and France are separate
states, that they should be disregarded and that their arms
should not be counted in solving the question of medium-~range
systems in Burope, did not impress anyone. Such talk did not
make the least impression on the Soviet Union. The UK and France
and their nuclear svstems were on one and the same side with the
UJ.5. This is true in fact as well as in formal, legal terms, no
matter how the problem is addressed. Thus, at least in
discussions with the Soviet Union, the U.S. should steer clear of
the thesis that UK and French systems ought not be taken into
account. Any talk along these lines is a waste of time.

~- In summarizing the last portion of his statement, Gromvko
reiterated the following. The problem of strategic arms and the
problem of medium~range nuclear arms cannot be considered
separatelv or in isolation from the problem of space arms, or
more preciselv, that of the non-militarization of space. The
‘problem of strategic nuclear arms cannot be considered
independentlv of the question of medium-range nuclear arms. All
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of this must be considered comprehensivelv [in one complex] if
there is, in fact, a sericus desire to reach agreement. The
Soviet Union hoped that it could count on the U.3. Government's
understanding of the Soviet position.

-- Perhaps he was repeating it for the thousandth time, but the
Soviet leadership would like to see serious progress toward
agreement in order to reach the objectives which he had described
at the beginning of his statement. Agreements must be based on
respect for the securityv interests of hoth the ULSR and the U.S.
The entire world would give a sigh of relief if this could indeed
be achieved. Moreover, the Soviet Union has no negative aims

with respect to the U.S., It wants a fair and objective agreement
that meets the interests of both countries.

-~ The Soviet Union wants to live in peace with the U.S.. The USSR
is aware that from time to time responsible officials in the U.S.
make statements to the effect that the USSR poses a threat to

the U.S8. The Soviet Union tends +o think that individuals who

make such statements do not understand the situation. However,
these statements are made so freguently that we cannot rule out

the possibility that those who make them mav come to believe in
them. After all, some people still believe in the devil. But we
believe that common sense and obijective reasoning, 1if it is
followed by U.S. policv makers, can make agreement possible.

-—- Could a country with hostile aims present proposals on
eliminating nuclear arms, on no-first-use of nuclear arms, and
insist that other nuclear powers follow the Soviet example?
Could such a country present a proposal on the non-use of force
in international relations? Could such a countrv make proposal
after proposal aimed at curbing the arms race, disarmament and
improving Soviet-U.S. relations? The Soviet Union has presented
many such proposals. A country with hostile designs would not
present these kinds of proposals. Could such a ¢ountry harbor
evil designs toward the United States? Surelv it could not. He
wished to stress that the Soviet leadership and the entire ruling
partv of the USSR, the Communist Party of the Soviet Unicn, had
no hostile designs against the legitimate interests or security
of the United States. The USSR does not pursue such a goal.
Judge our policies on the basis of our statements and our
specific proposals.

-— The Soviet Union intends to pursue this course at the
forthcoming negotiations. However, if common sense does not
triumph at these negotiations -~ and he was not speaking of the
Soviet side -- then, of course, the USSR would be forced -- he
emphasized would be forced -- to take appropriate steps to
protect its securityv interests. However, it is in our mutual
interest not to follow such a path. It is ir our interest to
follow the path of striving for an objective agreement which, he
was convinced, is possible provided both sides advance objective
and justified positions. If this were not the Soviet desire, it
would have been pointless to heold these meetings here. In that
case, we would be simplv rolling down to the abyss. But the
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Soviets believe that an obijective possibility of agreement
exists. He could not speak for the Secretarv on these points,
and invited him to speak for himself,

The Secretary thanked Gromvko for his comprehensive introductory
comments, and promised to be equallv brief in presenting his
views.

First, he remarked that during Gromyko's visit to the United
States, especiallv during his conversation with the President,
Gromvko had used the phrase "questien of questions." This had
caught people's attention. He had defined it as whether we would
move toward peace or toward confrontation, and, especiallyv,
whether we would be able to resolve the overriding guestion of.

nuclear arms. Gromyko had said, and the President had agreed --
in fact, the President had said several times -- that our goal
must be the elimination of nuclear arms. This was repeated in

the letters exchanged between the two heads of state.

The Secretarv noted that Gromvko, in his arrival statement, had
spoken about advancing along a path of radical reduction of
nuclear arms and the goal of eliminating them. We share that
goal. If, as a result of these meetings, we can agree on a
negotiating format, we should instruct our negotiators to work
toward- that aim.

The Secretary pointed out that the President views this meeting
as a major opportunity to launch a new effort aimed at reaching
arms control agreements that enhance the security of both our
nations. Our principal task is to look tc the future, to
establish a more efficient process and more effective negotiating
appreoaches for addressing critical arms control guestions. He
hoped the meetings today and tomorrow can lay the basis for
progress toward that end. e

The President had directed that careful and thorough preparations
be made for the meeting, and he had personallv taken an intensive
role in them. Accordingly, the Secretarv thought it important to
set forth the President's thinking carefully and in detail. He
would go through the President's views of the strategic situation
as it had developed in the past and as he saw it developing in
the future. He would then deal with the question of subjects and
fora for the future negotiations, if we can agree on them,

The Secretary said that he would begin bv setting forth our views
on the future strategic environment, including the relationship
between defensive and offensive forces. He then made the
following points:

—— Gromvko would agree that, as the President had said, the U.S.
has no territorial ambitions. It is inconceivable that the U.S.
would initiate military action against the USSR or the Warsaw
Pact unless we or our allies were attacked. We hope that the
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USSR has no intention of initiating an attack on the U.S. or its
Allies, and the Secretary had heard this in Gromyvko's statement.

—- At the same time the U.S. is determined to maintain sufficient
forces to deter attack against ourselves and our allies. This
means forces of such size, effectiveness and survivabilityv as to
denv an opponent anv possibility of gain from an attack. We
expect that yvou wish to maintain similar capabilities.

-— We will maintain a sufficient deterrent with or without arms
control agreements. However, we believe, as Gromyko said this
morning with regard to the USSR, that the strategic relationship
can be made more stable and secure, and that stability and
securitv can be maintained at significantlv lower levels of
armaments, if this relationship is regulated through effective
arms control. We prefer that path.

-- It is disturbing to us that the USSR has placed so much
emphasis upor massive expansion and modernization of its nuclear
forces, both cffensive and defensive. In light of this, we are
obliged to take some steps necessary to maintain our offensive
and defensive capabilities.

-- This interplay between us does create a dangerous situation.
So it is one we must address. The political and military
measures necessaryv to do so will be difficult for both sides.
But we must tackle this problem; the danger must be defused.

-— In preparing for this meeting and for renewed negotiations,
the U.S. has conducted a review of our past arms control efforts.
While some worthwhile agreements have been reached, our efforts
in the area of strategic arms have not fulfilled their original
promise in terms of constraining the arms competition and
enhancing stabilitv. We believe vnu would agree.

-- At any rate, in the late 1960's and early 1970's we negotiated
measures that we hoped would be helpful to the security of each
of us. Those constraints, as we reviewed the record, were based
on three assgumptions:

(1) with defensive systems severely limited, it would be
possible to place comparable limits on strategic offensive
forces, and to establish a reliable deterrent balance at
reduced levels;

{2) +the constraints on ballistic missile defenses would
prevent break-out or c¢ircumvention; and

(3) both sides would adhere to the letter and spirit of the
. agreements.

-— These premises, as we examined the record, have come
increasingly into question over the past decade.

-— Both sides todayv have substantially greater offensive
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capabilities than in 1972. Not onlyv have the numbers of
offensive weapons reached exceedinglv high levels; of even
greater concern, systems have been deployed on the Soviet side,
in significant numbers, which have the capability for a
devastating attack on missile silos and command and control
facilities.

-— On the defensive side, the Soviet Union has taken full
advantage of the ABM Treatv -~ this was not criticism, Jjust an
observation -- it has exploited technical ambiguities, and has
alsc taken steps which we believe are almost certainly not
consistent with the ABM Treaty.

~- The viabilitv of the ABM Treatyv was based on several key
assumptions:

First, that large phased-arrav radars would be constrained
so as to limit potential breakout or circumvention to
provide the base for a territorial ABM defense. Allowance
was made for early warning radars, but they were to be on
the peripherv and outward facing.

Second, that ABM interceptors, launchers and radars would
be neither mobile nor transportable.

Third, that the line between anti-aircraft and antiballistic
missile defenses would be unambiguous.

Fourth, that the ABM Treatv would soon be accompanied bv a
comprehensive treaty, of indefinite duration, on offensive
nuclear forces.

~- Unfortunatelv, today fthose assumptions no longer appear valid.

-- The Krasnonyarsk radar a¥pears to be identical to rauzars for
detecting and tracking ballistic missiles, and could serve as
part of a base for a nationwide ABM defense.

-— The inconsistencv of the location and orientation ¢f this
radar with the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty is a serious
concern, for it causes us to question the Soviet Union's
long-term intentions in the ABM area.

-~ We are alsc concerned about other Soviet ABM activities that,
taken together, give rise to legitimate gquestions on our part as
to whether the Soviet Union intends to deploy a wide-spread ABM
svetem., The SA-X-12 anti-air missile is one element of our
concern; it seems to have some capabilities against strategic
ballistic missiles, and therebyv blurs the distinction between
anti-aircraft missile systems and anti-ballistic missile
systems,

-~ The Soviet Union is pursuing active research programs on more
advanced technologies, which have a direct application to future
ballistic missile defense capabilities.
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-- Most importantlv, as to offensive nuclear forces, it has not
proven possible to work out mutuallv acceptable agreements.that
would bring about meaningful reductions in such arms, particu-
larly in the most destabilizing categories of such forces.

~—~ So, in our view, as we look back at that period when the
strategic environment that we were hoping for was designed, we
must say that the strategic environment has since deteriorated.
But it is important to look today at the future. He therefore
would offer some comments which would help Gromvko understand the
conceptual and political framework in which we approach renewed
negotiations.

-- For the immediate future we wish to work with vou to restore
and make more effective the regime for reliable mutual deterrence
which, in 1972, was thought by both sides to be our common
obijective.

-- We must negotiate "effective measures toward reductions
in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and general and
complete disarmament" called for when we signed the ABM
Agreement in 1972. We are prepared to negotiate
constructivelv toward this end.

-- We must reverse the erosion which has taken place of the
premises assumed when we entered into the ABM Treaty.

-- The research, development and deplovment programs of both
sides must be consistent with the ABM Treatv.

~- You mav argue that it is the T.S8., and not the Soviet Union,
that has decided to embark on the creation of a nationwide ABM
system, including the deployment of defensive svstems in space.
Certainly, your ccmments imply this. Therefore, I wish to
explain the U.S. posit-on.

-~ The President has set as a major objective for the coming
decade the determination of whether new defensive technologies
could make it feasible for our two countries tc¢ move away from a
situation in which the security of both our countries is bhased
almost exclusively on the threat of devastating offensive nuclear
retaliation.

-— We believe both sides have an interest in determining the
answer to this gquestion. Indeed, your country has historically
shown a greater interest in strategic defenses than the United
States, and deplovs the world's only coperational ABM svstem.

—— A situation in which both of our countries could shift their
deterrent posture toward greater reliance on effective defenses
could be more stable than the current situation.

~— It could provide a basis for achieving the radical solution
both our leaders seek -- eliminating nuclear weapons entirelv on
a global basis.
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-- Our effort to see whether this is possible is embodied in the
Strategic Defense Initiative. This SDI is strictly a research
effort and is being conducted in full conformity with the ABM
Treaty.

-- No decisions on moving beyond the stage of research have been
taken, nor could thev be for several vears. Such research is
necessarv to see if it would be possible to move toward a world
in which the threat of nuclear war is eliminated.

—— Whenever research validates that a defensive technology would
make a contribution to strengthening deterrence, the United
States would expect to discuss with the Soviet Union the basis on
which it would be integrated into force structures. If either
gside ever wishes to amend the ABM treatyv, then there are
provisions for discussing that. In the U.S. view, such discussions
should precede action bv sufficient time so that stability is
guaranteed. The Secretarv repeated: whenever research validates
that a defensive technology would make a contribution to
strengthening deterrence, the United States would expect to
discuss with the Soviet Union the basis on which it would be
integrated into force structures.

-- The Soviet Union has been actively engaged for years in the
sort of research being pursued under SDI.

-- The Secretarv doubts that either side is prepared to abandon
its reserach efforts now, before we know whether there are
defensive systems that could enhance rather than diminish the
security of both sides. We doubt an effective and verifiable ban
on research, as such, could be designed in any event.

—-— In the longer run, it appears that new technologies may open
possibilitias of assuring the security of both sides through a
substantial simprovement in our respective defenses. To the U.S5.,
high-confidence defenses would appear to be a sounder approach to
peace and security than the current situation, and could produce
a more stable environment.

~- The United States recognizes that arms control and other forms
of cooperation would play an important role in creating and
sustaining such a less threatening environment. We believe that
the security interests of both sides could be served bv such an
evolution and obviouslv we would have to move in stages.

-~ But we are prepared to initiate a continuing discussion with
you now on the whole questions of strategic defense (both
EXlStlng and possible future svstems), a discussion of reductions
.in offensive arms, and a discussion of the nature of the
offense-defense relationship that we should be seeking to
establish and maintain in the future. This was by wav of saying
that we fully agree about the relationship ketween offense and
defense.
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—— In the context of negotiations on offensive and defensive
arms, we are also prepared to address space arms issues.

-~ So we bhelieve our negotiating efforts todav and tomorrow
should focus on the most urgent question before us: namely, how
to begin the process of reducing offensive nuclear arms and
enhancing the stability of the strategic environment.

The Secretarv then turned to the way in which these comments lead
us to sugyestions regarding the subject and objectives of the
future negotiations. Accordingly, he wished to offer comments on
fora, subjects and objectives of the negotiations, as well as on
their location and timing.

-- With respect to offensive nuclear svstems, he proposed that

we begin where we broke off and capture the progress made in

the START and INF negotiations. We believe that much good work
was done in both sets of talks, even though many issues remained
unresolved.

-— Moreover, while the issues involved are clearlv related, we
continue o believe it would be most practical to address
strategic and intermediate-range nuclear forces in separate fora,.

-- Thus, we propose that we begin new negotiations on strategic
arms reductions, and a second set of new negotiations on
reductions in intermediate-range nuclear forces.

-~ The subject of the first, strategic offensive arms -- or, more
precisely, intercontinental-range offensive nuclear forces -- isg
fairly well establiched.

-- We are prepared in step-bv-step fashion to reduce radically,
to uze Gromyko's word, the numbers and destructive power of
strategic. offensive arms, with the immediate goal of enhancing
the reliability and stabilitv of deterrence, and with the
ultimate goal of their eventual eliminatien.

-- Thus, the subject of these negotiations would be reductions,
radical reductions, in strategic offensive nuclear arms.

-- I propose that the objective of renewed talks be an equitable
agreement prov1d1pq for effectivelyv verifiable and radical
reductions in the numbers and destructive power of strategic
offensive arms.

—-—- The second negotiation we envisage is on intermediate-range
nuclear forces.

. -~ Here, too, I think our previous efforts revealed a common
emphasis on reducing longer-range INF missiles, with the
ultimate goal of their total elimination.

-- Moreover, we seem to agree that while svstems in or in
the range of Europe should be of central concern, any
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agreement must take account of the .global aspects of the INF
problem,

~— Both sides have proposed that certain INF aircraft and
shorter-range missile systems be dealt with in some fashion.

-- We propose that the subject of the new talks be reductions in
intermediate-range offensive arms,

~- The obijective of such talks should be an equitable agreement
providing for effectively verifiable and radical reductions in
intermediate-range offensive nuclear arms,

The Secretarv then turned to our ideas for addressing the other
aspects of "nuclear and space arms" on which we agreed in
November to begin negotiations.

~-— In the early days of SALT I both sides agreed that a treaty
limiting defensive arms should be paralleled by a treaty limiting
offensive arms and vice-versa. For reasons including those the
Secretary advanced earlier, we continue to believe there is merit
in such an appreocach.

-—- We understand that the Soviet Union believes that controlling
weapons in space should be a priority matter. Gromyko had
emphasized this in his presentation. We believe, however, that a
forum permitting negotiation of defensive nuclear arms would be a
more appropriate complement to new negotiations on offensive
nuclear systems.

—-- In such a forum, we would be prepared to address the question
of space-based defensive systems in a serious and congtructive
manner. Space arms guestions could alsc be taken up in the
~ffensive arms negotiations as well, as this might be

- .aprcopriate.

-- But we believe that it is important to address questions
relating to existing defensive svstems based on earth, as well as
potential future space-baseld syvstems, and to restore and
revalidate the assumptions on which the ABM Treaty was based.

-— We therefore propose that we establish a third negotiating
forum, in which each side could address aspects of the offense-
defense relationship not dealt with in the two offensive nuclear
arms fora.

-~ In making this proposal, we have taken careful note of the
concern you expressed in our September meetings about the
possibility of nuclear arms in outer space. Gromyko had referred
to this subject several times,

—-— Given our shared objective of eliminating all nuclear weapons

and the concerns you expressed, we believe that the negotiations
should focus on defensive nuclear arms, including nuclear systems
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that would be based in space or detonated in space, as well as
defensive nuclear systems based on the earth.

-—- Thus we propose that the subject of this third negotiation be
defensive nuclear arms. The objective would be agreement on
measures to enhance the reliabilitv and stability of deterrence,
and on steps toward the eventual elimimation of all nuclear-armed
defengive svstems,

-—- As to the formalities, the Secretary suggested that the
location of all three talks be Geneva and that, as a matter of
urgency, the negotiations should preferably open in the first
half of March.

-- The most pressing task is to reach agreement on formal
negotiations to address offensive and defensive forces.

But the Secretarv believed that it would also be useful to
establish a senior-level process to complement the formal
negotiations and to provide a channel for talking about broader
problems. In these talks we might perhaps be able to provide the
integrating process that Gromyko had referred to.

—- What we have in mind is to have more unstructured, conceptual
exchanges on the maintenance of strategic stability and the
relationship between offensive and defensive forces.

—- Continuing exchanges con these subjects between the foreign
ministers should be part of this process. As the President has
suggested, this might give some stimulation and act as an
energizer to the negotiations. As he has further suggested, it
might zlso be useful to have special representatives meet to
address both conceptual and concrete ideas.

-- Senior representatives could also play an important role in
clarifying each side':s conceptual approach to the negotiations,
as well as in exploring the details of specific proposals.

-- Moreover, as formal negotiations proceed in individual areas,
senior representativez nould meet periodically to help break
logiams and coordinate our joint efforts in the various fora.

—~— We believe that the problem of getting control of the growing
nuclear forces is of fundamental concern. Those countries with
nuclear arms must take the leadership. Certainly, he would hope
that we can make progress to prevent these systems from
overwhelming our two countries. As Gromyko had suggested, if our
two countries take the lead in this regard, others would follow.
Gromvko had also said that the ultimate goal would be to
eliminate nuclear arms, We had no reservations in this regard,
though we recognized the difficulties involved.

-— In this connection, the Secretary highlighted the importance
of the non-proliferation regime and noted that their discussion
in September 1982 had led to consultations on non=-proliferation
questions. From our standpoint, these discussions have been

SECRRT/SERSLT VR




‘CR E AV €},

- 15 -

fruitful. However, further efforts are needed if we are to
control nuclear arms, as we must -—- 1f we are to reduce them
drastically and ultimately eliminate them.

The Secretary concluded bv saving that he had described how we
see future developments and had cutlined our ideas for
structuring the future negotiations. The Secretary remarked that
earlier he promised to take as much time as Gromyko had. He had
not quite fulfilled that promise, but considering the time
devoted to interpretation, he thought that they had ended up
about equal. The Secretaryv cited Gromyko's phrase about the need
for respecting the security interests of both parties. He found
this to be a very good phrase and intended to proceed on this
basis, He also expressed appreciation for Gromvko's attempt to
present his comments with as much precision as possible.

Gromvko, who had earlier waived translation from English to
Russian, observed that the Secretary had just delivered a very
important statement and asked for a translation so that it could
be given careful consideration. The Secretarv's statement was
thereupon translated in its entirety.

When the translation was completed, Gromyvko observed that the
statement was an important one dealing with fundamental
principles, and said that he had two guestions which arose from
the Secretarv's comment that at some stage the parties could
enter into a discussion of the research the U.S. is doing and of
ways it could be integrated into a system of strategic stabilitv.
His questions were: first, at what stage would this be
discussed, and second, what specifically should be dealt with in
the third forum, that is, the forum dealing with space matters, a
forum to which we have not vet attached a label, because it is
too early. to do so.

Gromvko added that the Secretarv's remarks on this subject had
not been clear. The lack of clarity did not seem to be a
linguistic problem but one rather in the U.S. position itself,.
What should be discussed in this third forum? Is this forum to
discuss prograiaz for large-scale space defense systems or not?
And if this topic is discussed, what will be the angle of view
applied? If your position is that space research programs are to
be continued and sometime later can be discussed, then this is
not acceptable, U.S, intentions to pursue such efforts were
unacceptable, even though mention had been made that the U.S.
might share some of the results. The Soviet position is that the
topic should be discussed with the view of preventing the
militarization of outer space. If this approcach is taken, what
is the point of such a large-scale program to develop ballistic
missile defenses? What would happen if these two concepts
collided? What would be discussed in this forum in that case?
Pérhaps this forum might hold only one meeting. What sort of
negotiation would that be? Where would that lead us? Since all
three fora are interrelated, if the third forum bursts like a
spoap bubble, the other two would go down with it. It would be a
different matter i1f the subiject of the negotiations in that forum
were to be the prevention of militarization of space. In that
case, he could see the sense of that third forum.
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Gromvko asked the Secretary to respond to his questions either
then or after lunch, as he preferred. When the Secretary had
done so, Gromyko would comment on other aspects of the U.S.
position.

The Secretary promised to answer Gromvko's questions, but
suggested that this be done after lunch since they were already
running abeut an hour behind schedule. He alsc suggested, since
time between meetings was useful to consider carefully and assess
each other's comments, to move the afterncon meeting to 3:30
instead of 2:30, and put off the reception planned for the
evening by one hour as well.

Gromvko agreed with this procedure.

Before departing, the Secretary said that he intended to say
nothing to the press regarding the meeting and Gromykoc stated
that he, too, would follow a "no comment" policy.

The meeting adjourned at 1:00 P.M.

Drafted byv: J.F.Matlock; D.Arensburger
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SECOND SHULTZ-GROMYKO MEETIMNG
Geneva, January, 1985

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

PARTICIPANTS:

U.sS. Secretarv of State George P, Shultz

Robert C. McFarlane, Asgistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

Ambassador Paul Nitze

Ambassadeor Arthur Hartman

Jack F. Matlock, Special Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs

Carolyn Smith, Interpreter

USSR Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko
Georgy M. Korniyenko, First Deputy Foreign
Minister
Ambassador Viktor Karpov
Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin
A. Bratchikov, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Viktor Sukhodrewv, Interprzier

DATE, TIME January 7, 1985; 3:35 to 6:55 P.M.
AND PLACE: United Stat&s Misgsion, Geneva, Switzerla. 3

Secretary Shultz opened the meeting by saving that he would
respond to the two questions Gromyko raised at the end of the
morning session. The first guestion concerned when the U.S.
expects to discuss how strategic defense-type systems could be
integrated into force structures. In one sense, there is nothing
concrete on this subject to speak of at this point because we do
not yet have an outcome from our research. When we get to
something concrete, or reach a development with potential
operational characteristics, when and if the research of both
sides demonstrates that there can be a system which could
usefullv contribute to moving away from reliance on offensive
weapons, then we could discuss the strategic defensive forces.
In other words, the discussion would be triggered by the
eniergence in U.S. or Soviet research programs of something with
that potential. The U.S. also would be prepared -- even iu
advance of anv such positive research development -- +to discuss
the wavs such svstems, if they proved feasible, could contribute
to the goal of eventually eliminating all nuclear weapons, which
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is important in and of itself., This was the first gquestion
Gromvko had raised.

Gromvko's second question, the Secretarv continued, concerned the
subject matter of the third forum he had proposed, that of
nuclear defensive systems. He expected this to be a forum in
which both sides would feel free to raise whatever issues
relating to defensive systems they wished to raise, including
space-based or land-based systems, whether directed against
weapons on the earth or _n space. Nuclear offensive weapons in
space are already banned by the Outer Space Treatv. Technical
developments in recent years make it harder to draw certain
distinctions between systems, for example, between ABM and air
defense systems, between early warning, NTM, space track and ABM
radars. Therefore, *the U.5. believes there is much work to be
done to reexamine, reevaluate and reinforce the fundamental ideas
underlving the ABM treatv, as well as defensive svstems in
general. In addition, this would be an appropriate forum to
discuss possible future arms, as he had mentioned earlier, and
technical developments bearing on their future utility, to the
ultimate objective of the total elimination of nuclear arms. The
U.S. does not believe that research can be effectively ox
verifiably banned, nor does it believe that research which could,
if successful, contribute positively to a reduction in the evils
of war should be banned. This forum wculd be the appropriate one
in which to raise questions relating to space arms, including the
space systems Gromyko had discussed this morning. He thought
there was a full house here to occupv both sides,.

The Secretary then said he wished to explain the essence of the
idea he was trving to put across, since it related to his answer
to one of Gromvko's questions Gromvko had said that the ques-
tions being discussed here are interrelated. Although for the
purpose of the negoiiations these questions cannot be discussed
all at once, the sides mu st find "bundles" of gu.stionsg to dis-
cuss. 1n the end, ¢f course, all these issues are interrelated,
and he recalled that in a recent letter Chernenko had referred to
the "organic link" between offensive and defensive weapons.

Secretarv Shultz then said that what we have in mind is a concept
of deterrence in which the greatest degree of stability and equal
security is inherent. He suggested looking at two steps. First,
to try to attain the strategic environment envisaged in the early

19708 —-- that is, reduction of offensive arms down to the levels
contemplated at that time -- and then, in light of technical
developments, to look at the defensive environment. In the

meantime, research proceeds on strategic defensive weapons; both
the U.S. and USSR have such research under wav. On the basis of
U.S. research, he did not know what the answer would be, but if
the answers are positive, he would envisage that the two sides
would together trv to create a regime with relatively greater

emphasis on defense Of course, if we are able to eliminate
nuclear weapons entirely (and he hoped we would be able to) there
would be less to defend against. But if a side feels it has a

secure defense, it has equal security and stability in a less
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dangerous and less destabilizing mode. This is the concept on
which the U.S. approach is based. It is not a concept that is
being implemented now, but would emerge as time goes on. The
reductions in offensive arms to which Gromvko had referred must
be consistent with this.

Gromyko said he would respond, taking into account the answers
Secretarvy Shultz had given to his questions. He thought this
would be useful so that the Secretaryv cculd more fully understand
the Soviet attitude toward the American concept of a large-scale
missile defense system. The U.S. calls this whole idea a
defensive concept, but the Soviet Union does not share this view.
The Soviet side sees it as part of a general offensive plan.

Gromyvko then invited the Secretary to climb to the top of an
imaginarv tower and look at the entire situation through Soviet
eves. The Soviet line of reasoning is simple. Assuming the U.S.
succeeds in developing this large-scale anti-missile defense, it
will have created a shield against hypothetical Soviet missiles.
U.S. assumptions of this threat are pure fiction and fantasy, but
Gromyko would leave this aside for the moment. If the U.S. did
have such a defensive system in place, it would have the
capability to inflict a first nuclear strike against the USSR
with impunity. One needs no special gift of perspicacity to
understand this; it is clear almost to the point of being
primitive. If the Secretary were to view this situation from
atop the tower, he would reach the same conclusion.

The United States, Gromyvko continued, reasons that the Soviet
Union can also develop its own strategic defense. Then there
would be two such svstems, & Soviet and a U.S. one, and then both
sides could consider how to reconcile and adjust them to each
other and integrate them into the relative defensive complexes of
both sides. 3ut Gromyko wished to ask: why have these svstems
at all? After all, one side has nuclear arms and the other side
has them too, so although it is possible to paralyze oOr
neutralize these weapons, why create a system to do so? Isn't it
simpler to eliminate nuclear weapons themselves? Why should our
two countries spend their material and intellectual resources
developing such a system? Surelv the reasonable solution would
be to eliminate the weapons themselves. This is nothing more
than the centuries-old question of the shield and the sword: Why
have a shield to protect yourself from the sword if it is simpler
to eliminate the sword? 1In speaking now of shields and swords,
no one should be thinking of the weapons people used in olden
times; the weapons now are terrible ones that threaten all
humankind.

This, Gromvko stated, is the logic behind the Soviet reasoning.
For this reason, the fact that the U.S. side calls its concept a
defensive one makes no impression on the Soviet side. The U.S,
must understand clearly that the USSR cannct ke party, either
directly or indirectlv, to the development of such a system,
pither U.S. or Soviet. If the U.S. dismisses this reasoning and
takes measures to develop such a system, the Soviet Union would
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decide on the counter-measures necessary to protect its own
security. Gromvko wanted the U.S. administration to understand
the Soviet position correctlv. He was inclined to believed that
Secretary Shultz understood this position.

Gromyko continued bwv stating that the U.S. seems to believe —-
indeed he would go further and say it does believe -- that it
would be able to create such a svstem and the Soviet Union would
not, so the U.S. would be ahead. The U,S. thinks it would be in
the dominant position and this tempts it. This is how the Soviet
side sees the situation. The U.S. wants to gain advantage over
the Soviet Union, and the defensive system if developed would be
used to bring pressure on the Soviet Union. Let us not mincé
words, Gromyko said, even if they are harsh ones: the system
would be used to blackmail the USSR.

To be blunt, Gromyko added, this is not the right approach to
take in relations between our two countries. It is not the path
dictated by the interests of our countries and the whole world.
If the U.S. does not change its line, the Soviet Union will
reveal the full truth to. its own people and to the whole world.
He thought the U.S. government had surelyv noticed the restraint
shown by the Soviet side in its official pronouncements on this
issue, particularly with regard to these meetings in Geneva.
However, if the situation makes it necessary for the Soviet side
to comment in full on the U.S. line, it will do so. This is not
the path that will lead to a peaceful solution on the basis of an
accord between our two countries. As sure as we know that after
the Geneva meetings both sides will return home and as sure as we
know that tomorrow will be a new day, the Soviet side is
convinced that the two countries will protect what they consider
to be just and fair. Gromyvko urged that the U.S. reappraise this
concept which it has christened "defensive". There is nothing
defens:ve in this concept, he added.

Gromvke continued that this would not mean that the U.S. would
have to give in to the Souviet position It would simplv mean a
change of U.S. policy in favor of peace. It would be in the
interests of the U.S. as much as the¢ Soviet Union. The U.S. has
mobilized formidable official and propaganda resources in support
of its policy. Practically every dav one hears pronouncements by
U.S. officials at all levels, as well as by members of the press,
in defense of this concept. But all the U.S, is doing is taking
some half-dozen arguments and juggling them around. One day,
argument number one becomes argument number six, the next day
argument number two becomes argument number three, and so on.

The U.S5. changes the periods and commas, but the set of arguments
is the same as it tries to prove that the concept is a defensive
one. This is a non-viable concept and non-viable position.

Gromyko made bold to state that it gives rise to concern and
alarm in Western Europe and in other countries, even those on

remote continents. People today are not like thev were 40 or 50
vears ago, he said. Today they take to heart evervthing that
bears on war and peace. Had the Secretary not noticed the mood
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of the world on matters relating to outer space? People want
outer space to be a peaceful environment; thev do not want the
sword of war hanging over mankind's head and threatening space.
Gromyko thought the U.S. should be aware of this and therefore he
hoped the U.S. administration would take another look at the
entire question of outer space.

Gromvko then stated that when he returned to Moscow after his
last wvisit to Washington, he had reported in detail on his talks
with the Secretary and with President Reagan in the White House.
He informed his colleagues in the leadership, including
Chernenko, what the President had said in their private
conversation. He had, in fact, gquoted verbatim from the
President’'s words. Gromyko had told the President in response
that he had spoken very good words but he wondered why the U.S.
government made no changes at all in its practical plans for an
arms race and in preparing for war. The President had not
answered this question and Gromyko reported this also. All his
colleagues liked the good words the President had spoken, but
were disappointed that nothing positive was either done or
promised to substantiate the words. This was the "political
photograph" that he had brought back with him from his visit to
Washington.

Since then, that is since September 1984, Gromyke continued, the
situation had not changed, or had changed for the worse. Take,
for example, outer space, which is of immense importance. The
situation is also worse as regards medium-range nuclear weapons
and in the arms race in general. The situation now is worse than
it was ‘n September, and in September it was worse than the year
befoie. As the situation worsens, we sit at the table in Geneva
and talk. People everywhere, even if they are not involved with
nolitics, are aware that the problems under discussion here
~mmcarn the fate of peace in the world. Let there be no false

modecsty —- that 1s precisely what is at stake here. We are
charged bv our leaders to meet and exchange ideas on these
questions. If there is a chance even to begin to turn this

situation around, let us make use of this chance, because the
situation todav is worse than yasterday, vesterday was worse than
the dav before, and tomorrow will be worse than today. Perhaps
the day would come when some political leaders will throw up
their hands in despair, but we, the Soviets, will not be party to
defeatism. We will continue to struggle to strengthen and
preserve peace on earth.

Gromyko then asserted that it would be incorrect for the U.S. to
construe his words as prompted by tactical or propaganda
considerations. There is no room for propaganda here., We are
talking here about high politics and questions of war and peace.
Let us agree to discuss questions of cuter space, the prevention
of the militarization of outer space, strategic nuclear weapons
and intermediate-range nuclear weapons (the Soviet side calls
them medium-range weapons, but the name is not important). Let
us agree upon the structure of negotiations and how to understand
the interrelationship of the three elements, or triad. Let us
decide how to breathe life into the negotiations.
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As for the structure of the negotiations, Gromyko wished to
address that separatelyv. He had something more to add to his
comments on what the Secretary had mentioned in justification of
the so-called defensive concept. The Secretary had said that the
Soviet Union almost has such systems now and is certainly working
toward them. Secretary Shultz had stated that Soviet air defense
systems are almost the same as the svstems the U.S. plans to
develop. While he did not choose to call this a distortion, it
certainly is a mistake. Perhaps the Secretary's information is
not correct; in any case there is nothing of the sort in the
Soviet Union. Air defense systems carry out air defense
functions and no others.

Gromyvko continued, saving that Secretary Shultz often speaks of
verification. Whenever there is talk of an agreement,
understanding, or accord between the two sides, .the U.S5. alwavs
speaks of wverification and monitoring. Gromyko supposed the U.S.
did this order to bring pressure to bear on the Soviet side, but
there is no need to waste time in pressuring. The Soviet Union
is in favor of verification, but it wants the degree and level of
verification to correspond to the degree and level of the
disarmament measure being considered. In the past, the U.S. has
recognized this principle and on this basis the two sides have
found a common language., Why is this principle unacceptable now?
Gromyko called on all those present to considexr this. He had the
impression that the U.S. is afraid of verification since it
always harps at length on verification, verification,
verfication.

The USSR has submitted a proposal that is now on the table in the
U.S8., West Germany, France, Britain and Italy, Gromyko added.
This is the proposal for complete and general disarmament,
coupled with a proposal for complete and general verification.
The U.S. is prepared to discuss not verification of disarmament
and the elimination of arms, but verification of arms. The U.S.
seems to think it is all right to produce ten times more weapons
so long as there is verification. The USSR advocates disarmament
and the elimination of nuclear and other weapons with complete
verification. Once anéd for all, Gromvko stated, let it be known
that verification does not frighten us in the least. Since we
are speaking of wvarious agreements, verification should be
discussed for each one of them in a businesslike manner, without
ascribing blame where blame is not due and without accusing a
party were there are no grounds for accusation.

Gromyko then stated that a document had been submitted to the
U.S. Congress {and the document came from the State Department)
which alleges that the Soviet Unicn has violated some of its
agreements. The Soviet Union has not violated any agreements.
He added that he had taken note of the language in which the
ddcument was couched, that is, that there were "apparent"
violations or "doubts" about compliance. But this is not enough
to accuse the Soviet Union of violations. The Soviet Union
implements its agreements and does not violate them. If the
sides conclude an agreement, the Soviet Union will adhere to it
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strictly. The U.S. should not charge the Soviet Union with
something of which it is not guilty. He was discussing questions
of principle here. He wished to touch on how the Soviet side
envisages the structure of negotiations, assuming the sides can
agree on holding them, but first he wished to give the Secretary
a chance to respond.

Secretarv Shultz said that he appreciated Gromyvko's comments on
the importance of verification and for his expressed readiness to
provide measures for verification and make them consistent with
the means and goals to be achieved. The questions he raised in
regard to what is seen as violations or misunderstandings
highlight the complexity of these questions. This shows how
important it is to discuss these developments, not only from the
standpont of violations but from the standpoint of what the sides
can do to make the treaty regime clear and unequivocal. He
raised this point now because this issue is so important. It is
important because, if people have guestions about compliance with
obligations, they are likely to question the value of agreements
in general. Therefore it is very important to answer these
guestions clearly so that the atmosphere of future relations is
not poisocned.

The Secretarv then returned to the beginning of Gromyvko's comments
ahout the central conceptual issues, since they are so important.
Even if this meeting results in agreement on a set of negotia-
tions, we must continue to work on the conceptual issues because
they are of central importance. He would comment on the concepts
and then would ask Mr. McFarlane to say a few words. After that,
he would have a question to ask of Gromyko.

The Secretary continued by saving that perhaps his comment could
he worded as follows: "Neither blackmailed nor a blackmailer
be." He then invited Gromyko to climb to the top of the same
tower Gromvko had imagined, and to look at the view before them.
The +two of them are men from Mars. When thev look to the left,
they see an impressive program of development of strategic and
other nuclear programs. The drive, production capacity and
destructive potential are most impressive. The two Martians
cannot fail to notice that alongside this considerable effort in
offensive arms, a comparable effort in defensive arms is underway
-- some of it legitimate in accordance with the ABM treaty, and
some of it guestioned in that regard. Taking into account the
invasions of the Soviet Union in the past, it is not surprising
that the USSR is preoccupied with its ability to defend itself,
but it still is an impressive display.

If the two Martians look to the right, the Secretary continued,
thev would also see an impressive offensive capability, as well
as signs of renewed modernization of weapons. They could not
fail to note that little attention is devoted to defense. And if
thev took a movie rather than a still photograph of this scene,
thev would remark that in the last three or four years someone
had turned a light on this area, because now stirrings are
visible. Although they are far behind what is seen on the left,
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they now understand that defense is important. The two Martians
up on the tower would also observe on the left a certain amount
of concern over the defensive activities starting on the right.
They would not find this concern surprising because those on the
left have much more experience with defense than those on the
right. Having heard Gromvko's statement that a strong defense
has offensive significance, the two Martians would observe
together that the lower the offensive systems of each side, the
less force there is tc this argument. If the svstems are reduced
to zero, the argument loses its force entirely. The two Martians
are struck by the fact that both sides are talking about drastic
reductions. In this sense, the concept of a gradual evolution
from offensive deterrence to defensive deterrence seems to create
a less threatening rather than more threatening situation.

The Secretary then asked Mr. McFarlane to comment further on the
President's concept of the role defensive systems could plav in
preserving strategic stability.

Mr, McFarlane stated that President Reagan had a number of
influences and motives for proposing a research effort to
determine whether defensive systems might be developed which hold
a promise of enabling us to move away from our historical
reliance on offensive weapons to ensure deterrence. One of these
came from his view of how the balance could become unstable by
the turn of the century as a result of the nature of the
offensive systems now being developed. Specifically, the
emergence of offensive mobile and transportable svstems, as well
as cruise missiles, could lead us into a situation in which we
are less certain of the characteristics and composition of
systems on both sides. This would make a stable balance less
stable.

Secondly, Mr. McFarlane continued, the President wished to find
an alternative to offensive deterrence because of the Soviet
Union's advantages in key areas, specifically ICBM warheads,
which give the Soviet Union the capability to destroy the
corresponding forces on the U.S. side which are essential for
deterrence. The same assymetry promises, through defensive
systems on the Soviet side, to neutralize any retaliation the
U.S. might undertake. The sum of Soviet programs in offensive
and defensive arms undermines the traditional basis of deterrence
that has existed for the past fifteen vears.

Mr. McFarlane then pointed out that the psvchological element was
perhaps just as important in the President's mind as the military
factor. Why should peace and deterrence depend on our ability to
threaten someone else? Why not rely for peace and deterrence oOn
weapons that do not threaten anyone? Since we are conducting
research on essentially non-nuclear svstems, this psychological
factor is particularly relevant. Therefore the President decided

to determine whether new technology could promise this. However,
he made this decision with Soviet concerns about the appearance
of a first-strike capabilitv verv much in mind. Surely, the

development of defensive systems and their deployment while
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concurrently maintaining offensive svstems could present the
appearance of an intention to develop a first-strike capability.
This is not the plan of the United States. This is why the
Secretary made clear at the beginning of this meeting that if the
dav arrives when any or all these technologies show that they can
contribute *to deterrence, the integration of these concepts into
the force structure would be a subject for discussion with the
Soviet Union. The Soviet Union must agree that defensive systems
play a role. Its own investment and success in developing
defensive weapons are far advanced.

In sum, Mr. McFarlane pointed out, the President's view is that
it is time for us to integrate defensive systems into the concept
of deterrence in order to turn us to lesser reliance on offensive
svstems and greater reliance on defensive systems.

Secretary Shultz then remarked that there was plenty of room to
explore this deep and difficult question further, but he wished
to ask some guestions concerning something Gromyko had stressed
in his remarks. In his comments in Washington and in his aixport
arrival statement in Geneva, Gromyko eloguently stated again and
again that the Soviet Union is in favor of the total elimination
of nuclear weapons, and of radical steps toward that goal. The
Secretary's guestions concerned the program Gromyko had in mind
to achieve this goal. If such a program is to be impiemented,
there must be a concrete expression of it. He therefore posed a
series of questions:

-— What kind of timing did Gromyko have in mind for the deep
and radical reductions of which he had spoken?

~~ How far did he propose we go before the other must be
engaged in order to move to zZero?

-— What if any changes must be made in the non-proliferation
regime?

~— How would we treat the varietv of nuclear weapons that
are not strategic?

The Secretarv then observed that if the goal of this meeting is
to move toward the total elimination of nuclear weapons, as
Gromyko had stated upon his arrival in Geneva, they must put an
explicit program behind that objective. Thev must define a clear
and concise program to reach this goal and theyv must establish at
the negotiations a means to achieve it. What does Gromyko have
in mind that lies behind this general objective?

Gromyko replied that the Soviet Union had submitted a proposal on
complete and general disarmament to the United Nations. It had
submitted a detailed proposal for a program of nuclear disarma-
ment and it had also advanced a proposal on nuclear arms in the
relevant forum in Geneva. However, the U.S. and its NATO allies
had refused to consider these proposals. It cannot be said that
the Soviet Union did not make these proposals; they are
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well known and thev are known to all the governments concerned.
This program requires no changes or alterations. What is needed
is the desire to discuss this gquestion.

Gromyko continued, saying that the Secretarv had made a
half-dozen references todav to the complete elimination of
nuclear arms. If the Secretary believes that the U.S., USSR, and
other countries should strive to achieve this goal, this is good
and the Soviet side welcomes such a statement. They are in
sympathy with it and are impressed by it. Practical steps,
however, must be taken to implement this goal.

Part of the problem is the guestion of non-proliferation, as the
Secretary had mentioned. Secretary Shultz had asked what we
could do jointly to reinforce the non-proliferation regime. This
question must be considered within the context of the ultimate
goal of eliminating nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union believes
that the proliferation of nuclear weapons, whether horizontally
or vertically, must be prevented. If we lead matters to the
step-bv-step elimination of nuclear weapons, this could lead to
acceptance by all states of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. If the
U.S. and USSR can do that, he is sure that all countries would
support it, including those that did not sign the NPT.

Both sides agree, Gromvko continued, that the question of
non-proliferation is an important one. Non-proliferation must be
ensured with no exceptions. He was gratified to note that the
U.S. and USSR have almost always held the same view on this. Our
two countries had created the treaty, and Gromyko recalled how he
and then Secretarv of State Rusk hung a map on the wall and
referred to it when discussing specific areas. The Non-Prolifer-
ation Treaty was developed step-by-step through joint efforts.
And so the policy of the U.S. and the Soviet Union coincides on
this issue. However fast or however slow we work toward
eliminating nuclear arms, the task of ensuring non-proliferation
will remain an important one.

Gromyko then asserted that the Secretary had tried to substan-
tiate his position that the new U.S. system is defensive. As
Gromyko had already said, the Soviets are convinced that it does
not pursue defensive aims, but rather is part of a broad
offensive plan. He would not repeat this again because he had
alreadv said it. Mr. McFarlane had said that he, Gromvko, had
talked about the threat of a first strike from the United States,
but that the U.S. had no such intent. It would be going too far
+o ask the USSR to rely on one person's word and conscience.

In any case this thesis works both ways. This was his reply to
Mr. McFarlane's remark., Mr. McFarlane had also said that nuclear
technology is not connected with this concept. We know your side
is talking more and more about non-nuclear technology. But the
fact is that nuclear arms would be used whether or not some of
the technology used is nuclear or non-nuclear. It makes no
difference whether the technology is nuclear, or particle beams,
or something else -- this does not change the character of the
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system. It is important for vou to understand our assessment of
this.

Gromyko then turned to the structure of possible negotiations.

He could not say more than possible negotiations because thev are
not vet in our pocket. He wished to speak of the objectives the
sides should pursue in the negotiations. He had tried to explain
this morning how all the issues are interrelated, that is, the
issues of space weapons, strategic weapons and medium-range
nuclear weapons. This would justify the establishment of tiree
bilateral groups. Their work as a whole would embrace all three
of these areas. Of course each group would have one area: one
would deal with the non-militarization of cuter space, one with
strategic nuclear arms and one with medium-range nuclear arms.

Since the problems must be considered in their interrelationship,
the three groups should meet jointly periodically to take stock
of progress and to sum up the results of their work. Of course,
it is difficult at this point to set up a precise calendar or
schedule, but periodic joint meetings are necessary. The final
result must also be a joint result.

There should therefore be a superstructure cver all three groups,
Gromvko continued. Each side would have a single delegation or
big group composed of three issue groups. They would look at
where theyv stand, come to a conclusion, and then give recommen-
dations to both governments. Each group would begin delibera-
tions when the main content of its work is defined. All three
groups together could begin work when agreement is reached on the
main content of all three and on the aim of all three: space
arms, strategic arms, and medium~range arms.

Gromyko then said that there must be an understanding on this
point. If we begin work with our eyes closed we will vet
nowhere. We can reach agreement onlv when everything isg=. .
acceptable to both sides, If this looks mecre complicat.ed than
previous negotiations have been, then perhaps that is true, but
vour policies on the space issue make it necessary.

In passing, Gromyko noted that some people in the U.S3. have been
saving, "We told yvou the Russians would come back to the
negotiations and they did." He said he would not hesitate to
call this propaganda. He did not wish to put the U.S. in an
awkward position, but if need be the Soviet Union would speak its
mind on this issue. What is being discussed here is not a
resumption of previous negotiations. The negotiating table is a
different one and the problems are not the same. Space has now
appeared as a problem, and U.S. nuclear missiles deploved in
Western Europe have created a new situation. So what we are
speaking of here is the possibility of new negcotiations, not
resumption of the old ones. It is a cheap ploy to sav: "You
see, the Russians came back," and he would advise the U.S. side
not to resort to such cheap ployvs.

5 NSITI



IVE

- 12 - L@g

What he had said about the structure of possible negotiations,
Gromyko continued, did not rule out agreements on separate
elements of any of the three areas. For example, he had in mind
such things as a moratorium on testing space arms or certain
confidence-building measures for strategic arms. Whenever such
agreements deal with issues which are not organically linked to
unsolved problems, they could enter into force without waiting
for the final outcome of the negotiations. Otherwise
implementation of agreements on separate issues would be
postponed until an aggregate solution is found and negotiated. A
comprehensive solution will be indispensable in that case. This
relates to the possibility of reaching agreement on separate
questions within each forum.

For the sake of clarity, Gromyko repeated: The Soviet side does
not rule out the possibility of reaching separate agreements On
some issues which go bevond the limits of these three areas.

An example would be a commitment bv all nuclear powers not to be
the first to use nuclear weapons. Another example would be a
freeze of all nuclear arsenals. Here separate agreement is
possible. A third example would be the entry into force of
agreements previously signed, such as the Threshold Test Ban
Treaty and the Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions. A fourth
example would be the cessation of all nuclear testing, that is,
a comprehensive test ban. At present the ban on testing extends
only to three environments. At one time we were near agreement
on a comprehensive test ban. He recalled that when the SALT IT
Treaty was signed by Carter and Brezhnev in Vienna, Carter hosted
a dinner during which he told Gromyko that he felt the CTB could
be signed soon. These were trilateral negotiations involving the
U.S., USSR and UK. Several points divided us, such as a guestion
about monitoring tests in the UK, but Carter said we could reach
agreement. Ask Carter, Gromvko said, he can confirm this. But
afterwards the U.S. administration forgot about this conversation
and no agreement was reached. Such an agreemen® i*f «igned could
be most promising.

Gromvko said he would now return to the issues at hand. Tomorrow
they must take a look at where thev stand, looking either from
the tower or not, and reflect on what results would come from
this meeting.

Secretary Shultz noted that time was running out and that people
were waiting for them at a reception. But he had a gquestion and
a comment to make before ending. The question was whether he
should consider what Gromyko had said about the structure of the
negotiations to be a proposal.

Gromvko replied in the affirmative.

Secretarv Shultz stated that his group would study this proposal
carefully and would be prepared to discuss it tomorrow. He
called Gromvko's attention to the fact that he had made a
proposal this morning at the end of his presentation. He hoped
Gromyko would study it carefully because it contains points
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similar to those in the Soviet proposal, although the Soviet
proposal is more developed with regard to structure and
relationship.

Gromvko replied that he had developed his proposal taking account

of the Secretary's ideas. However, one point which they could
not accept was the proposal to have meetings of special repre-
sentatives or "wise men." In the past the U.S. called this an

"umbrella" proposal. As Gromyke had already remarked to Hartman,
umbrellas are very good against the rain.

Shultz interjected, "They also provide shade if the weather is
hot."

Gromvko continued that if the Soviet propeosal for three groups
were adopted, .each side could appoint anyone it wanted to guide
their work. He could be a virtual dictator if a side wished.
Each side could appoint its wisest men for its own internal
workings. Gromyko thought it most probable that on the Soviet
side the head of one of the groups would be head of the whole
delegation. This was the most probable solution, although a
final decision had not been made. The normal mechanism that
operates within any government would work as usual and, of
course, the sides could always use diplomatic channels. Shultz
and Gromyko would each have their advisers and right-hand me:,
and each would be free to designate his own wise man. This is an
internal affair. Gromyko's preliminary thinking was that the man
who would head the big delegation would participate in the
negotiations. If the two sides set up a situation in which two,
four, or six wise men worked in parallel, theyv might create the
impression on the outside that the situation in the negotiations
was unsatisfactorv. The two, four or six wise men would be
meeting confidentially, but this could be misleading in terms of
public opinion and might be seen as a scrzen concealing the true
state of affairs. This is unnecessary and would add an
undesirable element because it would look as if work were
proceeding on two different planes -~ the delegation on one hand
and the wise men on the other. As for internal organization,
this is a matter for each side to decide for itself. Gromyko was
sure that both sides could find wise men, but from the point of
view of principle, this was undesirable.

Secretary Shultz replied that his delegation would study these
remarks and present its considered opinion tomorrow. By wav of a
preliminary comment he wished to say that he was not prepared to
spin this question off into inner space where it would be
conducted by itself and then return for review at some stage.
Something so important and loosely defined must have constant
interaction at high political levels in the two governments. He
would want toc keep close track of the negotiations and would want
a -direct way to compare notes with Gromvko as to how they both
assess developments. The effort to consider the relationship
between these different sets of talks is a high political matter,
not a technical one.
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The Secretary pointed out that the phrase "non-militarization of
space" is a difficult one for the U.S.. First of all, outer
space is already militarized. Secondly, neither side would want
to dispense with some of the respects in which space is
militarized, such as communications or NTM satellites. For this
reason, this phrase causes a problem for the U.S. This does not
mean that it would be difficult to include this subject in the
forum. As he had stated this morning, it would be appropriate to
discuss space arms, but there are other things to discuss too, in
particular, land-based defensive weapons which have the potential
of operating in space.

Secretarv Shultz then said it would be necessary to give careful
study to the way in which Gromyko put together these three sets
of questions, which are in some ways separate and in some ways
interconnected. He recognized that with or without a formal
structure either side can pace the negotiations in one sector by
what it wants in another. But he found it puzzling to establish
in advance a ban on reaching agreement on something important
that both sides might see as in their interest. He did not see
why they would want to tie their hands in this manner. BHe would
study this question carefully and respond to it and other
gquestions tomorrow. He again drew Gromyko's attention to the
proposal he had submitted today.

In conclusion, Secretary Shultz recalled that during World War II
he had” fought in the Pacific as a U.S. Marine. McFarlane was too
young to have fought in that war but he fought as a Marine in
another war. There was a saving that was common when they
reached this stage and cocktails were waiting: "Stack arms and
let's get the hell out of here."

Thereupon, the meeting adjourned at 6:55 P.M.

Drafted by: C.Smith; J.F.Matlock
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Tuesday, January 8 [1985]

Word from Geneva continues to be good. George B. & | were
presented with the new Inaugural medals. This morning | went to the
Press Room with Don Regan & Jim Baker & announced they were
exchanging jobs. The press was really astounded. They thought |
was coming in to talk about Geneva or something of the kind. This
was one story that didn’t leak.

| was in the family theatre briefing for tomorrow nite’s press
conf. when | was called upstairs to take a call from George S. on the
secure phone. The meetings in Geneva are over & the Soviets have
agreed to enter negotiations on nuclear weapons, etc. Within the
month a time & place will be agreed upon. Did a brief interview with 2
men from Dallas Morning News — a friendly paper. Then a reception
in the East room celebrating “Human Events” 40" anniversary.
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

PARTICIPANTS:

U.S. Secretary of State George P. Shultz

Robert C. McFarlane, Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

Ambassador Paul Nitze

Ambassador Arthur Hartman

Jack F. Matlock, Special Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs

Dimitri Arensburger, Interpreter

USSR Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko
Georgy M. Korniyenko, First Deputy Foreign
Minister
Ambassador Viktor Karpov
Ambassador Anatoly Dobrvnin
Alexei Obukhov, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Viktor Sukhodrev, Interpreter

DATE, TIME January 8, 1985; 9:30 A.M. to 12:00 Noon
AND PLACE: 5. viet Mission, Geneva, Switzerland

Before proceedinr with the formal meeting, the Secretary took
Minister Gromvko aside and told him about U.S. concerns in the

area of human rights. He named several individuals whose fate
was of particular concern and mentioned repression of Hebrew
teachers. Gromyko listened, but made no comments.

Gromyko opened the formal meeting by suggesting that since they
had no chairman, the discussions be conducted in a spontaneous
manner which he found to be very good.

The Secretary said that the proposal submitted by Gromyko toward
the end of the afternoon meeting vesterday was reasonable. In
this connection, the first point he wanted to make was that
having studied the ZSoviet proposal he could see that they were
suggesting genuinely new negotiations. We accepted that 1t is
new negotiations we are talking about.
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- Secondly, Gromvko had suggested that we proceed in terms of three
different negotiating fora or baskets, or whatever they were to
be called. The Secretary accepted that and viewed it as a kind of
division of labor on the different subjects.

The Secretaryv's third point related to Gromyko's observation that
the subjects to be dealt with in these three bodies were
interrelated and that the three fora constituted one complex. He
agreed with Gromvko's statement that the issues are interrelated
and, therefore, consideration of these three elements in one
complex is acceptable to us. However, Gromyko had made the point
that an agreement reached in any one of the three fora would not
be consummated until there was final agreement -- in effect,
until there was agreement in all three. At the same time,
Gromyko had provided some exceptions to that rule and the
Secretary understood Gromyko's point; Gromyko had stated his view
on the relationship between the different fora. The Secretary
pointed out that the U.S. approach is different in that we are
seeking agreement in each of the fora, and if an agreement which
is considered to be mutually advantagecus is reached in a given
setting, we will be willing to raise it as something that should
be considered for consummation. But, perhaps this falls within
the category of the exceptions that Gromyko had identified.

fhe Secretary then pointed out that we do not feel that we should
be bound by a self-denying ordinance and refuse to conclude
agreeménts which are in our mutual interest. He understood the
Soviet position, but was explaining ours.

Regarding the subjects and objectives of the third forum, the
Secretarv observed that there is common ground in our approaches.
As he had said yesterday, our views differed with regard to the
third forum, but perhaps that difference is not so great in terms
of what is to be discussed in it.

Gromyko interjected that what the Secretary was calling the thnird
forum was really the first forum, and the Secretary indicated
that he considered the number used not important and agreed to
call it the first if Gromyko wished.

The Secretary went on to cite the second forum which would take
up strategic nuclear offensive arms, and said that the subjects
and objectives for that forum appear reasonable to us, and we
agree. He noted that in this forum the U.S. is prepared to
discuss trade-offs in whatever areas either the U.S. or the USSR
has an advantage. This is in recognition of the fact that if we
are to reach a reasonable agreement it will be most unlikely fcr
it to be a mere mirror image of the force structures of the two
parties. After all, we want to come out with a situation which
reflects genuine equality.

Turning to the third forum, the Secretary noted that it concerns
intermediate-range, or what the Soviets call medium-range,
nuclear forces; either term is acceptable to us. The subject and
obijectives involved a problem that can be talked about. It
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seemed to him that in both cases Gromvko was looking to re-
ductions, perhaps radical reductions. We agree with this. He
added that Gromykc was familiar with our principles and ideas.
We are prepared to discuss different approaches toward working
out an agreement within equal global ceilings.

Turning to the first forum, Secretary Shultz said that in some
respects this is where the most difficult issues lie. At the
same time, it seemed to him, as he had already said, that it
might rot be all that difficult to determine the subject matter
of that forum. He had offered Gromvkeo an explanation in response
to his perceptive question, and he had some further remarks.

Gromyvko had suggested, Secretary Shultz continued, that the
subiject be non-militarization or demilitarization of space.
{Gromyko interjected that he had not referred to demilitariza-
tion, but rather non-militarization.) The Secretary thought that
such statements involved an overly narrow definition. There is
no lack of willingness on our part to talk about and negotiate
matters regarding space arms. But the Soviet definition is too
narrow. What happens in space is a kind of abstraction, the
result of something done with respect to offensive or defensive
arms. He cited these two categories while recognizing that of-
fensive and defensive arms are interrelated. If Gromyvko would
look at the subjects listed yesterday by the Secretary, he would
recognize that thev are related to this forum. For example,
there are categories of anti-satellite svstems which, though land-
based, operate in space. Thus, to repeat, the Soviet concept is
too narrow. Accordingly, we believe that this forum should deal
with the full range of defensive syvstems, regardless of their
basing mode. We are also prepared to deal with space arms
guestions as proposed by the Soviet Union.

The Secretarv added that we had taken into account the concerns
voicad by Gromyvke several times last September concerning nucleaxn
arms and nuclear explosions in space. Thus we believe it would
be appropriate if the discussions in this forum .were to focus
particularly on nuclear defensive systems, including existing
systems. While he agreed with Gromkyo that the ultimate goal
should be the elimination of nuclear arms, he thought that this
forum should include all such arms, whether offensive or defen-
sive. We certainly agree that the elimination of the entire
category of nuclear arms is desirable.

The Secretary continued by peointing out that the Soviet Union

has the world's only operational ASAT system, and -- as he
understood it -- had conducted some twenty tests of that system.
Moreover, while this system is land-based, the original launchers
intended for it could launch other systems. Since the ASAT
system operates in space, this could he considered to be
militarization of space. The U.S., in contrast, has not deployed
ASATs and has yet to test the system it has under development
against satellites, Thus, we are far behind the Soviet Union in
this area. On the Soviet side, in contrast, we see something
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that exists. Bevond that he could mention a number of syvstems
that are in space and have military uses, such as satellites for
verifving compliance with agreements, for communications purposes
and various other uses. To a very considerable extent we would
not want to dispense with these svstems because they are useful.
Thus, the Secretary pointed out, "demilitarization" in one final
sweep is not practical or verifiable. In locking through the
record he had found, back at the ASAT talks in 1978 and 1979, a
statement on this point made by the head of the Soviet
delegation, Ambassador Khlestov, which ran as follows:

As for the concept of a 'comprehensive agreement,' the
more we analyze it, the more doubts it causes us... From
a purely technical point of view, it is practically
impossible to single out, with sufficient precision, from
the whole complex of svstems and services which we call
space technology, only those systems which would be
designed exclusively for ccuntering satellites ... we
propose that in the future we continue to concentrate our
efforts on the tasks which both sides recognize as
realistic and feasible.

The Secretary then turned to the matter of a space-based missile
defense system, to which the Soviet Union had directed great
attention, reviewing some thoughts he had tried to advance
yesterday.

-— First, U.S. scientists say that these systems are years off.
He did not know what Soviet scientists have to say on the basis
of their own research. One can never say what a "hot research
group” might come up with. The Secretary had personal experience
with many such research groups at the University of Chicago, at
Stanford and at MIT. And though none of those research groups
focussed on the subject under discussion here, he knew that it
was impossible to tell in what direction such research effortsiaz
might lead. This effort, therefore, is long-term by ites very
nature.

-- Second, deployment of these systems is covered by a number of
existing treaties. The Limited Test Ban Treaty prohibits nucleaxr
detonations in space, the Outer of Space Treaty bans the
deployment of nuclear weapons in space, while the ABM Treaty
prohibits systems that are space-based, sea-based, air-based or
mobile land-based. Thus, there is a whole body of treaty lan-
guage that has been agreed upon in this area.

-~ Third, regarding research as such, the Secretary had two
points. One, that an agreement on research, as we See it, is
virtually impossible to verify for a variety of reasons. Much
relevant research stems from objectives unrelated to the question
at hand. As an example he could point to advances in
computational ability. We are both engaged in such research and
this is impossible to stop. Bevond that -- and this was his
second point -- we think that, in the end, if there is the
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possibility of defense, it would offer a more comfortable and
secure form of strategic stability than the one now existing.

The Secretarv recognized that Gromvko disagreed, but expressed
the hope that the Soviets would study our thinking. There is
much time to talk about this matter and to digest it. It seems
to us that if it is possible ultimately to determine a basis
where a major element of deterrence would be defensive, in
contrast to preponderantly offensive elements of deterrence we
have now, this might offer a more comfortable and more secure
form of strategic stability. If thisg can be accomplished it is
potentially desirable. Perhaps we will not be able to find

a way to do so. Therefore, for both these reasons the U.S.
believes that research should continue and in fact will continue.
Even if we were to agree on some limitation, it would be impos-
sible to verify it. If it should turn out that a particular
technology seems feasible, the U.S. would undertake more direct
discussions, as provided by the ABM Treaty. At any rate, this is
a matter for the future.

The Secretary said that this brought him back to a point in con-
nection with the first forum. The U.S. is fully prepared to
discuss and negotiate matters involving space arms and to take up
whatever proposals the USSR may make in this area. As he had
said yesterday, we are prepared to take up space arms questions
in either of the other two fora, if they are related to the
context of discussions there. As Gromyko had said yesterday, the

world is changing. Perhaps as the negotiations continue, even on
familiar subjects, we may want to approach them in different
ways. Regarding further details and potential content of

discussions in the first forum, the Secretary referred Gromyko to
his comments on this subject the day before.

Finally, the Secretary returned to the question of stricturing
the negotiations. He recalled that Gromvko had said timat they
would appoint leaders for the three negotiating groups, and that,
most likely, one would be named chairman of the overall

delegqation. Gromyko had also invited us to do as we wished in
this regard. The Secretary observed that Gromvko's suggestion
concerning the structure was novel. We had not heard such a

suggestion previously and therefore we were still thinking about
it. He did not know at this point where we would come out in
terms of personnel appointments. To some extent he thought this
would be a reflection of who would be "Mr. One," "Mr. Two" and
"Mr. Three." Thus, this matter remained open so far as the U.S.
is concerned.

The Secretary then said that his delegation had prepared a state-
ment describing its proposals regarding the subjects and
objectives of the whole complex of negotiations. This text could
sérve as a basis for discussion. He could give it to Gromyko
now, or perhaps Gromyko preferred to make some comments before
looking at the U.S. text.
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Gromvko responded that indeed he had some comments. He was
gratified to hear that certain aspects of the Soviet proposal
regarding the structure of possible negotiations are acceptable
to the U.S. On some other aspects of the Soviet proposal, the
Secretary had voiced some doubts or reservations. He hoped that
the Secretary would give added thought to these matters. It is
good that the Secretary recognized the interconnection among the
questions to be negotiated in the three groups. Nevertheless,
there is a difference in the Soviet and American understanding of
this interrelationship. The U.S. should be aware of this.

In dealing with this concept, Gromyko observed, the Soviet side
proceeds from the premise that the subject ("material") of the
negotiations compels us to consider the subiect matter of the
three groups as interrelated. That is why he had.said yesterday
that the problems must be solved in comprehensive fashion. In
particular, he had explained why it would be impossible to make
progress on some issues without agreement on space, more
precisely on the non-militarization of space. He had alsc
referred to a different interrelationship, namely that between
strategic arms and medium-range nuclear arms.

When the Secretary referred to interrelationship, Gromyko
continued, he was talking about a different kind of interrela-
tionship -~ +that of offensive and defensive weapons. The
Soviet Union cannot accept this if for no other reason than
because the USSR did not recognize the category which the U.S.
called defensive systeme. He had said clearly that these
systems, these concepts and this U.S. program were offensive
systems, offensive concepts and an offensive program. They are a
component part of a whole. One had to look at things from the
standpoint of their ultimate logic. He did not wish to repeat
what it would mean if the U.S. proceeded to implement its plan.

The Secretary observed that Gromyko had made hinsedf very clear
vesterday.

Gromvko continued that accordingly, we are speaking different
Tanguages when we refer to an interrelationship. Nevertheless,
the very idea of an interrelationship does exist and that in
itself is a positive element. Still, the two sides attached
different meanings to it and this must be kept in mind.

The Secretarv responded that, in practical terms, the guestion
would present itself in terms of what would happen if, for
example, we reached some kind of understanding in forum three or
forum two. Would it be converted into a formal agreement or not?
Under one interpretation of the interrelationship, the answer
would be "no." Under a different interpretation the answer would
be "yes."

Gromvko replied that this would not necessarily be the case. The
point is that there are different interpretations of the concept
of interrelationship. When we go beyond concrete specifics and
relate these matters to high policy, we have to recognize that
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the foundations of your plan and our plan are different.
Naturally, this is of major importance. Ewvervthing said and
written in the U.S. attributes defensive aims to your program —-—
as 1f everything in it is good and nothing bad. Even here in
Geneva, though perhaps in a more restrained fashion, this has
been the U.S. position. He, however, had told the Secretary that
this is not the case, that the objective of the U.S. program is
just the opposite. He had said this vesterday.

Gromvko then turned to the question of what agreements could be
concluded in the absence of an overall agreement. As he had
explained the day before, there are two groups of questions on
which agreement is possible in the absence of an overall
agreement. He did not preclude the possibility that it might be
possible to reach agreement on individual questions in one of
these groups which did not bear critically on the interrelation-
ship. The number of such questions would be small. In this in-
stance, there would be no need to await resolution of the other
questions with which the groups would be dealing. The other
category involved those guestions which could be resolved and
agreed upon entirely independent of progress on any other issue
or group of issues. He had cited examples such as a ’
comprehensive nuclear test ban. This type of gquestion could be
singled out, agreed upon, and an accord signed and brought into
force. There were also two agreements that had been negotiated
in the past, but had not entered into force. They were part of
the same category that Gromyko was +talking about.

The Secretary said he understood.

Gromyko noted that he had listed them vesterday. He wanted to
provide additional clarification on one point because he felt
that the Secretary had not clearly understood the matter. Let us
assume that significant progress had been made in one or more of
the groups. As they saw it, it would not he-.pmecessary to wait
for the other groups to finish their work betore discussing the
overall picture. The whole delegation should meet from time to
time to review their progress. It would be good if everything
could be completed at the same time, but this can hardly be
expected. There should be a periodic overall analysis, and this
would provide an organic connection of the work by all three
groups.

For example, Gromyko continued, let us assume that group "x" had
conducted ten meetings. At that point the delegation as a whole
could meet to see how things were going. This should be standard
practice. There would be one delegation that is split into three
groups. Thus, there would inevitably have to be consideration of
the interrelationship the ministers had talked about -- provided,
of course, both sides understood the meaning of the
ifiterrelationship in the same way. One should not rely
exclusivelv on the literal meaning of the word, and one should
not impose a kind of law on the groups under which they had to
finish their work and wash their hands before a decision is made
how to proceed further.
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Gromvko said he hoped this explanation would be useful. He
offered it because he suspected that the Secretarv had not fully
understocd the Soviet concept.

The Secretary replied that this was an important clarification
which he found very interesting.

Gromvko then noted the U.S. concern over the concept of non-
militarization of space. Of course, one could invent some kind
of symbol to replace this word, but Gronyko did not believe that
it would be helpful to resort to algebraic techniques. If any-
thing, that could be harmful. He added that the Secretary knows
what the Scoviet side means in this regard, and the Soviet side
knows what the U.S. has in mind. Gromvko reiterated that he was
convinced that the U.S. and USSR can prevent the militarization
of space. If such militarization were to occur, the USSR, the
U.S. and mankind as a whole will be pushed further toward the
abyss toward which we have been moving. This is what will happen
unless we f£ind a way to halt such movement. Thus, even though
the U.S. might not like the term militarization and may on occa-
sien scorn it, he would urge honesty and precision in dealing
with this subiject.

Secretary Shultz's statements, Gromyko continued, had been
reminiscent of those appearing in the U.S. press to the effect
that it is wrong to raise the question of the militarization of
space because space is already militarized. There are no scales
which would measure the falsityv of this thesis. We all
understand that this is not the case. If we look at steps taken
bv both countries, there are things we can learn. For example,
loock at the U.S. space shuttle. If viewed in terms of its
potential, one could conclude that under certain circumstances it
could be used in wavs in which no Soviet system can be used, and
therefore that space is already miiitavrized. But this would be
an oversimplification. He did not *w&nt us to take this path
since it would only make it harder to reach the goals before us.

Gromvko then reiterated what he had said the day before regarding
space arms, or more precisely the non-militarization of space.
The latter implies that there should be a ban on the development,
testing and deplovment of attack (or strike) space arms,
accompanied by the destruction of existing systems of this kind.
If such an approach is followed, far-reaching solutions to other
issues would become possible as well. In order not to dilute the
guestion of space arms bv tangential issues, the Soviet side has
proposed to talk about attack {strike) space arms. By attack
space arms the Soviet Union means space arms based on any
physical principle, regardless of basing mode, which can strike
objects in space and which can strike objects on land, sea ox in
the air, that is on the planet earth, from space. Of course,
this would include relevant anti-missile and ASAT syvstems.
Gromyko then said that, in referring to what he termed the U.S.
defensive system, Secretarv Shultz had spoken at length about
research and about the difficulty in verifying a ban on research.
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To a cconsiderable degree what the Secretary said about verifying
a research ban is true. But let us assume that all this
preparatorv research should demonstrate that such syvstems can
indeed be developed. The U.S. position is "if it's possible,
then let's do it." The Soviet position is to exclude this
possibility since it would be a boon to mankind if this svstem is
never developed.

Gromyko continued that this situation reminded him of the story
of two men visiting Monaco. One »f them suggests going to the
casino in the hope of winning something; the other one refuses
since he does not want to risk losing what he has. This
illustrates the difference between the U.S5. and Soviet positions.
The Soviets feel the wiser course is not to risk losing
everything. This is not just the unanimous view of the Soviet
leadership but is also shared bv people everywhere. People
instinctively feel that this path should not be pursued because
it would generate a very great threat to peace and would
intensify the arms race. Nothing would do more to enhance U.S.
prestige than a decision to rule out that option. That was the
wav to reduce nuclear arms, a goal mentioned by the Secretary,
the President, as well as the leadership of the Sowviet Union.
Specifically, General Secretarv Chernenko had said this on
numerous occasions and it had been repeated by Gromvko at this
very table. Nuclear arms should be reduced dow:: to their com-
plete elimination from the arsenals of nations.

In the U.S., Gromyko continued, there is presently a popular
thesis to the effect that one should switch the character and
nature of deterrence and that instead of relying on strategic and
medium-range nuclear systems for deterrence, one should rely on
systems which the U.S. has baptized defensive systems. The
Soviet Union believed that this would not serve the cause of
peace, that this would increase the threat, that the threat would
become awesome if the large-scale missile defense system :as de-
veloped. Under such circumstances, the nuclear arms race would
not be curbed by such svstems but just the opposite would occur;
it would acquire new momentum. The USSR can not understand how
the U.S. fails to see this. It must be some kind of self-
hypnosis. This plan will intensify the nuclear arms race.

Gromvko said that if the Secretary had no further comments on the
substance, perhaps they should give some thought on how to
conclude their meetings. Earlier, the Secretary had mentioned a
draft which Gromvko assumed was a draft of a joint statement.

The Soviet delegation would certainly take a look at this draft
and consider it. The Soviet delegation, for its part, would
present its own draft. Gromyvko thought that at this point it
would be advisable to have either a working break or to recess
for lunch, after which they could see how to proceed with regard
te the joint statement and consider where to go from there.

The Secretary replied that he liked Gromyko's procedural sug-
gestion, but wanted to make sure he understcod clearly Gromvko's
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description of how the set of negotiating groups in the delegation
would work. Gromyko had mentioned a situation in which one of

the three groups, Group X, had held ten meetings and had come up
with something. It would then he appropriate -~ and in any event
this would occur periodically -- for the whole group to consider
the results, and for Group X to report what it had agreed upon.

Gromyko confirmed that this was right.

The Secretary continued that he understood Gromyko had suggested
that the whole group engage in a kind of summary review to judge
whether this one thing that had been agreed upon could stand on
its own or whether it should wait. This would be the function of
such periodic meetings.

Gromvko again confirmed that this was correct; the overall
delegation would make a judgment on how the agreement reached
fits into the framework of the other questions being negotiated.

The Secretarv noted that the structure proposed by Gromyko was
unusual and imaginative and the Secretary would have to testify
in Congress and explain how it worked. Thus, he added jokingly,
he might ask Gromyko to write his testimony.

The Secretary then presented the U.S. draft text of a joint
statement. (Attachment 1)

Gromyko simultaneously gave the Secretary the text of the Soviet
draft (Attachment 2).

The Secretary suggested that they adjourn for lunch and
reconvene at 2:30 P.M,, which would give them the opportunity to
study each other's drafts and to respond at the afternoon
meeting.

T OIS

The_meeting adjourned at 12:00 Noon.

Drafted by: D. Arensburger; J.F.Matlock
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Attachment 1

TEXT OF U.S. DRAFT OF JOINT STATEMENT

The United States and the Soviet Union have agreed to begin a new
complex of negotiations to address the interrelated questions of
nuclear and space arms. To this end, three negotiating groups
will be convened in Geneva, beginning on March 5, 1983, to begin
the process of negotiating agreements on strategic offensive nu-
clear arms, intermediate-range nuclear arms, and nuclear defen-
sive and space arms. The obiective of these negotiations shall
be the reduction of nuclear arms and the enhancement of strate-
gic stability, with the ultimate goal of the complete elimination
of nuclear weapons.

Attachment 2

TEXT OF SOVIET DRAFT OF JOINT STATEMENT

As previously agreed, a meeting was held on January 7 and 8,
1985, in Geneva between Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the
Politburo of the Central Committee of the CPSU, First Deputy
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR and Minister of
Foreign Affairs of the USSR, and George Shultz, the U.S5. Secre-
tary of State.

During the meeting they discussed the subject and objectives of
the forthcoming Soviet-US negotiations on nuclear and space arms.

The sides agree that the subject of the negotiations will be a
complex of questidiiesr concerning space arms, &as well as both stra-
tegic and medium-range nuclear arms; moreover, all these ques-
tions will be considered and resolved in their interrelationship.

The objective of the negotiations will be to work out effective
agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space, limiting
and reducing nuclear arms, and strengthening strategic stability.

The sides believe that ultimately the forthcoming negotiations,
just as efforts in general to limit and reduce arms, should lead
to the complete elimination of nuclear arms everywhere.

The date of the beginning of the negotiations and the site of
these negotiations will be agreed through diplomatic channels
within one month.
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FOURTH SHULTZ~GROMYX0O MEETING
Geneva, Januaryv, 1985

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

PAPTICIPANTS:

U.s. Secretary of State George P. Shultz

Robert C. McFarlane, Assistant to the Presgident
for National Security Affairs

Ambassador Paul Nitze

Ambassador Arthur Hartman

Jack F. Matlock, Special Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs

Carolyn Smith, Interpreter

USSR Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko
Georgy M. Korniyvenko, First Deputy Foreign
Minister
Ambassador Viktor Karpov
Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin
A, Bratchikov, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Viktor Sukhodrev, Interpreter

DATE, TIME January 8, 1985; 3:35 to 6:55 P.M.
AND PLACE: U.ited States Mission, Geneva, Switzerland

Secretary Shultz began the meeting by saving that the two sides
had reviewed eaci. other's proposed press communigues. He had
some comments to make about the Soviet draft, but as Minister
Gromyko was the guest, he should have the floor first.

Gromyko responded that, frankly speaking, it would be hard for
the Soviet side to accept the U.S. text. For one thing the U.,S.
referred to a new complex of negotiations whereas the Soviet side
felt the need to discuss the problems in a complex -- or
comprehensive -- fashion. The two concepts are not identical.
The U.S. draft then speaks of the three groups meeting in Geneva
on March 5 to begin work, although the sides had not vet agreed
to begin negotiations. The purpose of this meeting is to discuss
tHe possibility of holding negotiations. He had alwavs taken
care to say that if the sides can agree on the subject and
objectives of the negotiations, then thev could talk about the
date and site of the talks. He always began his remarks with the
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words "if we agree on the subject and objectives of the
negotiations.”

The U.S. draft, Gromyko continued, then goes on to mention

defensive arms. Perhaps this is good for the U.S., but:it is
unacceptable to the Soviet side, as he had already stated many
times. The USSR has a wholly different evaluation of the arms

the U.S. calls defensive. The only way to proceed here is to
find mutually acceptable language, and this is a matter of

principle. U.S. and Soviet assessments of the U.S. plans are
diametrically opposed to each other, and this is why the sides
must look in a different direction to find acceptable wording.

Gromvko then asked for the Secretary's reaction to the Soviet
draft statement.

Secretary Shultz said that as far as a date and place for
negotiations are concerned, he of course recognizes that this
would come only after reaching an agreement on the substance of
the negotiations. If agreement is reached on the substance, it
would be worthwhile to set a time and place so as to be

specific and leave nothing vague that could be clearly specified.

As for Gromyko's remarks about defense, the Secretary had
carefully listened to everyvthing Gromyko said vesterday and
today, and he believed he completely understood what Gromyko
meant." He hoped that with time he and Gromyko would have an
opportunity to continue exchanges on this subject because it
represents a very deep issue.

The U.S. had identified one of the three fora agreed upon as
"nuclear defensive and space arms," the Secretary continued. He
recognized that Soviet attention is very much focused on space
arms, as signalled by statements made here and elsewhere by
Gromyko arl also by Chairman Chernenko. The U.S., understands
this and is prepared to discuss space arms. But, as he had
mentioned this morning, the U.S. sees this issue as essentially a
broader one. There should be clarity about the defensive
arrangemen*+s the Soviet Union now has underway (the U.S. at least
would call them defensive). In the U.S. view this Soviet program
is a massive one and should be discussed. The USSR has research
programs in particle beams, directed energy and lasers, and has
as well a deployed ABM system that is being upgraded. It also
has a massive air defense infrastructure. The United States,

for its part, has done very little in defense. So it is
incorrect to discuss U.S. plans and research programs without
looking at the large Soviet defense program. For this reason che
U.S. believes that this negotiating forum should address the
question of defense broadly speaking.

The structure of the Soviet draft statement, the Secretary
continued, provides a basis with which to work, and so the U.S.
side has made an effort to integrate its ideas into its two
drafts. The U.S. draft adopts the first and second paragraphs of
the Soviet draft without change. The third paragraph of the
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Soviet draft was slightlyv changed, and the last two paragraphs
dropped in favor of a U.S. text. Shultz handed over to Gromyko a
copy of the following statement:

As previously agreed, a meeting between Andrei A. Gro-
myko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of
the CPSU, First Deputy Chairman of the Council of Mini-
sters of the USRR, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
USSR, and George P. Shultz, Secretary of State of the
USA, took place on January 7 and 8, 1985 in Geneva.

The guestion regarding the subject arnd objectives of the
forthcoming Soviet-US negotiations on nuclear and space
arms was discussed during the meeting.

The sides agree that the subject of the talks will be
those interrelated questions pertaining to nuclear and
space arms with these questions to be discussed and re-
solved in a complex of negotiations.

To this end, the negotiating groups will be convened in
Geneva, beginning on March 5, 1985, to begin the process
of negotiating agreements on nuclear defensive and space
arms, strategic offensive nuclear arms and intermediate-
range nuclear arms.

The objective of these negotiations shall be the reduc-
tion of nuclear arms and the enhancement of strategic
stability, with the ultimate goal of the complete elimi-
nation of nuclear arms.

Gromvko observed that the U.S. had added the phrase "defensive
arms " and this was unacceptable. He did not want to get into
poL.mics, but all the credit ascribed by the Secretary to Soviet
activity in the field of defense is not true to fact. This is
not acceptable wording, and any wording that is not acceptable to
both sides must be dropped.

Secretary Shultz asked whether the main problem involved the word
"defensive", or was it something else?

Gromvko replied that "outer space" is absent from the U.S. draft
as an objective of the negotiations.

The Secretary pointed out that the U.S. draft reads "negotiations
on nuclear and space arms."

Gromyk” said that the concept of outer space must not get lost
here. It must be put in first place.

The Secretary replied that the U.S. does not want to lose it, but
wants to discuss outer space. He read out the following
alternative to the last paragraph:
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The objective of the negotiations will be to work out
effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race,
limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and strengthening
strategic stability on earth and in space.

Gromyko objected that this means relegating space to the
backyard. The U.S. could call its strategic defense plan a plan
to strengthen strategic stability if it wished.

Secretary Shultz said that, just as in baseball the number four
hitter is the "clean-up hitter," he was saving the best for last.
The phrase "strengthening strategic stability on earth and in
space” could be interpreted in the Soviet way or in the U.5. way.

Gromyko said there should be no room for ambiguity here. He
suggested taking a 1l5-minute break so that both sides could look
over the drafts.

Secretary Shultz agreed, and the U.S. delegation left the room at
3:05 p.m.

ES * * * * * *

At 3:25 p.m. the U.S. delegation returned and the meeting
resumed.

Gromyké presented the following draft of a joint statement:

As previously agreed, a meeting was held on January 7 and
8, 1985, in Geneva between Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of
the Politburo of the Central Committee of the CPSU, First
Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
and Ministexr of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, and George
P. Shultz, the U.S. Secretary of State.

In accordance with the arrangement previously reached 1.
principle between the USSR and the USA to enter into new
negotiations on nuclear and space arms, the two sides
focused their attention, as had been agreed, on discus-
sing the question of the subject and specific objectives
of these negotiations. The discussions were useful.

Both sides agreed that the ultimate objective of these
negotiations, in the course of which all questions will
be considered and resolved in their interrelationship as
generally the two sides' efforts in the field of arms
limitation and reduction, should be the gradual exclusion
of nuclear weapons from the military arsenals of states
until they are completely eliminated.

’ The exchange of views will be continued and the sides
will seek to elaborate as early as possible an agreed
approach to resolving the guestions under guestion at
this meeting,.
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Andrei A. Gromyko and George P. Shultz agreed to continue
the exchange of views, for which purpose they will meet
again in early March. The date and venue of the meeting
will be agreed additionally.

Secretary Shultz remarked that there was one place in the third
paragraph that was unclear linguistically, but he did not
disagree with the meaning of the sentence.

Gromvko explained that the Soviet side was referring tec the
ultimate goal of the negotiations and all actions taken to
achieve that goal.

The Secretarv said he wished to discuss this, but first he had a
few gquestions. At this morning's meeting the two of them had
discussed at length the Soviet proposal for structuring the
negotiations in three groups. He thought they had made quite a
bit of headway in discussing it. Essentially they were
struggling with the description of one of the three fora, but now
it seemed that the Soviet side was withdrawing this idea. He did
not object, and in fact looked forward to another meeting with
Gromyko, but why did Gromyko not now want to go ahead with this
idea? The Soviet side had propcsed and the U.S. had accepted the
basic notion of a related complex of three negotiations.

Gromvko complained that he now had to repeat himself once again.
He did.not understand whyv the Secretary was not paying attention
to him. He had stated the Soviet views on how to structure the
negotiations, provided agreement was reached to hold them. Every
time he mentions this, he makes this reservation because the two
sides have not yet agreed on this. If we agreed when to meet
next time to discuss the subject and objectives of the talks, he
said, then everything he said about the structure would still be
valid. He was not taking back a single word of what hLe had said.
- ERC S A
The Secretary observed that there is a diiference of ~iew in how
the sides interpret research on defensive measures. He doubted
there would be any change in these views by early March, and he
doubted it could be resolved by then. It was more likely to be
resolved through the process of negotiations.

Gromyko said he did not wish to single out any one question. He
would suggest just continuing these talks and see what the
outcome would be. They had come to no final result here vet, and
he would suggest continuing these conversations, if the Secretary
found this acceptable.

Secretarv Shultz suggested that the two delegations separate for
a few minutes in order to caucus and look at the direction in
which thev were gecing.

-

The U.S. delegation left the room at 3:42 p.m.

* * * * * * *
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At 4:28 p.m. the U.S. delegation returned.

Gromvko joked that he hadn't expected to see the Secretary again
until the second crow of the rcoster.

Secretarv Shultz replied that if today had been Sundav, the U.S.
delegation would have been busy watching focotball in the other
room. He said he was puzzled and could not figure ocut what was
causing Gromyko to draw back from what had already been agreed
upon. Certainly the two sides disagree on how to characterize
what seem to the U.S. to be defensive syvstems, and which the
Soviet Union feels are offensive. He expected that if we met six
months or a vear from now they might well still disagree,
although there would be time for reflection. Although they
disagree on what to call these arms, they do not disagree that it
ie important to discuss them. The U.S. 1is prepared to discuss
them and Gromyko has indicated the same. The Secretary had
developed in one of his presentations the sense in which
technology is making certain distinctions in the ABM Treaty
difficult to establish makes it difficult to establish, and
therefore there is a need to examine a variety of technologies.

The Secretary noted that he had already pointed out that the
deployed Soviet ABM system depends on nuclear explosions in the
upper atmosphere or space. And so the U.S. had tried to define
the subject matter of the first working group or forum so as to
include what the Soviets want to talk about in space as well as
things on the ground that seem relevant or important to the U.S.
If we do not agree on the content, that is one problem. But if
we do agree on the content -~=- and the U.S. has excluded nothing
-— then we chould be able to find the words to express this. If
Gromyko's problem concerns the word "defensive," the Secretary .
could suggest some alternative wording. But perhaps this is not
the problem. The Secretary thought that if ther could capitalize
on the extensive discussions that have taken placge h:re, they
certainly should. He had other language to sugygest, but observed
that perhaps Gromyko was not interested and had already decided
to back away from the direction in which he had been going.
"Don't try to pretend that you don't understand us," Gromvko
rejoined. He categorically rejected the reproach that he

had retreated from his position. Each word he had spoken was
valid. "Have we reached agreement on the subject and aims of the
negotiations?" he asked rhetorically. Each time he had spoken of
the structure of the possible negotiations, he had said, "when
and 1f we agree on the subject and objectives of the
negotiations, this is the structure we envision." He had spoken
of one delegation divided into three groups. Of course, the
negotiations would deal with the subjects for discussion in each
group. These three groups would take stock of their progress and
present reports on their work. This is how the Soviet side sees
this issue. Let us talk seriously now. There would be one
single negotiation made up of three groups working in three
directions. Unfortunately, agreement has not yet been reached on
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this. Tell us, Gromyko asked the Secretary, if this proposal is
unacceptable.

Gromyko said that the Secretary had again raised the subject of
Soviet ABM systems and certain other issues. If the Secretarv
insisted on this, Gromyko would have to repeat all that he had
already said. Is it really necessary to do so? If we could
reach agreement on these gquestions, we could name the date for
the negotiations to begin, i.e., March 1 or April 1, although the
latter was not a very good date. But we are rnot in a position to
do that now.

Secretary Shultz inguired what precisely was the essence of their
disagreement. He thought it boiled down to the subject or way of
describing the first group. If this is the problem, he had a
proposal, bhut perhaps this is not the problem,

Gromyko responded that this is indeed the main issue. "You don't
want to accept our proposal to deal with the militarization of
space, " he added. Whenever he had raised this question, the
Secretary began to speak of research, U.S. plans and so forth.
The Soviet side does not share the U.S. view that it is essential
to carry out this research. This is the first stage of
implementing the U.S. plan. The Soviet side proposes to continue
discussing this important question, but here there is absoluiely
no agreement on it. They had touched on othexr important
questions as well, but this is the main one. If they had reached
agreement on questions related to space, thev could now set the
time and place of the new negotiations, but they have no such
agreement now. If you think we cannot exist without a new round
of talks, then your idea is far from the truth. Such arn exchange
1s in the interest of both sides. If this does not suit vou,
Gromyko said, tell us and we will not speak of it again. This
was his short reply to the Secretarv's remarks., He noted that
time was running out and the sides shoulcd-be krief.

The Secretary said he wanted to make sure he understcod. Vas
Gromyko sayilng that they would establish these negotiating fora
whenever the U.S. says that it will cease it research program on
strategic defense?

Gromyko replied that he would not discuss that now. He proposed
it for subsequent discussion. He wanted to discuss a whole
series of questions by way of continuing the conversation here,
but this would take several days. The Secretary certainly must
understand, said Gromvko, that the Soviet side cannot accept the
U.5,. concept, point of view or policy on outer space. The U.S.
must clearly understand the Soviet position on this. However,
the Soviets are prepared to continue discussing all these issues.
If a continued exchange does not suit you, Gromyko said, tell us.
This is a proposal, not a request.

The Secretary replied that the U.S. would not stop its research
program.
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Gromyko commented that the Secretary had already said this,
Secretarv Shultz had said that if the essence is that the Soviet
Union is waiting for the U.S. to stop its research program, this
was useless because the U.,S5. would not stop. Gromyko repeated
that the Secretary had already said this. He said that the
Soviet assessment of the U.S. concept on space weoculd not change,
but the Soviet side is nonetheless prepared to. continue the
discussion. ‘

The Secretary said he thought Gromyko haid proposed that such a

- discussion take place in the first working group. This was
implied by the draft joint statement Gromyko had presented at the
morning meeting. This negotiating group would discuss the
questions the two sides agree upon, but the U.S. wants it to
discuss other questions too. This is what the sides should work
toward, but this may not be acceptable to the Soviet side.

Gromvko replied that this problem would be discussed in one of
the three groups.

Secretary Shultz said he agreed.

However, Gromyko continued, we have not yet cleared the way for
the beginning of negotiations. If, for example, we agree now

that this working group would meet on March 1, it would have the
same problems at its first meeting that we are having here. What
kind of negotiations would those be? At least one working group,
or perhaps the whole delegation, would have to discuss this
problem, and he thought it was better to discuss it at the
ministerial level. It is not a question for a working group, but
for a higher, more fundamental, level. ‘

The Secretary remarked that he had given Gromyko a list of what
he considered to be appropriate suhject matter for this group,
and it was a meaty set of material s;:Gromvko could see this in
his notes. The Secretary thought “his area is important to both
gides and is negotiable.

Gromyko said it is not possible to begin discussing the work
program of the working groups now. First they must agree on the
objectives of the working group and when the negotiations would
begin.

The Secretary asked whether Gromykc felt that further discussion
of this question now would be fruitless.

Gromyko replied that he was not saying that; there was plenty of
time left before tomorrow morning and of course they could sit
here until then, but he thought it was hardly necessary to repeat
what had already been said. There was no one but himself and the
Secretary to discuss these guestions. Their leaders had charged
them with discussing them. Did he understand the Secretary to
say that the idea of the two of them continuing their discussions
was unsuitable? If so, one mode of action was indica*ed, but if
not so, another mode of action was indicated.
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The Secretary replied, "No, it is not unsuitable."™ But it is
also suitable to get the negotiations going as soon as possible.
As he had said, he thought that the negotiations, once begun,
should be closely followed and discussed at a high political
level., The two sides have much to discuss. He was striving to
understand the reason Gromyko did not wish to begin the
negotiating process. Gromyko had handed him a proposed
communigque announcing the beginning of negotiaticns. Although no
date was set, the objective of the talks was stated. And now,
apparently Gromyko did not want this to happen.

fAt this point, Korniyenko remarked to Gromyko in Russian, "Then
they should take our text."]

Gromyko said that they want the negotiations to begin. But, he
said, it is impossible to agree on the timing because there is as
vet no agreed understanding on the subject and objectives of the
negotiations. We are speaking of a common objective: both sides
agree to the goal of completely eliminating nuclear arms. But
this is the only thing we agree on, and therefore it is too early
now to talk about a date for beginning the negotiations. He did
not know whether at the next meeting they would be able to agree
upon these questions and so he proposed to meet again in order to
continue this discussion.

He said that the Secretary tried to interpret the fact that he
would not agree to set a date for negotiations to mean that the
Soviet side had changed its positicon and did not want to have
negotiations. But Gromyko had said all along that they coculd not
agree upon the date if they had not agreed on the subject and
objectives of the negotiations. Don't try to pressure us,
Gromvko warned, first of all, because we don't like it, and
second, because it is hardly in either of our interests for our
delegations to meet at the talks and immediately find
themselves at an impasse so &hats the negotiations fall ap~rt.
This would be advantageous to neither side. Would it not be
better to hold negotiations on a more reliable basis?

The Secretary noted that questions may arise over what is meant
in the final sentence of the Soviet draft statement, which reads
as follows: "The date of the beginning of the negeotiations and
the site of these negotiations will be agreed through diplomatic
channels within one month."

Gromyko replied that he considered this normal. The sides could
specify the month in which the talks would begin if the U.S. side
feels this is important. They would not name a date, but would
specify a month, or the 15th of a certain month. Gromvko had no
desire to create any vagueness or uncertainty.

Kornivenko asked whether the U.S., accepts the subject and
definition of the negotiations.

The Secretary replied that the U.S. could not accept the Soviet
draft but could use it as a basis for discussion.

SECRET/SENSTTEVE




SECRET/SENSIRIVE 2
- 10 -

Gromyko suggested that instead of a date we could =ay that a
meeting and exchange of views would take place in March. If it
is so important we could specify the first half of March.
February would not be convenient for him for several reasons and
March would be better,

The Secretary replied that he was trying to find a sense of
direction, not to pin down a date. The Soviet draft implies that
we agree there will be negotiations and that perhaps Hartman and
Kornivenko or Dobrynin and he would discuss the time and place.

Gromvko asked whether this would be later on.

The Secretary said yes. If the date were to be in March, this
would be settled by discussion between them. This was his
understanding.

Gromyko rejoined that it would not be hard to agree to meet in
March. It would, in any case, be easier than climbing Mont
Blanc.

The Secretary concurred that it would be no preoblem to find a
time and place. The problem was to work together and come up
with a joint text of a statement.

Gromyko replied that they had drafted their text taking account
of the U.S. position and the views the Secretary had expressed
here. If the two of them are to work out an agreed text,
everything in it must be acceptable to both sides since it will
be made public. .

The Secretary said that if the statement is made public, it would
imply that the date and place of the negotiations would be agreed
upon through diplomat.:c channels. The two delegations would then
meet and, having the benef.t of our discussions, d<ivide into
three groups and get down to work. This is how Shultz understood
the statement. )

Gromvko said that if at the next meeting thev reached a degree of
mutual understanding that warranted beginning negotiations, they
could agree on the date. They could name the month if this suits
the Secretarv more. If they agree to another meeting, it makes
no sense to draw things out.

The Secretary said that Gromyko was in effect changing the Soviet
text to read as follows' "The date of the beginning of the
negotiations and the site of these negotiations will be agreed at
. the next meeting of foreign ministers in early March.'

Gromvko replied that it is one thing to begin the negotiations
and another thing to mention the date of another ministerial
meeting. Either version would be all right with him. One
version concerns the next meeting between himself and
Secretarv Shultz, and the other concerns the date on which
negotiations would begin, although a month is not specified.
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Perhaps after the next meeting they would be in a position to
specify the date and place of the negotiations. Alternatively
they could set the date through diplomatic channels. He saw no
big problem here, especially with the next ministerial meeting.
This should be a simple matter and he asked Shultz to believe him
that he had no tricks up his sleeve. He assumed that the most
recent Soviet draft is acceptable to the U,8. side. It mentions
the negotiations and the date of the next ministerial meeting,
though no date is set for the negotiations. To state things more
. simplv, two versions are on the table. Which is more acceptable
to the U.8. side?

The Secretary answered that both versions are acceptable in the
sense that it is important to get the negotiations underwav if we
can structure them properly. It is also important for the two of
them to continue to talk, not cnly directly as during these two
days, but alsoc in March or whenever. They could be in touch
through diplomatic channels in the meantime. The questicn now
was whether to announce the beginning of negotiations or to
announce another ministerial meeting. In response to Gromyko's
question of which he prefers, he would answer in typical
Washington fashion *that he prefers both. He wished to point out
that for the U.S. the beginning of negotiaticns involves many
complications. The U.S. must decide upon a leader of the
delegation. Under the structure poposed by the Soviets, who
would be the leader of the leaders? The U.S. choice would be
affected by what is intended for the negotiations. On the
question of intermediate~range forces, Ambassador Nitze, who led
similar negotiations in the past, prefers not to continue in this
duty, although he had promised to stay on as the Secretary's left
or right~hand man [mbassador Nitze was sitting to the
Secretary's left]. 8So another person must be found to take his
place. The U.S, must prepare itself for the negotiations because
they are new and embody changes. This cannot be done instantly
because a position must be developed in orde. to be ready forx the
talks. The Secretary thought that early March might be a little
too early. All this must be taken into account 1f the talks are
to begin, and it is best to sav so now. This merely emphasizes
the importance of further discussions at the ministerial level.

Gromyko said that a clear statement is needed to resolve these
questions, yet the Secretary had not yet made such a statement.
Does he accept that the date of negotiations will be settled
through diplomatic channels? This afternoon the Secretary had
remarked that he was puzzled by the Soviet draft. What in it was
puzzling?

The Secretary replied that he was perplexed by the second Soviet
draft, not the first. He was prepared to take the first draft as
a framework and work through it. He was prepared to say that the
time and place of negotiations will be agreed by diplomatic
channels, although if we can set it ourselves, this would be
preferable. He thought a few things in the draft could be
changed or added to. At the same time, he thought the statement
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could say that he and Gromyko had agreed to another meeting in
March.

Gromyko said that Shultz had still not expressed himself clearly.
The Soviet draft was drawn up taking account of the U.S.
position, and if it is accepted, the question of a ministerial
meeting is no longer urgent. The Soviet side had put a reference
to another ministerial meeting in the second text because the
U.S. had not agreed to their morning text. Reference to the
ministerial meeting could be pigeon-holed. Gromyko understood
that the Secretary was hesitating between the two texts. In one
text the idea is clearly stated that negotiations will begin. If
another meeting between them should be necessary, there would be
no problem -- they can meet. World public opinion would be
favorable to such a meeting. In fact, if such a meeting were
announced, the U.S. delegation would probably be met with flags
at the airport when it returned hone.

The Secretary replied that first we must accomplish this batween
us and then the world could learn about it. He said he liked the
implication in the first text that we have agreed to begin
negotiations. While the structure of the Soviet text is
acceptable to the U.S., there are a few aspects we wish to
change. Although he could not accept the text in its present
form, it deserves discussion. At the same time, with or without
this text, a further meeting between the ministers would be
useful” because there is much to discuss; and not only gquestions
related to arms.

Gromyko said he was alarmed by the Secretary's statement that he
wished to make some changes.

The Secretary asked if Gromyko really expected him to accept the
Soviet tewt -vithout comment.

Gromyko replied that the text had been drafted after yesterday's
meeting, taking into account the remarks Secretary Shultz had
made.

The Secretary said that his delegation had also drafted its text
taking into account what Gromyko had said both yesterday and
during his trip to Washington. They had tried to reflect in its
text the views Gromyko had expressed.

Gromyko stated that everything he had said is based on the text
the Soviet side had drawn up. He did not know what the Secretary
might suggest now; perhaps the Secretary would make him want to
hang the whole thing up. '

The Secretary asked whether Gromyko was interested in discussing
tHis or not. He would assume that he was. He suggested going
through the text to determine what could be done to make it
acceptable to the U.S.
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Gromyko suggested that the two delegations part for a few minutes
to review the text.

The Secretary agreed and the U.S. delegation left the room at
5:50 p.m.

 * % % % % Kk

At 6:25 p.m. the U.S. delegation returned.

The Secretary explained that the first and second paragraphs of
the Soviet text are acceptable as they stand. In the third
paragraph the U.S. wishes to drop the reference to strategic and
medium-range arms. It proposes a paragraph reading as follows:
"The sides agree that the subiect of the negotiations will be a
complex of guestions concerning nuclear and space arms, with all
these questions considered and resolved in their interrelation-
ship."”

Secretary Shultz proposed several additions to the fourth
paragraph, which would read as follows: "The objective of the
negotiations will be to work out effective agreements by a
delega+ion divided into three negotiating groups, aimed at
preventing an arms race on earth and in space, limiting and
reducing nuclear arms, and strengthening strategic stability.”
He explained that here he had added a reference to the three
groups, and clarified that the arms race meant on earth as well
as in space.

Secretary Shultz said that the fifth paragraph of the Soviet
draft would remain unchanged, although linguistically speaking,

it did not read gmoothly. He thought this was not worth arguing
over. The final paragraph was acceptable as written. He thought
if the sides could agree to fix the time and place of the negotia-
tisns. this would be desirable, but he would not insist on it.

Gromyko requested another break in order to examine the proposed
U.S. changes.

The U.S. delegation left the rcom at 6:35 p.m.

* * & * ES * *

At 7:00 p.m. the U.S. delegation returned.

Gromyko remarked that some of the suggested changes were
acceptable and some were not. The first paragraph was as solid
as granite, and the second paragraph was alsc unchanged. He
proposed that the third paragraph read as follows: "The sides
agree that the subiject of the negotiations will be a complex of
gquestions concerning space and nuclear arms -~ both strategic and
medium-range -- with all these questions considered and resolved
in their interrelationship."
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Gromvko also proposed an amended version of the fourth paragraph:
"The objective of the negotiations will be to work out effective
agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space and termi-

nating it on earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and at
strengthening strategic stability. The negotiations will be con-
ducted by a delegation from each side divided into three groups.”

By way of explanation, Gromvko said that we could not prevent an
arms race on earth because there already is one, and therefore
we must sav that we will try to terminate it. Since there 15 as
yvet no arms race in space, we can say we will try to prevent one
there. He said the Soviet side accepts the U.S. idea of
referring to a delegation made up of three groups, but it prefers
to say this in another sentence. The last two paragraphs of the
statement stand unchanged. .

The Secretary said this version of the text sounds reasonable,
but he would like to caucus once again to loock it over.

The U.S. delegation left the room at 7:10 p.m. On his way out,
Mr. McFarlane had a brief exchange with Ambassador Karpov about
the meaning of space arms (reported below).

* * * * * * £
The U.S. delegation returned at 7:22 p.m.
The Secretary asked Mr. McFarlane to repeat the exchange he had

had with Karpov so that he could make sure it represented the
Soviet view.

Mr. McFarlane quoted paragraph three of the proposed Soviet text,
which states that "the sides agree that the subject of the
negotiations will be a complex of guestions concerning space and
nuclear arms." When referring to space arms, McFarlane
inquired, does the Soviet side include land-based systems that
attack targets in space, as well as space-based systems that
attack targets on earth?

Gromyko said that he had z*ated this clearly yesterday. When
referring to space strike arms, the Soviet side means space
weapons of any mode of action or basing mode that are designed to
attack space objects or attack from outer space obiects in the
air, land or sea. In the text at hand, this is what is meant,
although it is expressed more economically. Gromyvko added that
this of course extends to ASAT systems and corresponding ABM
systems.

McFarlane said that land-based systems that attack space cbhjects
include weapons which attack ballistic missile systems. Do the
"corresponding ABM systems" to which Gromyko had referred include
those ABM systems covered by the ABM Treaty?
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Gromyko replied that this applies not only to the svstems
permitted by the ABM Treaty.

McFarlane asked whether Gromyko calls space arms those weapons
which are within this meaning.

Gromvko answered: "It is exactly as I said -- I cannot add or
subtract anything else."

McFarlane said in that case the ABM svstem around Moscow is a
space weapon.

The Secretary thanked Gromvko for this clarification. He then
made a suggestion for the third paragraph that would stress this
concept. He proposed to add to the phrase "space arms” a clari-
fying phrase, "wherever based or targeted." The rest of the
paragraph would read as it stands.

Gromyko objected to this, saying that this would lead them into a
jungle. Why mention targeting and why complicate the issue?

What is unclear about this sentence? Why complicate an already
clear sentence?

The Secretary wished to clarify another point. This paragraph
also contains a reference to medium~range arms. As he understood
it, the Soviet draft would say "medium~range arms” and the U.S.
draft would say "intermediate-range arms,"

Gromyko confirmed this, saying it was fine with him. Both the
U.S. and Soviet sides are accustomed to certain specific
parameters agreed on long ago. These parameters define those
arms that are considered strategic, as well as where tactical
arms end and medium-range arms begin. Everything here is
mathematically precise.

The Secretary repeated that the U.S. would sav "intermediate-
range” and the Soviet side would sayv "medium-range." He had one
more point teo bring up. The U.S. side suggests that the fourth
paragraph of the tert be amended to read "agreements aimed at
preventing an arms race in space and terminating it on earth by
limiting and reducing nuclear arms." The word "by" is the change
suggested here.

Gromvko objected that this would worsen the paragraph and change
its meaning. Neither side needed this change.

The Secretarv replied that it was not a big point, but it did
explain how the sides would end the arms race -- by limiting and
reducing nuclear arms.

Gromyko again objected that this was a worse solution, and Sec-—
retary Shultz agreed to drop it. Although he believed his
wording made the point more powerful, he would agree to leave the
paragraph as it stands. .
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Gromyko wondered if the Secretary had found any other "heresy" in
the Soviet draft.

The Secretary replied that he had found no heresy he was willing
to disclose to Gromyko. He would now have a clean copy of the
text tyvped up in English.

While the text was being typed, there was discussion of the time
the joint statement would be released.

Gromvko asked that it be released at midnight Geneva time because
of the time difference between the U.S. and the Soviet Union.

The announcement would not get intc Soviet media until tomorrow,
but it would make the news in the U.S. today. Gromyko said that
Shultz would have something to announce even if he did not read
the statement —- he could announce that a statement had been
agreed upon.

Secretarv Shultz said that he would appear at a press conference
this evening, and that he would be too sleepy to answer questions
if he waited until midnight. He thought even 10:00 P.M. was
late. It.is possible to embargo the announcement, but on such a
big storv he doubted the embargo would be observed.

Gromyko pressed Shultz repeatedly not to make the announcement
before midnight.

Secretary Shultz suggested a compromise of 11 p.m. Gromyko
accepted, saying that the U.S. side wants the Soviet side to meet
it more than half way. Shultz replied that Gromyko drives a very
hard bargain.

When the clean copy of the joint statement arrived, the Secretary
gave it to Gromyko.

Before departing, Gromyko expressed his satisfaction with the
Zrank and business-like atmosphere that had prevailed at these
discussions.

Secretary Shultz, in his turn, thanked Gromvko for his kind words
and said he appreciated the cordial discussions that had taken
place. CGromvko had used the word "useful” in earlier remarks,
and Shultz thought this word could be applied here too.

The meeting ended at 7:55 p.m.

-

Drafted by: Carclvn Smith; J.F.Matlock -




Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 304-305.

Monday, March 4 [1985]

Our 33" Anniversary. Other than that it was another Monday
morning. Why to they always seem different than other days?

Met with the new Sec. Gen. of OECD - Jean-Claude Paye. It
was a brief but pleasant meeting. He is all for urging European
members of OECD to take steps to free up their economics, etc. so
as to catch up with our ec. recovery.

We had an N.S.C. meeting with our Arms Talks Leaders
looking at various options for how we wanted to deal with the Soviets.
It's a very complicated business. | urged one decision on them — that
we open talks with a concession — surprise! Since they have publicly
stated they want to see nuclear weapons eliminated entirely, | told
our people to open by saying we would accept their goal.

Nancy came to the oval office for lunch & we cut anniversary
cake & had a few of the immediate staff share in it. That was the
extent of our celebration except that at dinner we opened a bottle of
Chateau Margeaux 1911.

Right after lunch | addressed the N.A.C.O. — Nat. Assn. of
County Officials. | wasn’t sure how I'd be received since they’ve taken
positions opposing some of our budget cuts & that was what | talked
to them about. But they were very cordial.

Fred Fielding, Don Regan & Mike D. came in to see me about
the Arabian Horses that Kind Fahd wanted to give me. | had stated |
couldn’t accept them as a gift — due to our stupid regulations. As it
stands they are now in Prince Bandar’s (Ambas.) name & he has
asked Bill Clark to take care of them for him. Now what happens 4 yrs.
from now is anyone’s guess.

Had Sens. Dave Boren & Sam Nunn over for cocktails & to talk
about the MX. | believe we’ll have their support. In fact they talked of
how wrong it was for Congress to interfere with a President in Foreign
affairs & how both parties must come together at the water’s edge.
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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 356.

Friday, September 27 [1985]

Woke up to a surprise — the twin doors that open into the living
room from the bedroom were wide open (and they open in).
Apparently when “Gloria” blew through Wash. before dawn it did that.

A brief meeting with P.M. Gonzalez of Spain then into a jam
session on upcoming Shevardnadze meeting. He arrived at 10 A.M. —
a 2 hr. meeting, then | had 10 min’s alone with him & then lunch (St.
Dining Room) until 1:30. He’s a personable fellow but we had our
differences. My goal was to send him back to Gorbachev with a
message that | really meant “arms reductions” & | wasn't interested in
any détente nonsense. For the 1% time they talked of real verification
procedures.

After lunch George S., Bud & | met preparing now for King
Hussein’s visit Monday.

Afternoon, hurricane Gloria blew away, the sky is blue, the sun
is shining & Nancy will be home at 6:40. That's the answer to a
prayer & | mean it. Gloria shifted course a little & the threatened
disaster melted away. There was some coastal damage but no
deaths, few if any injuries & all’s well with the world.
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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 360-361.

Friday, October 18 [1985]

A huddle on the speech to the U.N. next week. Some wanted it
more harsh toward the Soviets than | think it should be. | won. NSC
meeting — wide disagreement on whether to make a new presentation
on the M.B.F.R. talks in Vienna. They’ve been going on for 10 yrs.
Kohl &Thatcher want a new proposal — D.O.D. opposes. I'm inclined
to go with K & T. For one thing they hang their proposal on a strict,
intrusive verification procedure. If the USSR doesn’t agree — no
reduction in forces. If they do agree it will be the 1 time ever.

The Egyptian Amabs. came by with a lengthy letter from
Mubarak. Pres. M. is pleading for understanding but still charging us
with humiliating him, etc. The Ambas. almost in a whisper said — “put
yourself in our place.” | said “that should be mutual.”



Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 365.

Saturday, November 2-Sunday, November 3 [1985]

A good ride under gray & threatening skies. Nancy didn’'t go,
her cold is still hanging on. Our defector in Kabul can’t make up his
mind. He’s 19 yrs. old. The Soviet Ambas. visited him in our embassy
& gave him a fatherly pitch as to how he could go back to Russia — no
punishment etc. Now the lad wants to see him again. That will take
place about 11 P.M. Sunday our time. We in turn have offered him
asylum here in the U.S. (on my orders).

Over the weekend | called Nixon & Ford to get any suggestions
they might have on the Summit. Dick had a h--l of a good idea on the
arms negotiations. We probably won’t have them settled by the time
the Summit ends. His suggestion is that we state what we have
agreed on, that we will continue negotiating on the other points & as a
token of our resolve to achieve results we each take 1000 missiles
out of the silos & store them for a set time. If we can’t come to a
reduction agreement we put them back in the silos. Back to the W.H.



Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 365-366.

Tuesday, November 5 [1985]

N.S.C. meeting was a movie. We saw a demonstration of our
new Bomber, one of the greatest advances in aircraft in years &
years. It is of course most hush hush — | should call it what it is — a
fighter bomber.

Geo. S. called from Moscow on scramble phone — 7 more
hours of talks — 4 of them with Gorbachev. Apparently not much
progress. Gorbachev is adamant we must cave in our S.D.I. — well
this will be a case of an irresistible force meeting an unmovable
object. Met with Edmund Morris who is going to do my official
biography. I'm pleased — his book on Teddy Roosevelt was wonderful.
Of course | can’'t charge up San Juan Hill. Had an Ec. briefing — our
recovery is continuing — or by now | should say our expansion &
growth is progressing at a slow but steady rate & on employment
we’re doing extremely well. A higher percentage of the potential work
force (all between 16 &65) is employed than ever in our history.



Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 366.

Wednesday, November 6 [1985]

Briefing not the way to start the day — what with news of the
games Cong. is playing with regard to the debt ceiling, deficit & tax
reform. And yes that goes for Repubs. as well as Dems.

Then George S. & Bud came upstairs with Don R. & George B.
to report on their Gorbachev meeting. It seems Mr. G. is filled with a
lot of false info about the U.S. and believes it all. For example,
Americans hate the Russians because our arms manufacturers stir
them up with propaganda so they can keep selling us weapons.

Nancy & Maureen arrived.
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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 387-388.

Monday, February 3 [1986]

Staff meeting & NSC as usual. This time | had an issue |
wanted looked into. Last nite on “60 min’s.” they had a segment on
homeless welfare recipients in N.Y. being put up in hotels. In one
case a women & three children in a 10 x 12 room for which the govt.
was paying $2000 a month. They were blaming it on the Federal govt.
| thought | knew the answer but wanted it checked out. | was right —
that was a practice of N.Y. City not us. Another question had to do
with Scharansky. We have a deal to get him out of Russia. Last nite &
this morning it was all over the news. | feared the publicity might
gueer the deal. Turns out the leak was from Moscow.

Then it was N.S.P.G. time in the situation room re Gorbachev’s
proposal to eliminate nuclear arms. Some wanted to tag it a publicity
stunt. | said no. Let’s say we share their overall goals & now want to
work out the details. If it is a publicity stunt this will be revealed by
them. | also propose that we announce we are going forward with SDI
but if research reveals a defense against missiles is possible we’ll
work out how it can be used to protect the whole world not just us.
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UNCLAS LONDON 15365

USIA

FOR: E/VGE - BELL AND SMITH; INFQ EU ZAVIS
E.O. 12355 N/A

SUBJECT: FY-86 IV NOMINATION = BLAIR, ANTHONY MP
REF: LONDON 14487

|. BELOW IS PART I OF BIODATA FOR SUBJECT FY-88 IV
2. NAME.

3.  SEX: MALE

4. ©OPOB): MAY 6, 1953

5. NATIONALITY: BRITISH

6. PRESENT POSITION: DERPUTY SPOKESMAN FOR TREASURY

AFFAIRS

7. PREVIOUS POSITIONS: BSARRISTER SPECIALIZING IN. TRADE
UNION LAW. FIRST WON ELECTION TO PARLIAMENT JUNE '83 FOR
SEDGEFIELD

8. SPOKEN LANGUAGES: ENGLISH

3. PREVIOUS U.S. TRAVEL: NONE

10. RATIONALE AND OBJECTIVES FOR NOMINATING:

RECOGNIZED AS ONE OF THE BRIGHTEST AND MOST AMBITIOUS OF
REGENT LASOR INTAKE. THE FIRST ONE TO MARE THE FROUT
BENCHES. ALSO HAS VIRTUE OF BEING INTELLECTUALLY OFEN
1. PART II AND PROGRAM DATE WILL FOLLOW SEPTEL.

KOREMNGCLD
BT

R ———
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INFO ACO-~01 DSO-¢@2 EU~-@3 /814 Al 5

R @816063Z JAN 86

FM AMEMBASSY L ONDON
TO USIA WASHDC #3985
BT

UNCLAS LONDON g@446

USIA
FOR: E/VGE - SMITH; INFO: EU - ZAVIS.

E.O. 12356 N/A
SUBJECT: FY-86 I.V. GRANTEE - ANTHONY (TONY) BLAIR, MP

REFS: (A) 85 LONDON 15366, B) USIA 57517

1. PER REFTEL (B), PARA 2. BELOW IS EXPANDED INFORMATION
ON POST' S REASONS FOR NOMINATING TONY BLAIR, MP.

- TONY BLAIR, WHO IS THE LABOR PARTY' S DEPUTY SPOKESMAN
FOR TREASURY AFFAIRS, ENTERED PARLIAMENT IN 1983 AND IS
THE FIRST OF THE NEW INTAKE TO OBTAIN AN IMPORTANT
POSITION WITHIN NEIL KINNOCK'S, THE OPPOSITION -LEADER
FRONT BENCH TEAM, WIDELY RESPECTED FOR HIS GRASP OF
COMPLEX ISSUES, BLAIR WILL PLAY A CENTRAL ROLE IN THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE PARTY' S ECONOMIC PLATFORM, DEALING WITH
THE CONTENTIOUS SUBJECTS OF INVESTMENT, EXCHANGE CONTROLS
AND INTERNATIONAL FINANCE. :

- AT THIS STAGE IN HIS PARLIAMENTARY CAREER POST
RECOMMENMNDS THAT HE BE BROUGHT INTO CONTACT WITH MAJOR U. S.
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND KEY POLICY-MAKING BODIES.

BLAIR HAS HAD FEW CONTACTS WITH AMERICAN POLITICAL
COUNTERPARTS AND WOULD BENEFIT FROM MEETING YOUNG
DEMOCRATS. SUCH CONTACTS WILL BE OF LONG-TERM BENEFIT
AND WILL ENCOURAGE A CONTINUING DIALOGUE BETWEEN U. S.
POLITICANS/BUSINESSMEN AND A POTENTIALLY INFLUENTIAL YOUNG
LABOR POLITICIAN.

- ADDITIONALLY, BLAIR HAS A BACKGROUND IN LABOR LAW -~ A
SUBJECT THAT IS HIGH ON THE CURRENT U. K., POLITICAL

AGENDA. AN INTRODUCTION TO THE U. S. FRAMEWORK OF LABOR
LAW WILL ALLOW BLAIR TO MAKE AN INFORMED CONTRIBUTION TO
THE DEBATE ON AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH TO THE TRADITIONAL
BRITISH FRAMEWORK OF LAW.

2. POST HOPES THAT ABOVE INFORMATION IS SUFFICIENT FOR
E/VGE TO APPROVE I.V.'5 NOMINATION, KORENGOLD

BT

HE4G6

NPT ACCITI TR
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ACTION OFFICE E-08
INFO  ACO-81 DSO-82 EU-A3 /814 A5 17

R 2916367 JAN 36 { !
FH AMERBASSY LONDOH Qi/b\é\’ SLG ‘{,}U
TO RUEHIA/USIA WASHDC 6569 A /
IHFO RUCHG/SECSTATE WASHDC 1312

RUEKJCS/SECDEF WASHDC

RUEATRS/DEPTYREAS WASHDC

87

UNCLAS SECTION 0% OF 02 LOHDON 91963

UsiA

FOR:  USHA: E/VGE - SMITH; INFO: EU - ZAVIS; SECSTATE -
EUR/P; SECDEF - ASD (PB) DCR; TREAS/OASIA ~ BERGER,

E.0. 12356 N/A _
SUBJECT:  FY-86 1.V. GRANTEE ~ MR. ANTHONY BLAIR, WP

REFS: () 85 LONDON 15366, (B) 85 USIA 57517,
(C) LONDON DOO4BG, () USIA 092147

t. BLAIR WOULD PREFER PROGRAM DATE OF MOHDAY, AUGUST 14
FOR START OF THIRTY-DAY INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM.  HE WILL
ARRIVE WASHDC, SUNDAY, AUGUSY 13, VIA FA-167.  BELOW ARE
L V.S BIODATA, PROGRAH GBJECTIVES AND SUGGESTIONS.

2. BIODATA,

- NAHME:  BLAIR, ANTHONY CHARRLES LYNTOM, KMOWN AS TONY.
= SEX MALE,

- DPOB: HMAY 6, 1353, EDIHBURGH, SCOTLAND.

- NATIOMALITY: UK.

- PRESENT POSITION: LABOR MEMBER OF PARLIAMENY FOR
SEDGEFIELD SINCE 1983, AMD DEPUTY OPPOSITION YREASURY
SPOKE SHAN. HE HAS ALSO BEEN A BARRISTER (ATTORMEY) SINCE
1978,

- PREVIOUS POSITIONS:

1976-83  BARRISTER, SPEGIALIZING 11 INDUSTRIAL AMD TRADE
- UNION LAY, ESPECIALLY UHFAIR DISMISSALS,

= SPOKEN LAKGUAGES: ENGLISH, FREHCH.

= PREVIOUS U.S. TRAVEL: 1982 HEW ORLEAMNS,

= HARITAL STATUS:  HMaRRIED, T CHILDROH.

= MAILING ADDRESS: OFFICE:  HOUSE OF GOHMONS,
WESTHINSTER, LONDON, SWIA @ua.  TEL: (DY) 219-4456.
HOHE:  MYROBELLA, TRIMDOW STATION, COUNTY DURHAM. TEL:
(3429} 882282,

-  OTHER TRAVEL ABROAD: EUROPE, ASIA, AUSTRALIA.

~  ACADEMIC AHD PROFESSIOMAL TRAINING: 1375 LAY DEGREE,
ST. JOHH'S COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY OF OAFGRD. 1476, BAR
EXAHTNAT 103, 1876, CALLED TO THE BAR, LINCOUN'S [HN.
- PROFESSIOHAL MEMBERSHIPS: LAW SOCIETY, NATJOHAL
COUNCIL FOR CIVIL LIBERTIES, SOCIETY OF LABOR [ 4WYERS.

- PUBLIGATIONS: VARIOUS ARTICLES.

- MEDICAL, ETC. COHSIDERATIONS: MNONE,

- AVOCATIOMAL INTERESTS: SPORTS GEMERALLY.  CAN DRIVE,
= SPEAKING: YES, ON UK, POLITICS GEMERALLY, ECONoMy,
WORLD DEBT,

~  HOTIFIGATION TO BRITISH EMBASSY: VES.

- AHPARY LINKAGES: NONE.

3. BACKGROUND.

BLAIR'S CONSTITUENCY 15 LARGELY HADE UP CF FARMING
COMHUIITIES AND OF OLD MINING YILLAGES, AND 15 8
ROGK-50L 1D LABOR SEAT. (05T OF THE HIHES M} THE AREA
KAVE CLOGED 11 RECCRT YEARS, CAUSHIG AN ACUTE ECOHOHIC
DEPRESSION AND A 40 PER CENT UNEHMPLOYMENT RETE.  BLAIR ($
A BARRISTER BY TRAINING 4D #aS SPENY HOSY OF 1S GAREER

2

L%

ELECTION,

POST’S PROGRAIM OBJECTIVES.

U. S ECOHOMIC POLICY

DEPUTY SPOKESHAN FOR TREASURY AFFAIRS, BLAIR
SHOULD HEET WITH OFFICIALS
DEPARTHENT OF IRLK.»URY.
ECONOMIG POLICY, AS WELL AS ON TAXATION POLICY AND WORLD
DEBT.

#1963

n}
AS UK.

=S

GENCY

CENTER-LEFT,
E.E.C.
WON THE SEDGEFIELD NOMINATION OVER FOUR SOLID,
RESPECTED LABOR PARTY EX-HENBERS OF PARL IAMENT,
THROUGH CONSTITUENCY BOUNDARY CHANGES VERE WITHOUT A SEAT
AHD FIGHTING FOR A NEW ONE.
INTAKE OF MPS, WHO ENTERED PARLTAMENT IM THE 1983 GEMERAL
AND ALREADY PLAYS A KEY ROLE AS DEPUTY SPOKESHMAN
FOR TREASURY AFFAIRS IN THE OPPOSITION FRONT BENGH TEAM.

OFF ICE OF MANAGEMEHT AND BUDGET:
ON U. 8, FISGAL POLICY,

B

It

SPECIALIZING N INDUSTRIAL AHD TRADE UNION 1AW,
PARTICULARLY UNFAIR DISMISSAL CASES,
IS A HOM-NUGLEARISY, AHD PRAGHATIC ABOUT THE
HE JOINED THE LABOR PARTY IN 1875, AND IN 1982/83
HIGHLY

WHO

-HE 1S DESCRIBED AS

Lawt ""p dod

1\ fre

MING
GRAN

052869 1CAS79

BLAIR IS ONE OF THE NEW

FOR BRIEFINGS ON U.S.

FOR BRIEFIHGS

HOUSE AHD SENATE BAMKING, HOUSING AND URBAN

AFFAIRS GOMMITTEES:
POLICY.

TO DISCUSS U. S, DONESTIC HOHETARY

WORLD BANK AND INTERHATIONAL NOHETARY FUND: TO

DISCUSS WORLD DEBT.
WALL STREET:
LYNCH OR SOLOMON BROS.,
CHASE HANHATTEN FOR CORPOPI\TE VIEW ON U. S
TALK TO ECONOMICS FACULTIES FOR
ECOROMIC POLICY,

URIVERSITIES:
THEIR VIEW O U.S.

VISIT TO BRCKERS SUCH AS MERRILL
AHD BANKS SUCH AS CITIBANK OR

5 ECONOMIC POLICY.
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R 2916367 JAN 86

FH AMEMBASSY Loiipon

TO RUERIA/USIA VASHDC 4578

{NFO RUEHC/SECSTATE WASHDG 1313
RUEKJGS/SECDEF WASHDC
RUEATRS/DEPTTREAS UASHDC

BT

UNCLAS SECTION 02 OF #2 LOMDON B1963

USIA

FOR: USIA: E/VGE -~ SMITH; [HFO; EU - ZAVIS; SECSTATE ~
EUR/P; SEGDEF - ASD (PA) DCR; TYREAS/OASIA - BERGER

E.0. 12356 N/A
SUBJECT:  FY-86 I.V. GRANTEE - MR. AMTHOMY BLAIR, MP

- B8] U.S. POLITICAL SYSTEM

BLAIR SHOULD LOOK AT HOW THE U.S. POLITICAL SYSTEM
OPERATES, INCLUDING NATIONAL AMD LOCAL PARTY ORGANIZATION;
GOVERMHMENT AY FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS; LOBBYISTS
AHD PACS; AND CANHPAIGHS AND CAMPAIGH FUNDING; ROLE THINK
TANKS PLAY IN U.S. POLITICS

= REPUBLICAN AND BEMOCRATIC PARTY OFFICIALS: 7O DISCUSS
PARTY ORGAMIZATION, FINANCIHG AND CANPAIGN TECHMIQUES, USE
OF PUELIC RELATIONS AND ADVERTISING ORGAMIZATIONS

- FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT: BLAIR SHOULD
LOOK AT HOW FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WORKS VIS A VIS STATE AHD
LOCAL GOVERNHENT, IHCLUDING THEIR SHARED AMD SEPARATE
RESPONSIBILITIES.

- LOBBYISTS AHD PACS: TO SEE THEIR [NFLUENCE ON
GOVERNNENT,

- MEDIA: INFLUEHCE OF THE HEDIA Ol GOVERMMENT POLICY

~  CAMPAIGHS: BLAIR VOULD BEMEFIT FROM AN OPPORTUNITY TO
SPEMD SOHE TIME WITH A CONGRESGMAN OR SEMATOR AT THEI(R
WASHDC OFFICE AMD THEN MEET THEM AGAIN IN THEIR
COMSTITUENGY TO SEE HOW THEIR DISTRICT OFFICES ARE
OPERATED, PARTICULARLY THOSE WHERE A CONGRESSHAM/SENATOR
15 RUMNIHG FOR RE-ELECTIGH THIS YEAR, IF FGISIBLE, nE
SHOULD ALSO HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO SEE A YOUNG CANDIDATE
RUNRING FOR THE SEMATE OR HOUSE FOR THE FIRST TIME.

= THINK TANKS: VISIT TO THINK TANKS SUCK AS AEI AND
BROOKINGS TO TALK TQ POLITICAL SCIEHCE SPECIALISTS.

- () U.S. FOREIGN AMD DEFENSE POLICIES.

BLAIR SHOULD HAVE THOROUGH BRIEFINGS OM U.S. FOREIGN AND
DEFENSE POLICIES TOWARDS EUROPE.

- DEPARTHENT OF STAVE: BRIEFINGS ON U.5./U,K. RELATIONS
AND UPDATE ONH U.S. IHTERESTS (H EUROPE,

- DEPARTHMENT OF DEFEMSE: BRIEFING ON U.S. SECURITY
POLICY N EUROPE, ESPECIALLY S.D. 1. DEBATE, THIS IS
PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT IH VIEW OF LABOR PARTY POLICIES
TOWARDS HUCLEAR DETERRENTS AHD SDI

=~ COHGRESS: HMEETINGS MITH SEHATE AND HOUSE COMMITTEE
STAFFERS OH U.S. FOREIGN POLICY, ESPECAILLY ill EUROPE.

8. L.V.’S PROGRAM SUGGESTIONS.

- (4} U5, ECONOMIC SYSTEM.

BLAIR HAS PARTICULARLY REQUESTED MEETINGS WITH LESTER
THURROW AND HERTIM WEITZNMAN WHOM HE DET WHEN THEY VISITED
PARL | AMEHT RECEMTLY

- B)  STATE GOVERNHENT.
BLAIR WOULD PARTICULARLY LIKE TQ 100K AT CALIFORMIA'S
STATE GOVERMMERT UBICH HAS A VERY HIGH REPUTATION IN THE

AT FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS, AHD LEARN WHAT THE
U.S. COHCEPT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 1S, HE WDULD ALSO LIKE TO
VISIT SOCIAL AND INHER CITY PROGRAMS SUCH AS THE WATTS
PROGRAM 1H LOS ANGELES.

= (D) SUPREME CDURT.

BLAIR WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE SUPREME COURT AND LOOK AT
GIVIL RIGHTS CASES.  HE 1S ALSO [NTERESTED N LEGAL AID
PROGRAMS,  HE WOULD LIKE TO MEET OFFICIALS AT THE
COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

- {E)  HOME HOSPITALITY. :

BLAIR HOULD ENJOY HOME HOSPITALITY, PARTICULARLY IN A
FARHING COMHUNITY.,  HE WOULD ALSO LIKE TO ATTEND A
BASERALL GAME.

- {F) ALTHOUGH BLAIR’S COHSTITUENCY IS LARGELY A MINING
COMMUNITY, HE DOES HOT PARTICULARLY WISH T0 SPEND LARGE
AHOUNTS OF TIME [N SIMILAR AREAS, BUT WOULD PREFER
VISITING SHALL TOWHS TO LARGE CITIES

~ {6} DURING WASKINGTON PROGRAM, BLAIR WOULD LIKE ToO
STAY WITH A CLOSE FRIEND OF HIS, JOHN LLOYD, WHO IS U.S
EDITOR DESIGHATE OF THE FIMANCIAL TIMES.  ADDRESS TO
FOLLOW SEPTEL. ’

6. WILL SEND EXACT TIME OF ARRIVAL WASHDC SEPTEL.
KORENGOLD

BY

#1963

UMl Rt eEn



Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 444.

Saturday, October 11 [1986]

A.M. a briefing session then a 5 minute drive to the meeting
place — a waterfront home. | was host for the 1% session. Gorbachev
& | met 1% with interpreters & note takers. Then he proposed we bring
in Geo. S. & Shevardnadze. That's the way it went for all the
meetings. We got into Human Rts, Regional things & bipartisan
agreements on our exchange programs etc. | told him | couldn’t go
home if | didn’t bring up why they reneged on their commitment to
buy 6 million tons of grain. He claimed lower oil prices — they didn’t
have the money.

Then it was plain they wanted to get to arms control — so we did.

In the afternoon we had at it looked like some progress as he
went along with willingness to reduce nuc. weapons.

At the end of a long day Geo. S. suggested we take all the
notes & give them to our teams to put together so we could see what
had been agreed & where were sticking points. They worked until 2
A.M.



Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 444.

Sunday, October 12 [1986]

Final day & it turned into an all day one even though we’d been
scheduled to fly out in early afternoon. Our team had given us an
agreement to eliminate entirely all nuc. devices over a 10 yr. period.
We would research & develop DSI during 10 yrs. then deploy & |
offered to share with Soviets the system. Then began the showdown.
He wanted language that would have killed SDI. They price was high
but | wouldn't sell & that's how the day ended. All our people though
I’d done exactly right. I'd pledged | wouldn’t give away SDI & | didn’t
but that meant no deal on any of the arms reductions. | was mad — he
tried to act jovial but | acted mad & it showed. Well the ball is in his
court and I’'m convinced he’ll come around when he sees how the
world is reacting. On way out | addressed our mil. forces & families at
Air Base. They were enthused & cheered my decision.
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Finance, based upon the applications of the Ministry of
Security. However, the border troops of the Pskov and
Leningrad detachments have not confirmed the receipt
of these allocations. The border units of the Pskov
Operative Group have not received compensation for
the real property left behind in the Baltic (military
settlements, officers staff quarters, basing of ships, etc.).

The lack of social-domestic development has had a
negative effect on the moral-psychological state of the
military servicemen and members of their families.
Young officers file requests for dismissal, while sergeants
do not re-enlist. For example, the control checkpoint of
Pytalovo is less than half staffed with officers. The
number of violations of military discipline among mili-
tary servicemen of all categories is increasing.

It is not surprising that up to one-third of the officers are
ready to retire from the forces in the near future, Only
one (1) percent of the draftees would like to prolong their
service by contract. “Does Russia need us?”, ask the
border guards. When one learns of the amount of con-
traband detained by them and about the legal violations
which they have prevented, the answer to this question is
simple: Of course, they are needed! But when we become
more closely acquainted with the everyday life and
conditions of work of the defenders of our borders, it
turns out that the border guards’ question may also have
a different answer.

Transcript of Gorbachev-Reagan Reykjavik Talks:
Part 4

93WC01124 MIROVAYA EKONOMIKA I
MEZHDUNARODNYYE OTNOSHENIYA in Russian
No 8, Aug 93 [Signed to press 05 Jul 93] pp 68-78

[Transcript: “From the Gorbachev Archive (M. S. Gor-
bachev’s Talks with R. Reagan in Reykjavik, 11-12
October 1986). Fourth Conversation (Afternoon of 12
October 1986)”]

[Text] G. Shultz and E. A. Shevardnadze were present
during the talks

Gorbachev. Concerning the ABM Treaty. I would like to
make a proposal which combines your approach and our
approach, shows the two sides’ firm commitment to the
ABM Treaty, and links the process of strengthening the
ABM regime to the reduction and elimination of nuclear
weapons. Our formula is as follows:

“The USSR and the U.S. would pledge not to exercise
their right to withdraw from the unlimited ABM Treaty
for 10 years, and to comply strictly with all its provisions
during that period. Testing of all space components of
ABM defense in space shall be prohibited except for
laboratory research and testing.

“During the first five years of this 10-year period (until
1991 inclusive), the strategic offensive weapons of the
two sides shall be reduced by 50 percent.

“During the following five years of this period, the
remaining 50 percent of the two sides’ strategic offensive
weapons shall be reduced.
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“In this way, by the end of 1996 all the strategic offensive
weapons of the USSR and the U.S. will have been
eliminated.”

This formula clearly reflects the chief aspect of our
position. We want to reaffirm the two sides’ commit-
ment to the ABM Treaty, enhance the treaty’s regime,
and link it to the process of eliminating strategic
weapons.

Reagan. Our position offers a somewhat different formu-
lation. I hope that we can eliminate the difference in the
course of our talks. Here is our formula:

“The two sides agree to limit themselves to research,
development, and testing permitted by the ABM Treaty
for a period of five years until 1991 inclusive, during
which time a 50-percent reduction in strategic nuclear
arsenals will be carried out. After that, both sides will
continue to reduce the remaining offensive ballistic
missiles at the same rate with the aim of completely
eliminating offensive ballistic missiles by the end of the
second five-year period. The same restrictions in connec-
tion with the ABM Treaty will remain in force while the
reductions continue at the corresponding rates. At the
end of this period, the two sides shall have the right to
deploy defensive systems.”

Gorbachev. I repeat, our proposal is consistent with the
task of strengthening the ABM Treaty in linkage with
reductions of nuclear arsenals. Your formula, as I see it,
fails to meet our position halfway. The main aspect of
the Soviet Union’s approach is that in the period during
which the USSR and the U.S. are carrying out deep
reductions in nuclear weapons we ought to reinforce
instead of impairing or undermining the ABM Treaty.
We are asking the American side once more to consider
our completely substantiated line, our proposal, which,
we are convinced, is in keeping with the aim of strength-
ening the ABM Treaty and emphasizes the two sides’
obligation to comply with its provisions, not to exercise
their right to withdraw from the treaty for 10 years. What
we are talking about primarily is the renunciation of
testing any space components of ABM defense in
space—that is, refraining from any steps which would in
effect pave the way to the deployment of such systems. 1
want to emphasize once more that what is prohibited
according to our formula does not affect laboratory
testing and leaves open the possibility for the American
side, like the Soviet side, to conduct any laboratory
research relating to space, including SDI research. We
are not undermining your idea of SDI; we are permitting
that kind of activity, which is already being conducted by
the United States and which is impossible to monitor
anyway. We are only placing the system in the frame-
work of laboratory research. I think the U.S. could go
along with this, especially considering the major steps
the Soviet Union has made.

Reagan. But still that doesn’t remove the question of
what we are to do after 10 years if we should want to
create a defense against ballistic missiles. 1 just don’t
understand why you object so much to SDI. As for what
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the ABM Treaty prohibits and what it permits, the two
sides have differences of interpretation here.

Gorbachey. If you want to anticipate the situation for the
period after 10 years, we also had a formulation on that
score. If you want, we can append it to the text we have
offered. This formulation is from the draft of the direc-
tives which I gave to you yesterday. It says there, you
probably recall, that after the 10-year period the two
sides will, over the course of several years, work out
through negotiations further mutually acceptable deci-
sions in this sphere. As you see, we are offering a broad
formula of what we can do after the 10 years. If you
should deem it essential to continue SDI, we can discuss
that. And so why deal with the question in advance, right
now? And why force us to sign SDI? Perhaps we might
have other interests?

Reagan. We want right now to provide for the possibility
of defense in case, 10 years from now, when we no longer
have missiles, someone should decide to re-create
nuclear missiles.

Gorbachev. Our point of view is that we will eliminate
strategic nuclear forces in these 10 years. That’s why we
are proposing to strengthen the ABM regime in that very
crucial period. Under these conditions, we will be able to
accomplish the historic task of eliminating strategic
offensive weapons. Why complicate things with other
problems which we are uncertain about, the conse-
quences of which are unclear? It would only undermine
one side’s confidence in whether it was acting correctly
by reducing its nuclear forces under conditions where the
other side is taking steps which could have aggravating
consequences for the entire process. You have to agree
that it would be more difficult for us to go along with this
if you tie us down with aggravating weights. That is why
we are proposing that we come to an agreement
regarding the 10-year period of nonwithdrawal from the
ABM Treaty; to carry out research only in laboratories
during that period, and then after the period is over and
strategic weapons have been eliminated, discuss what to
do next. And, moreover, the scientific-technical aspect of
SDI could still continue, your capability in that sphere,
and the decision would by no means sound the death
knell for your SDI program.

Reagan. You asked that the ABM Treaty be complied
with for 10 years. We are offering you ten and a half
years. At the end of the 10-year period the two sides
would in fact have the right to give six months’ notice
and at the end of the six-month period to begin deploy-
ment. But notice this: we are only proposing such
research, development, and testing as are permitted by
the ABM Treaty. And if, after the 10-year period, we do
give notice that we are withdrawing from the treaty (and
I suggest that that will happen), what can be the objec-
tion against deployment—if, of course, you do not
intend to re-create nuclear weapons or drag them out
from concealment somewhere. We are ready to turn over
the results of the research to your disposal.
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And so, we have met you halfway with respect to the
10-year period. And anyway, if you are so resolutely
committed to the necessity of strengthening the ABM
Treaty, what are we to make of the Krasnoyarsk Radar
Station? Especially considering that we are complying
with the ABM Treaty and have not even created every-
thing that it permits.

Gorbachev. I still wish you would carefully examine our
proposal. It encompasses elements of both your and our
proposals. If it is acceptable, I am ready to sign it.

Shultz. Would you please give us this formula in printed
form in English so that we can examine it carefully?

Gorbachev. All right.

Let me add that we do not object to adding a codicil to
our proposal regarding the possibility that after the
10-year period the two sides will try over a period of
several years to find, through negotiations, some mutu-
ally acceptable solution to the problem. You are pro-
posing SDI. To us, that option is unacceptable. We want
to keep the possibility of finding something different.
Hence, our formula makes it possible to take account of
the situation in the future, after the 10 years. Summing
up our proposal, let me emphasize that the two sides will
strictly comply with the ABM Treaty for 10 years and
will pledge not to exercise the right to withdraw from the
treaty. Simultaneously, they will continue laboratory
research. After the 10-year period, under conditions of
the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, the two
sides will get together and decide what to do next and
come to an agreement. I don’t understand what bothers
you about that.

Reagan. If we have eliminated all nuclear weapons, why
should you be worried by the desire by one of the sides to
make itself safe—just in case—from weapons which
neither of us has anymore? Someone else could create
missiles, and extra guarantees would be appropriate.
Your side and our side are completely eliminating our
weapons. I can imagine both of us in 10 years getting
together again in Iceland to destroy the last Soviet and
American missiles under triumphant circumstances. By
then I'll be so old that you won’t even recognize me. And
you will ask in surprise, “Hey, Ron, is that really you?
What are you doing here?”’ And we’ll have a big celebra-
tion over it. :

Gorbacheyv. I don’t know whether I'll live till that time.
Reagan. Well I'm certain I will.

Gorbachev. Sure you will. You’ve passed the dangerous
age for men, and now you have smooth sailing to be a
hundred. But these dangers still lie ahead for me, for a
man they come by the age of 60 and besides, I still have
to meet with President Reagan, who I can see really hates
to give in. President Reagan wants to be the winner. But
in this case, on these matters, there can be no one
winner—either we both win or we both lose. We’re in the
same boat.




4 INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Reagan. I know I won’t live to be a hundred if I have to
live in fear of these damned missiles,

Gorbachev. Well, let’s reduce and eliminate them.

Reagan. This is a rather strange situation. We have both
put forth specific demands. You are in favor of a 10-year
period. I have said that I will not give up SDI. But both
of us, obviously, can say that the most important thing is
to eliminate nuclear arsenals, :

Gorbachev. But you wouldn’t have to give up SDI,
because laboratory research and testing would not be
prohibited. And so you could continue activities within
the framework of the SDI program. Your opponents
won’t even be able to open their mouth, especially under
conditions where we have eliminated nuclear weapons.

Anyway, I am categorically against any situation where
our meeting results in one winner and one loser. Even if
this did happen now, in the next stage, in the process of
preparing the text of agreements, it would make itself
felt, and the loser would act in such a manner that
everything would end up destroyed. Therefore, equality
is essential both at the present stage and in the next.
After all, considerable time will pass between the
achievement of agreement and the final ratification of
the agreements. And only if the document accommo-
dates both the interests of the U.S. and the interests of
the USSR will it merit ratification and support. By the
way, you yourself have said more than once that in
previous negotiations the accords did not always take
account of the interests of both sides.

Reagan. Perhaps we can resolve the matter this way: the
question of what research, development, and testing are
permitted by the ABM Treaty should remain for discus-
sion and negotiation at the meeting in the course of your
visit. We will come to an agreement regarding the
10-year period and breaking it down into two five-year
periods, in the course of which nuclear weapons will be
eliminated, while everything having to do\with testing,
laboratory research, and the provisions of the ABM
Treaty and so on are things we can discuss at the summit
meeting.

Gorbachev. But without that there’s no package. All of
these issues are interconnected. If we come to an agree-
ment on deep reductions of nuclear weapons, we will
have to have assurance, guarantees, that the ABM Treaty
will not only be complied with but also strengthened in
the course of this crucial period, this historic period
when strategic offensive weapons will be eliminated.
repeat, this period is too crucial, it is dangerous to
improvise. I am convinced that preserving the ABM
Treaty is also consistent with the interests of the U.S.

Reagan. It looks like we're not getting anywhere. But I
simply cannot understand why you object on the basis of
fears of what will happen in ten and a half years, when
. there will be no ballistic missiles. Perhaps we ought to
take another look at what we disagree about?

Gorbachev. I can offer the following option: add another
proposal to the text we have offered. It was in our
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proposals, but for some reason the American side did not
accept it. I think this amendment will make it possible to
solve the problem.

Shultz. It seems to me there are two differences between
us. First, what to consider to be permissible research in
the course of the 10-year period. Second, it seems to me,
the Soviet side has in mind an indefinitely long period
during which we will not be able to withdraw from the
ABM Treaty. We have in mind 10 years.

Gorbachev. No; we need absolute clarity here. We believe
that in the stage in which we are undertaking actual
reductions in nuclear weapons the ABM Treaty needs to
be strengthened and made stronger, not made weaker.
Over the period of 10 years the two sides will refrain
from exercising the right to withdraw from the treaty;
after those ten years, we will see. Perhaps we will
continue to comply with the treaty, perhaps some new
elements will emerge. But for the period of 10 years the
treaty must be preserved, in fact made stronger.

Shultz. In other words, for 10 years the two sides will not
exercise the right to withdraw from the treaty; after the
10 years this aspect will be gone. Then the sides can
exercise that right.

Shevradnadze. Let me remind you, moreover, that
research will not be restricted, but it can only be con-
ducted in the laboratory.

Gorbachev, Mr President, I remember how things went
in Geneva. You and I were sitting in a room drinking
coffee, we were in a good mood, and we thought we were
going to succeed. Secretary of State Shultz came in and
told us how things stood. He said that the Soviet delega-
tion would not give its consent to an agreement with
respect to certain questions. And then you said to me,
Pound the table and order your people to come to an
agreement! I went out, and in 15 minutes the agreement
had been reached. If we take a break now, and if you
achieve agreement in 10 minutes, you can consider it
another victory for you. '

Shultz. One question arises which is not a problem,
perhaps, but I want to clarify it. In your formulation you
say that in the course of the following five years the
remaining 50 percent of the strategic offensive weapons
will be reduced. Do you have in mind a gradual process
of reduction which in the long run will lead to the
elimination of these weapons by the end of that period?

Gorbachev. Yes, by the end of the second five-year
period they will be completely eliminated.

Shultz. All right, I understand.

But there is another difference. We are talking about the
elimination of offensive ballistic missiles.

Gorbachev. But we already agreed on a 50-percent reduc-
tion of all strategic weapons in the course of the first five
years. It would be logical for the remaining 50 percent to
be eliminated in the following five years. The weapons to
be eliminated would jnclude all components of the

triad—missiles, including. heavy missiles, submarine




—

FBIS-USR-93-121
20 September 1993

missiles, and bombers. That would be fair. I think that
when we have the specific text of the treaty it will show
precise schedules for the reduction and elimination of
weapons while maintaining equality in all stages.

Shultz. The option we are proposing talks of the elimi-
nation of offensive ballistic missiles. These missiles
include not only strategic missiles but also, for example,
intermediate-range missiles and others. What you are
talking about are strategic offensive weapons. That is a
different category of weapons.

Gorbachev. I thought that yesterday we had offered, and
you had agreed to, an option which calls for a 50-percent
reduction of the entire triad of strategic weapons,
including missiles like the SS-18 that you are so worried
about. That option did not come easy to us. But we went
along with it in order not to get bogged down in a swamp
of levels, sublevels, and so on.

So let’s agree that in this case, again, we’re talking not
only about missiles but about all strategic offensive
weapons. Especially considering that, as I understand it,
our experts have agreed to your proposal regarding the
rules for counting bombers with bombs and SREM
[unidentified] missiles].

(Break)

Reagan. We have kept you a long time, because it hasn’t
been easy reaching an agreement between us. We have
sought a formulation which would meet you halfway
with respect to your desire regarding the 10-year period.
Here is the final option which we can offer:

“The USSR and the U.S. pledge for a period of 10 years
not to exercise their right to withdraw from the unlim-
ited ABM Treaty and, during that period, to comply
strictly with all its provisions, while at the same time
continuing research, development, and testing permitted
by the ABM Treaty.

“In the course of the first five years (until 1991 inclu-
sive), there will be a 50-percent reduction in the two
sides’ strategic offensive weapons.

“In the course of the following five years of that period,
the remaining offensive ballistic mlssxles of both sides
will be reduced.

“In this way, by the end of 1996 the USSR and the U.S.
will have completely eliminated all offensive ballistic
missiles.

‘““At the end of the 10-year period, each side may deploy
defensive systems if they so desire, provided that the two
sides do not agree on something else.”

How do you feel about that formula?

Gorbachev. I have two questions for you by way of
clarifying the American formulation. You speak of
research, development, and tesung permnttcd by the
ABM Treaty. Your formula omits any mention of labo-
ratory testing. Was this done spccnally'? : :
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Reagan. At the negotiations in Geneva our delegations
discussed the question of what comprises research and
other activities permitted by the ABM Treaty. This
question could have been settled at the talks in Geneva.

Gorbachev. What I'm asking is, did you omit the men-
tion of laboratories deliberately or not?

Reagan. Yes it was deliberate, what’s the matter?

Gorbachev. I'm simply clarifying the American formula-
tion. For the time being I’'m not commenting. Another
question: the first half of the formula talks about the two
sides’ strategic offensive weapons which will be reduced
by 50 percent in the first five years, but in the second
part, which talks about the following five years, it
mentions offensive ballistic missiles. What is being
referred to here? Why this difference in approach?

Reagan. We were told during the break that the Soviet
side would like a special mention of offensive strategic
missiles. That’s why we included that formula. It’s true
that in the first part we talk about all types of strategic
nuclear weapons, including missiles and bombs aboard
bombers. In the second part, however, we talk about
ballistic missiles, in the belief that that’s what you want.

Gorbachev. There is some kind of confusion here. When
it comes to strategic offensive weapons, we agreed
between us long ago that they include all components of
the triad—ICBMSs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers. I don’t
see what could have changed in this question. If we’re
talking about a different class of missiles—RSD
[medium-range missiles] and those having a range of less
than 1,000 kilometers—the reduction of them is pro-
vided for in a different part of the package. We also are
not removing anything from our proposals here. But as
for the first part of your formulation and the second part
regarding the following five years, the wording has to be
identical. If we're talking about a 50-percent reduction in
strategic offensive weapons, then in the following five
years the remaining 50 percent of strategic offensive
weapons must be eliminated.

Reagan. I understand, then, that by the end of 1996 all
strategic offensive ballistic missiles will be eliminated?

Gorbachev. How about airplanes? After all, strategic
weapons represent a triad which includes ICBMs,
SLBMs, and bombers. So it is clear between us what
strategic weapons are. And our group, which worked this
evening, recorded that all elements of the triad are to be
reduced by 50 percent.

Reagan. What I want to know is, will all offensive
ballistic missiles be eliminated?

Gorbachev. The first part of your formulation talks about
strategic offensive weapons, while the second part speaks
only about ballistic missiles. Of course, strategic
weapons include ballistic missiles—ground-based and
submarine-launched missiles, and also bombers. Why
does the second part of your formulation speak only
about ballistic missiles?

Reagan. Is that the only thing you object to?
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Gorbachey. I'm just trying to clarify the issue.
Reagan. It will have to be sorted out.

Gorbachev. What we need here is for both formulations
to be identical. If we talk about all the components in the
first case, everything also needs to be clear in the second
case.

Reagan. Evidently we have simply misunderstood you.
But if that’s what you want, all right.

Shultz. We need to be careful here. When we talk of
eliminating all strategic offensive weapons, it does not
refer to shorter-range ballistic missiles. I know that the
question of them is handled within the framework of a
different category, but it is here, it seems to me, that we
ought to take decisive measures.

Gorbachev. Perhaps you could have your second para-
graph say that in the following five years the remaining
50 percent of strategic offensive weapons will be elimi-
nated, including ballistic missiles. As for shorter-range
missiles, we deal with them in the second point of our
agreement. Missiles having a range of less than 1,000
kilometers are being frozen, and negotiations are
underway concerning their future fate. This is dealt with
in the section on medium-range missiles, but this ques-
tion is also covered.

Shultz. Perhaps we could formulate it this way: by the
end of 1996 all strategic offensive weapons and all
offensive ballistic missiles of the USSR and the U.S. will
be eliminated.

Gorbachev. But the question of other ballistic missiles is
dealt with within the framework of another category, and
this has to be mentioned there.

Shultz. But there the question of their elimination does
not come up.

Gorbachev. We will freeze them, we will begin negotia-
tions about their fate, and I think we’ll decide their fate.

Shultz. In regard to intermediate-range and shorter-
range missiles, we did not talk about two five-year
periods. We talked about an agreement which will exist
until such time as it is replaced. If we agree that this will
happen in five years, by the end of that period all
missiles will be eliminated.

Gorbachev. We can agree on all missiles, including those
having a range of less than 1,000 kilometers. But here,
when we are dealing with the context of the ABM Treaty
we are talking about strategic offensive weapons. And we
share with you our understanding of what constitutes
strategic offensive weapons.

Shul_tz. But the ABM Treaty has to do with all missiles,
not just strategic ones. But perhaps we have nothing to
quarrel about here?

Gorbachiev. I don’t think there is any disagreement
between us in this regard, and we only have to find a way
to reflect our agreement. .
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Shultz. That’s why I propose that we write that by the
end of 1996 all strategic offensive weapons and all
offensive ballistic missiles are to be eliminated.

Gorbachev. But in that case we will again have different
formulations in the first and the second paragraphs. [
think we can settle this matter when formulating our
agreements.

Reagan. Let me ask this: Do we have in mind—and I
think it would be very good—that by the end of the two
five-year periods all nuclear explosive devices would be
eliminated, including bombs, battlefield systems, cruise
missiles, submarine weapons, intermediate-range sys-
tems, and so on?

Gorbachev. We could say that, list all those weapons.
Shultz. Then let’s do it.

Reagan. If we agree that by the end of the 10-year period
all nuclear weapons are to be eliminated, we can turn this
agreement over to our delegations in Geneva so that they
can prepare a treaty which you can sign during your visit
to the U.S.

Gorbachev. Well, all right. Here we have a chance for an
agreement. What I am seriously concerned about is
another factor. What we are talking about is to comply
strictly with the unlimited ABM Treaty for the purpose
of pledging not to exercise the right to withdraw from the
treaty for 10 years. We are doing this under conditions of
reducing nuclear weapons. We don’t understand, then,
why the American side does not agree to having research,
development, and testing be restricted to the confines of
the laboratory. If we write it a different way, this will
enable one of the sides to interpret the ABM Treaty such
that it can conduct such work where it pleases while
claiming that it is not violating the ABM Treaty. What
effect will that have on the process of nuclear weapons
reduction that has been undertaken by that time? A
negative one, of course. It will create an unequal situa-
tion, impair the security of one of the sides, and lose in
clarity. Hence, the ABM Treaty has to be strengthened,
which means that we cannot remove the mention of
laboratories from our text. This cannot be done if we
insist on precise compliance with the ABM Treaty. The
question of laboratories is of fundamental importance.

Reagan. I do not agree that strict interpretation of the
ABM Treaty means restricting the testing of ABM com-
ponents solely to laboratories. We have a difference in
the interpretation of the ABM Treaty which we have
acknowledged. From the standpoint of the substancé of
the issue, in my opinion, it is of no importance. Our aim
is to safeguard ourselves from a revival of missiles after
they have been destroyed, in order to make a kind of gas
mask against nuclear missiles and deploy a defense
system. Moreover, we view this variant only as a possi-
bility, as one probable outcome. I have already spoken of
this. And I have also spoken of the danger of nuclear
maniacs.
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Gorbachev. Yes, I've heard all about gas masks and
maniacs, probably ten times already. But it still does not
convince me.

Reagan. I'm talking about one possibility of what can
happen after 10 years. Perhaps there will be nothing of
the kind. Perhaps the people who become the leaders at
that time will decide that the system is too costly to
deploy and will give up the SDI. In any case, the world
would welcome it if we could undertake to reduce
nuclear weapons and not make this issue a stumbling
block. We are asking not to give up SDI, and you are
trying to determine now what will happen in 10 years.

Gorbachev. If we make a stipulation acknowledging the
possibility of conducting research work relating to SDI
within the confines of the laboratory, that will not mean
that the American government will not be able to decide
questions relating to the program. Such a stipulation will
not prohibit research, development, and testing,
including the kind that relates to space weapons. But it
would make it possible to guarantee a strict interpreta-
tion of the ABM Treaty; it would make it possible to
prevent bringing such weapons out of the laboratories,
out in the atmosphere and into space. These are com-
pletely different things. We are talking about an agree-
ment that is supposed to strengthen peace instead of
subjecting it to new dangers.

Reagan. I'm not demanding the right to deploy ABMs in
space, I’'m only talking about research permitted by the
ABM Treaty. By the way, the Soviet Union is not
entirely without reproach in this. I'm referring to the
Krasnoyarsk Radar Station. We have differing interpre-
tations of the ABM Treaty, that’s a fact.

Gorbachev. What we are talking about is seeing to it that
SDI testing takes place only in the laboratory. We cannot
go along with allowing it to come out in the atmosphere
or into space. That is unacceptable to us. It is a question
of principle.

Reagan. You're destroying all my bridges [vse v mosty]
to continuation of my SDI program. I cannot go along
with restrictions on the plan as you demand.

Gorbachev. In regard to laboratories. Is that your final
position? If so, we can end our meeting at this point.

Reagan. Yes it is. The whole thing comes up against the
fact that your side and our side differ as to what is
permitted by the ABM Treaty and what is not.

Gorbachev. From our discussion I conclude that the U.S.
wants to reserve the possibility of conducting tests of the
SDI program not only in the laboratory but also outside,
in the air and in space. If that’s so, there can be no
agreement between us.

Reagan. But you have to understand that experimenta-
tion and research cannot always be kept within the
laboratory; sometimes it is simply necessary to go out-
side the laboratory.
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Gorbachev. You must understand me. To us the labora-
tory issue is not a matter of stubbornness or hard-
headedness. It is not casuistry. It is all too serious. We
are agreeing to deep reductions and, ultimately, the
destruction of nuclear weapons. And at the same time,
the American side is pushing us to agree to give them the
right to create space weapons. That is unacceptable to us.
If you will agree to restricting research work to the
laboratory, not letting it out into space, I will be ready in
two minutes to sign the appropriate formulation and
adopt the document.

Reagan. I can’t go along with that. You and I have
different positions, different problems. In your country,
nobody can criticize you without winding up in prison.
In my country the situation is different. I have a lot of
critics who wield great influence. And if I agree to such a
formulation, they will launch a campaign against me;
they will accuse me of breaking my promise to the people
of the United States regarding SDI. So I pledge not to
deploy the corresponding systems for 10 years, and to
restrict ourselves to research permitted by the ABM
Treaty. 'm not asking you for anything out of the
ordinary.

Gorbachev. If I understand you, Mr President, you are
now addressing me in a trusting manner, as a man who
occupies in his own country a position equal to yours.
Therefore, I say to you frankly and in the same trusting
manaer: if we sign a package containing major conces-
sions by the Soviet Union regarding fundamental prob-
lems, you will become, without exaggeration, a great
president. You are now literally two steps from that. If
we come to an agreement on strengthening the ABM
regime, on complying strictly with the ABM Treaty and
on laboratory research which will not rule out work
within the SDI framework, it will mean our meeting has
been a success. If not, then let’s part at this point and
forget about Reykjavik. But there won’t be another
opportunity like this. At any rate, I know I won’t have
one.

I firmly believed that we could come to an agreement.
Otherwise I would not have raised the question of an
immediate meeting with you; otherwise I would not have
come here in the name of the Soviet leadership with a
solid store of serious, compromising proposals. I hoped
that they would meet with understanding and support
from your side, that we could resolve all issues. If this
does