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FRENCH AND WEST GERMANS HAVE MARKEDLY DIFFERENT VIEWS 
FROM AMERICANS ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS 

Americans are far apart from West Germans and French in their 
views on comparative East-West military strength, the benefits 
of detente, and how to deal with the Soviet Union. 'Ihese find
ings emerge from surveys conducted in February in the three 
countries. 

Many French and We st Germans Pessimistic About Ea st-We st Balance 

Public perceptions of the Eastern bloc's military superiority 
are far more widespread in France and West Germany than in the 
United States. Large proportions in West Germany (68% to 27%) 
and in France (51% to 14%) think that the Soviet bloc countries 
have a military edge over the West. Americans, by contrast, are 
more evenly divided in their views. A plurality (44%) think the 
East is ahead but one-third (33%) believe the West is superior. 

In all three countries, however, majorities or large pluralities 
think the West is superior in economic strength and scientific 
and technical development. 

Americans Most Likely to Favor a Firm Policy 'Ibward the USSR 

The spread between opinion in the U.S. and that in France and 
West Germany on perceptions of East-West military power is even 
more marked on the question of how their governments should re
spond to the Soviet threat. A majority (57%) of Am ricans favor 
a pol ic of "firmness" toward t About half as 
man 33% advocate "concili 
est Germany (67% and France p-

p oac wit ess." 

These differences on policy toward the USSR may in part be 
explained by divergent views on detente. Far more West Germans 
(65%) and French (54%) than Americans (34%) believe that the 
West has benefited as much as the East from detente. About a 
th ird (30%) of Americans think the East has benefited more than 
the West whereas fewer West Germans (19%) and French (16%) hold 
that view. 



-2-

Many French Believe Soviet Global Influence Has Increased, But 
Many Also Mistrust Soviet Foreign Policy 

Additional questions asked only in France revealed that while 
the French are evenly divided about whether u. S. "influence" 
in the world had increased or decreased in the past decade 
(31% to 34%), almost half the public believes Soviet influence 
has increased; only 14 percent think it has declined. Twice as 
many (32% to 14%) also believe West European influence has in
cre.ased as think the opposite. 

At the same time, fully 61 percent say they mistrust Soviet 
foreign policy. Only 12 percent -- far fewer than one might 
have expected in a country where 20 percent vote Communist -
say they trust Soviet policy. '!he French are most trustful of 
West Germany (50% to 21%) and divided in their confidence in 
U.S. foreign policy (37% to 35%). 

* * * * 

The studies were conducted by Brule Ville Associes in France and 
Gallup Institutes in the U. s. and We st Germany in February 1981. 

Prepared by: 
R. McLellan (PGM/REU) 
7 24-0794 

N-4/16/81 
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TAGS: XG, SOPX 

SUBJECT: SHAPING EUROPEAN ATTITUDES 

l. IT IS CL£_A,R FROl1 ,PO~T REPORTING, MEDIA REACTION AND 
SUR\'EY DATA THAT- IIE FACE 11AJOR PROBLE11S ·-111TH 1/ESTERK 

·EUROPE.AH PUBLIC OPINION. \IE MUST 11AKE MAJOR NEV EFFORTS 
TO GAIN -SUPPORT FOR U.S. l'OllCIES ANO TO COUNTER HOSTILE 
SOVIET PROPAGANDA. · WE NEED TO ELEVATE POLICY PERSUASION 
ANO l'UBllC AFFAIRS TO A HIGH PRIORITY AT All EUROPEAN 
POST$, PARTICULARLY IN NATO MEl18ER COUNTRIES. All ELEMENTS 
OF YOUR MISS-ION SHOULD DEVOTE ATTENTION TO THIS EFFORT. 
OTHERWISE, IT \/Ill PROVE INCREASINGLY DIFFICULT TO 
GENERATE GREATER DEFENSE EFFORTS IN EUROPE AND COOPERATION 
IN MEETING THE SOVIET THREAT OUTSIDE OF' EUROPE. IN THIS 
REGARD, THE DEPART11ENT AIID USICA \/ANT TO INFORl1 POSTS 
ABOUT STEPS \IE ARE TAKING IN 1/ASHINGTON TO STRENGTHEN 
A'>!D SUPPORT YOUR EFFORTS. 

2. IIE ASS[SS THE EUROPEAN VIEi/ or THE AOMINISTRATION"S 
FOREIGN POLICY AS A 111X OF RELIEF AT THE REASSERTION 
or U.S. LEADERSHIP ANO COtlCERN THAT AN UNDULY BELLICOSE 
APPROACH COULD LEAD TO UHi/ANTED CONFRONTATION 111TH 
MOSCO\/. IIE RECOGNIZE AIIO MUST DEAL Ill TH THE FACT THAT 
THE PROBLEM 11AY \/£LL GET 1/0RSE BEFORE IT GETS BETTER. 
UNTIL VE GAIM .A GREATER UNDERSTANDING FOR OUR OVERALL 
AP'l'ROACH, Sl'ECIFIC ACTIOIIS TO DEAL WITH THE SOVIETS 

ANO THEIR PROXIES \/Ill BRING ADVERSE REACTIONS FROM 
!\ANY IN EUROPE. BUT 11£ ARE MAKING SOME PROGRESS. 
EUROPEAIIS CLEARLY RECOGNIZE THAT THE U.S. HAS CHANGED 
AND THAT \IE ARE DETERMINED TO RESTORE OUR STRENGTH AUD 
TO R[SIST SOVIET EXPAIISIONISII. IN THIS SENS£, THE 
PSYCHOLOGICAL CLIIIATE HAS 111PROVED. IT REMAINS 
llll'[RATIVE, HOWEVER, THAT 11E VORK ACTIVELY ANO 
ASS[RTIVELY TO COMMUNICATE 1/H[RE \IE ARE GOING ANO THAT 

.THESE DIRECTIONS SERVE COMMON ALLl[D INTERESTS. 

3. TO SUPPORT THIS EFFORT TO GET OUR MESSAGE ACROSS 
IN EUROPE, IIE HAY[ ESTABLISHED A NEV INTERAGENCY 
COO~DIHATING NECHANISM. IIE ARE BRINGING TOGETHER 

T!EI.EGRAM 
STATE 891311 S73S EUR72:7 ~ 

REPRESENTATIVES FROM STATE, USICA, AHO CIA AT LEAST 
ONCE A MONTH TO: 

-- REV\EV THE POLITICAL/PSYCHOLOGICAL SITUATION 
IN EUROPE, INCLUDING SOVIET PROPAGANDA EFFORTS; 

-- DEFINE POLICY PRIORITIES FOR THE NEAR-TERM AND 
TARGET_ R~SOURCES ON THEM; 

-- ENSURE THERE IS ADEQUATE GUIDANCE ON KEY POLICIES 
FOR STATE; ICA ANO OTHER USG REPRESENTATIVES IN 
EUROPE TO USE IN, BACKGROUNDING KEY GROUPS INCLUDING 
PRESS, CHURCH, LABOR, BUSINESS AND YOUTH; 

•• LOOK FOR NEV WAYS TO COMMUN ICAT£ OUR 01/tl IDEAS 
AND TO RESIST THE INROADS OF SOVIET PRDPAGANOA; 

•• ASSESS THE IMPACT OF COMPLETED ACTIVITIES AHO 
COORDINATE THE SUBSHIICE OF UPC0111NG EVENTS • 

4. OUR FIVE POL ICY PRIORITIES FOLLOW. 

FIRST, £AST-\1£ST RELATIONS. THROUGH PUBLIC AND 
DIPLOl1ATIC CHANNELS 11£ SHOULD SE 11AKING 11AJOR EFFORTS 
TO BUILD 1/ESTERH CONSENSUS BEHIND THE NEV ADMINISTRATION ' S 
APPROACH TO EAST-I/EST REL AT I OHS. OUR NEAR·TERl1 
OBJECT,IVE IS TO HAVE THE NATO MINISTERIAL. IN MAY 
DEMONSTRATE SOLIDARITY ·IIITN US. THE MINISTERIAL 
COMMUNIQUE SHOULD BE A USEFUL STATEIIENT Of ALLIANCE 
Yl£\IS ON EAST·IIEST RELATIPIIS. VE ALSO \/Ill SE PROVIDING 
f'OSTS WITH AOOITIOHAL UNCLASSIFIED POINTS TO USE 
IN SETTING FORTH U.S. OVERALL APPROACH. IT IS IMPORTANT 
THAT VE CONTINUE TO DEMONSTRATE \/£STERN FIRMNESS IN 
THE FACE OF PERSISTING SOVIET PRESSURES Oil POLAllD, 
OCCUPATION OF AF GHAN I STAN AHO OTHER AG GRESS I VE AC_T I OHS. 

SECOND, TNF. STRENGTHENING ALLIED SUPPORT FOR TNf 
MODERNIZATION IS A POLITICAL AND SECURITY IIIPERATIVE. 
THE U.S. IS COMMITTED TO THE TIIO·TRACK APPROACH. 
STATE 887929 PROVIDES UNCLASSIF'IED POINTS TO MAK£ ON 
OUR l'OLICY AND STATE 837S13 DATA ON SOVIET FORCES. 
CLEARLY IIE NEED TO TAILOR ·ouR 11ESSAGE AND PROGRAMS 
TO Fil THE CONDITIONS IN SPECIFIC COUNTRIES._ 

THl~D, WESTERN DEF'ENSE EFFORTS. AGAIN THE UPCOMING 
NAC AND DPC MINIST£RIALS WILL PROVIDE PUBLIC FOCUS. 
11E VOULO APPRECIATE POSTS VIE\IS 011 THE KIND OF SPECIAL 
IIAT£RlALS 1/HICH MIGHT HELP TO GENERATt PUBLIC SUPPORT 
FOR GREATER EUROPEAN DEFENSE EFFORTS. IT \/ILL TAKE 
JIN£ TO GAIN FULL EUROPEAN SUPPORT. LU u:: 
FOURTH, PERSIAN GULF/MIDEAST. IIE ARE 1/0RKING ON 
UNCLASSIFIED GUIOAIICE FOR EUROPEAN POSTS Oil THE 
IMPERATIVE TO STRENGTHEN PERSIAH GULF SECURITY AND 

, TO FORGE WESTERN COOPERATION TO THIS END, AS PART 
Of A STRATEGY TO DEAL 111TH THE GULF AND IIIDEAST. 
IN THE MEAIITIN£, YOU IIAY ORAi/ ON STATEMENTS 11ADE BY 
SECRETARY HAIG DURING HIS RECENT TRIP TO THE MIDDLE 
EAST AND EUROPE, ANO CONGRESSIONAL TESTl110HY BY PM 
DIRECTOR BURT AND DAS CONSTA&l( • All CARRIED IN 
1/IRELESS FI LE. 

-Cl) s 
~ 

f IF.TH, CENTRAL AMER I CA/CAR I BBEAN. 1/E SHOULD COIIT I HUE 
TO USE DIPLO~ATIC CHANNELS AND TH£ ACTIVE ICA PROGRAM 

•fO STRESS oua SPECIAL PRIORITIES 111TH El SALVADOR, 
NICARAGUA ANO CUBA. SINCE OUR EL SALVADOR POLICY HAS 
ORAi/ii THE MOST CRITICAL FIRE, IIE SHOULD KEEi' THE SPOTLIGHT 
ON BOTH (II THE SCOPE OF COMMUNIST SUPPORT FOR 
TERRORISM IN THE AREA ANO (2) OUR COMMIT11ENT TO l'OLITICAL 
AND ECONOMIC REFORl1 AND ELECTIONS. 

b 
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Departnie11t ·of State 
P~GE B2 OF fl STUE 891311 

\IE AlSO NE[D PUBLIC AHO DIPLOMAT JC rocus ON THE IIATURE 
OF OUR O!'PO!lEIITS. IIE C~NOT ACCEPT A COHFUS I ON IN 
ATTITUDES \~ICM PROVIDES RATIONALIZATIONS AND 
ACCOMOOATIONS F01t AH AGGRESSIVE TOTALITARIAN STATE 
EICGAGED IN THC SUPPRESSION OF HUl1AN FREEDOM !THE USSR) 
111111£ APPLYING CRITICISM AHO \IITHORA\IING SOLIDARITY 
FROII A FREE OEr.OCRATIC ~ATION \IITH VHICH EUROPEAN 
COUNTRIES ~D PEOPLES SKARE VALUES AND ASPIRATIONS 
!THE U.S.). WE /11JST CHANGE PUBLIC ATTITUDES VHICK 

FIND STATES LIKE CHILE IIORE NOXIOUS. THAN CUBA, AND VHICH 
PROPOSE THAT VE CONFRONT THE FORl1£R ANO COOPERATE VITH 
THE lATTER. VE \101JLD PLACE PARTICULAR Ellf'HASIS ON THE · 
PATTERN OF TERRORIS!i ANO IIILITARY FORCE BY THE SOVIETS. 
AND THEIR PaO~IES, POINTING TO KAMPUCHEA I_N 1971, 
AfG~ANISTAII IN 1919, EL SALVADOR IN 1918 AND CONTINUING 
SOVIET PRESSURE OIi l'OUIID. 

IN l'AIITICULAR, WE NEED TO .STRESS THAT THE SOVIET Elll'IRE 
IIUST RESORT TO THE USE Of fOi!CE £ECAUSE ITS IDEAS 
HAVE lOST VriATEVER l'OlltR THEY MAY KAVE HAD, AND 
BECAUSE IT IS THREATEIIED IN FUHOt.11£MTAL VAY$ BY THE 
UNIVERSAL STRIVING FOR NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE AND 
INDIVIDUAL LIBERTY. 

S. OBVIOUSLY THE NI.TORE Of OUR POLICIES \/ILL BE IIOST 
IIIPORTANT Ill SHAtlNG EUROPEAN ATTllUOES. VE ARE TAXING 
EUROPEAN ATTITUDES INTO ACCOUNT AS lit DEC IDE OUR 
l'Ol lCIES, EVEN AS lit S_EEK TO SKAPE TKOSE ATTITUDES 
_IN DIRECTIONS \IE \/AliT. 

VE ALSO ARE CONSCIOUS Of THE NEED TO COM11UNICATE 
CLEARLY TKAT OUR IIIOIYIDUAL POl lCIES ARE PROCEEDING 
rRon A SOUKD AJID CONSISTENT STRATEGY. OVER THE NEXT 

, .. • .. HV vi:n:s -lHD no~TKS THERE Vlll BE A NUMBER Of MAJOR 
SPEECHES SETT ING FORTH OUR OVERALL APPROACH. POSTS · 
SHOULD USE THEIi IN INTEllSIVE EFFORTS TO CONVEY OUR 
STRATEGY. 

. . 
6. lit Vlll VELCOIIE YOUR SUGGESTIOIIS AT All STAGES 
Of TIIS EFFORT. VE SOLICIT TOUR YIEIIS ON A CONTINUING 
BASIS ON Tl£ IIOOD IN EUROPE, ON THE QUALITY Of OUR . 
EFFORTS, AND ON SPECIAL IIATERIALS FOR VHICK YOU PER·EIYE 
A NEID. SUGGESTIONS FROII THE r IELD BASED 011 YOUR 
rtRST·HAND KNOlll.[DGE ARE VITAL IF OUR COLLECT IYE EFFORTS 

973$ EUR7217 

ARE TO IE FRUITFUL. FOR OUR PART, lit \llll TRY TO PROVIDE 
THE POL! CY GU I DANCE AND SUPPORT TO DO THE JOI. VE DO 
icoT EXPECT THE TtSK TO BE ACCOIIPl IS~ED QUICKL y OR 
EASILY BUT VE 00 INTEND TO BEGIN NO\/ TO BRING NEV VIGOR 
TO OUR EFFORTS. 
HAIG 

I 

'· 

TELEGRAM 
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TAGS : XG , SOPN 

SUBJ ECT : SHAPING EUROPEA ATTITU DES 

1. IT IS CLEAR FROM PST REP RTING, MEDIA REACTION AN D 
SUR V f Y DAT A THAT WE FA C E MAJOR PR B LE M S W I I H kl ESTE R N 

LWBOPEAN PUBLIC OPINION . WE MUS T MAKE MAJ □ NEW EFFORTS 
TO GAIN SUPPORT FOR U. S. POLICIES AN D T C □ U TER HOSTILE 
SOVIET PROPAGANDA . W_s NE~p TO ELEVATE POLICY PEB SlJASI ON 
AND PU LIC AFFAIRS TO A.. HIGH PRI OR ITY t\I ALL fl/BO PEA 
POSTS , PARTICULARLY I N NATO MEMBER C UNT IES, ALL ELE ~ENTS 
ITF YnUR MISSION SHOULD DEV OTE ATTENTION TO THIS EFFO RT. 
□ THERWISE, IT WILL PR OVE I NCREA SI GLY DIFFICUL T TD 
GE NER ATE GREATER DEFE NSE EFF ORTS IN EUROPE AN D COOPERATI ON 
IN ME ETI NG THE SOVIET THREAT OUTS IDE OF UR OPE. I N TH S 
REGA D, THE DEPARTMENT AND USICA WAN T TO I NFU RM POSTS 
ABOUT STEPS WE ARE TAKING IN WASHINGTON TO ST RENG THE N 
ANO SUPPORT YOUR EFFORTS . 

2 . WE ASSESS THE EUROPEAN VIE W □ F THE ADMI NIST RA TI ON ' S 
FOREIG N POLICY AS A MIX OF RELIEF AT IHE REASS ER TI ON 
OF U LEADERSHIP AND CONCE RN TH TAN UNDULY BELLIC OSE 
APPROACH COULD LEA D TD UNWAN TED C NFRONTATION WITH 
M-□ scaw. WE RECOGNIZE AN D MUS T DEAL WITH THE F CT THA T 
THE PR OBLEM MA Y WELL GET WORSE BEFORE IT GETS BETT ER . 
UNTIL WE GAI N A GREATER UND ERSTA ND I NG FOR OUR OVERALL 
APPR OACH , SPECIFIC ACTIO NS TO DEAL WITH fHE SOV I ETS 
AND THEIR PR OX IES WILL BRING ADVERSE REACTI ON S FRO M 
MANY I N EUROPE. BUT WE ARE MAKI NG SOME PROGR - ss . 

UROPE AN S CL EAR LY RECOGNIZE THAT THE U. S, HAS CHANGED 
AND TH AT WE ARE DE TE RM INEDT O RESTORE OUR ST RE r GT AND 
TO RESIST SOVIET EXPANSIONISM, I THIS ENSE , THE 
PSYC HOLO GICAL CLIMATE HAS IMPROVED, IT REMA I I 
IMPERATIVE~ HOW EVE R, THAT WE WORK ACTIVELY AND 
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******* S~T ******* 
ASSERTIVELY TO COMMUNICATE WH ERE WE ARE uOI 1 G /\NO THAT 
THESE DIRECTIONS SERVE COMMON ALLIED I NTERESTS . 

3. TD SUPPORT THIS EFFORT TO GET OUR MES SAG ACRO SS 
IN EUR OPE, WE HAVE ESTABLISHED A I EW INT ERAGE 1 CY 
COORDI ATI NG MECHANISM . WE ARE BRINGING TOGET HER 
REPRESENT AT I VES FROM STATE , USICA , AD CIA AT LtA ST 
ONCE A MONTH ro: 

REVIEW THE POLITICAL/PSYCHOLOGICAL SITUATi ut • 
IN EUR OPE, INCLU DING SOVIET PROPAGANDA EF FORTS ~ 

-- DEFINE POLICY PRIORITIES FOR THE NEAR -T ERM AND 
TARGET RESOURCES ON THEM; 

-- ENSURE THERE IS ADEQUAT E GUIDANCE ON KEY PULICIES 
FOR STATE , ICA ANO OTHER USG REPRESENTATIVES I I 
EUR PE TO USE IN BACKGROU ND I NG KEY GROUPS I NCL UD I NG 
PRESS, CHURCH, LABOR, BUSINESS AND YDUT; 

-- LOOK FOR NEW WAYS TO CO MMUN ICATE OUR OWN I EAS 
AND TO RESIST THE INROADS OF SOVIET PRnPAGANDA; 

SS SS THE IMPACT OF CO MPLETED A-TIVITIES AD 
COORDI NATE THE SUBSTANCE OF UPCOMING EVE NTS. 

4. OUR FIVE POLICY PRIORITIES FOLLO W. 

FIRST, EAST-WEST RELATIONS . THR OUGH PU BLIC AD 
DIPLO MA IIC CHANNELS WE SHOULD BE AKING MAJ R EFFORTS 
TO BUILD WESTERN CONSENSUS BEHIND THE IE l'I AD Mil'dSTRAT I Cf\l 1 S 
APPR OACH TD EAST -WE ST RELATIO NS. OUR NEA R-T ERA 
OBJECTIVE IS TO HAVE THE NATO MINISTERIAL I N , AY 
DEMONSTRATE SOLIDARITY WITH US. THE MINISTERIAL 
COMMUNIQUE SHOULD BE A USEFUL STATEMENT OF ALLIANCE 
VIEWS ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS. WE ALSO WILL BE PROVIDI~G 
POSTS WITH ADDITIONAL UNCLASSIFIED POINTS TO USE 
IN SETTING FORTH U.S. OVERA LL APPROACH. IT IS I MPOR TA T 
THAT WE CONTINUE TO DEMONSTRATE WESTERN FIRMNESS I 
THE FACE OF PERSISTING SOVIET PRESSURES ON POLA , D, 
OCCUPATION OF AFGHANISTAN AND THER AGGRESSIVE ACTI NS 

SEC ND, TNF. STRENGTHE NIN G ALLIED SUPPORT F R TNF 
MODERNIZATION IS A POLITICAL AND SECURITY I MPERA TIVE. 
THE U.S. IS COMMITTED TO THE TWO-TRACK APPROACH . 
STATE 0 87929 PROVIDES UNCLASSIFIED POINT TO M~KE ON 
nUR POLICY AND STATE 087813 DA TA ON SOVIET FO RCE S. 
CL ARLY WE NEED TO TAILOR OUR MESSAGE ~NU PRO GRAM S 
TO FIT THE CONDITIONS IN SPECIFIC COUNTRIES. 

028173 
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******* S~T ******* 
THIR D, WESTER N DEFENSE EFFORTS. AGAIN THE UPCOM I NG 
NAC AND DPC MI NISTERIALS WI LL PROVIDE PUBLIC ·FOCUS . 
WE WOU LD APPRECIATE POST S VIEWS ON THE KIND OF SP ECIAL 
MATERI~LS WH ICH MIG~T HELP TO GENERATE PUBLIC SUPPORT 
FO R GREATER EUROPEAN DEFENSE EFFORTS. IT WILL TAKE 
TI ME TO GAIN fULL EUR OPEA N SUPP OR T. 

FOURTH, PE RSIAN GULF/MID EAST . WE ARE WOR KI NG ON 
UNCL ASSIFI ED GUIDANCE FD R EURO PEA N POSTS ONT E 
IMPE RATIVE TO STRE NGT HEN PERSIAN GULF SECURITY AND 
TO FORGE WESTERN COOPERATI ON TO THIS END, AS PAK T 
OF A STRATEGY TD DEAL WITH THE GULF AND MI DEAST . 
IN THE MEANTIME , YOU MAY DR AW ON STATE MEN TS MADE BY 
SECRETARY HAIG DURING HIS RE CE NT TRIP TD THE MIDDLE 
EAST AND EUR OPE, AND CONGRE SSIO NA L TESTI MONY BY PM 
DIRECTOR BURT AND DAS CO NSTA BLE - ALL CARRIED IN 
WIRELESS FILE. 

U.ETH, CE NTRAL AMERICA/CA RI BB EAN. WE SHOULD CON TI NUE 
TO USE DIPLOMATIC CHA NN ELS AND THE ACTIVE !CAP OGRAM 
TO STR SS OUR SPECIAL PRI OR ITIES WITH EL SALV ADOR , 
NICARAGUA AND CU BA. SI NCE OUR EL SALVADOR PO LI CY HAS 
DRA WN THE MOST CRITICAL FIRE, WE SHOULD KEEP THE SP OTLIG HT 
ON BO TH Cl) THE SCOPE OF COMMUN IST SUPPORT FDR 
TERRORIS M IN THE AREA AND C2l OUR COMM IT ENT T POL ITI AL 
AN D ECONOMIC RE FOR M AND ELECTIONS. 

WE ALSO NEED PUBLI C A D DIPL D, ATIC FOCUS NA TU RE 
OF OUR OPPO~ENf S. WE CA NNO T ACCEPT A CD FUSI~ I N 
~ATTITU DES WH IC H PROVIDES RA TI ONAL IZATI O S A, D 
ACCO MMODA TIO NS FDR AN AGGRESSIVE TOTALIT ARIA N STATE 
ENGAGED IN THE SUPPRESSI ON OF HUMAN FRE EDOM <THE USSR) 
WHILF APPLYING CRITICISM AND WITHDRA WI NG SOL I DAR ITY 
FR OM A FREE DEMOCRATIC NATION WIT H WH IC H E UR □ PEA 
COUNTRIES AND PE OPLES SHAR E VALUES AND A PI RATIDNS 
CT HE U.S.>. WE MUST CHA NGE PUBLIC ATTITUDE S W41CH 
FIND STATES LIKE CHILE MORE NOXIO LJS THAM CUBA, A JD WY IC H 
PROPOSE THAT WE CONFRONT THE FORMER AND CDOPE ATE ~ITH 
THE LATTER, WE WOU LD PLAC E PARTICULAR EMPHASIS ON THE 
PATT ERN OF TERRORISM AND MI LITARY FORCE BY THE □VIET S 
AN D TH EIR PR OXIES, POINTI NG TO KAMPUCHEA I N 1978, 
AFGHANISTA N I N 1979, EL SALVAD OR I N 1980 A D CC Tlt.UI; G 
SOVI ET PRESSUR E ON POLA ND . 

IN PARTICULAR, WE NEED TD STRESS THA T THE SOVI ET E~PI E 
MUST RESORT TO THE USE OF FOR CE BE CAUS E ITS I EAS 
HAVE LOST WHATEVER POWER THEY MA Y HAVE HA O, A1 D 
BECAUSE IT IS THREATE NED I N FUNDAMENTAL WAYS Y THE 
UNIVERSAL STRIVI NG FOR NATIO NA L I NDE PE NDENCE A. ID 
IN DIVI DU AL LIBERTY. 

028173 
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5. OBVIOUSLY THE NATURE OF OUR P LICIES WILL BE MUS T 
IMPORTANT IN SHAPING EUROPEAN ATTITUDES . WE AR E TAKING 
EUROPEAN ATTITUDES INTO ACCOUNT AS WE DECIDE OUR 
POLICIES, EVEN AS WE SEEK TD SHAPE THOSE ATTIT UDE S 
IN DIRECT I ONS WE WANT. 

WE A SD ARE CONSCIOUS OF THE NEED TD C □ M UNICATE 
CLEARLY THAT OU R INDIVIDUAL POLICIES ARE PR OCEED ING 
FR OM A SOUND AND CONSISTENT STRATEGY. OV ER THE EXT 
FEW WEEKS AND MONTHS THERE WILL BE A NUMBER OF MA J OR 
SPEECH ES SETTING FORTH OUR OVERALL APPR OA CH. POSTS 
SHOULD USE THEM IN INTENSIVE EFFORTS T CO NVEY OUR 
STRATEGY, 

6. WE WILL WE LCOME Y UR SUGGESTIONS AT ALL STAGES 
OF THIS EFFORT. WE SOLICIT YOUR VIEWS ON A CJ NTINUI NG 
BASIS ON THE MOOD IN EUROPE , ON THE QU ALITY □ FOUR 
EFFORTS, AND N SPECIAL MATERIALS FOR WHI CH YOU PER- EIVE 
A NEED. SUGGEST! NS FRO M THE FIELD BASED ON YOU R 
FIRST- AND KNOW LEDGE ARE VITAL IF OUR COL LECTI VE EFF OR TS 
ARE TD BE FRUITFUL. FOR OIJR PART , WE WILL TRY TO PR OVIDE 
THE POLICY GUIDA NCE AND SUPP OR T TO DO TH J OB . WED 
NOT EXPECT THE TASK TO BE ACCOMPL-ISHED QUICKLY OR 
EASILY BUT WE DO INTEND TO BEGIN NOW TO BRI NG NEW VIGOR 
TO OUR EFFORTS. 
HAIG 
BT 
#8311 

N N 
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FM MBA5-SY LOTION 

TO SECSTAT E WASHOC PRI ORIT Y 5573 

DJ] 

I NFO NA TO COLLECTIVE USI CA WASHDC 
BT 

UNCLAS SEC TI ON 01 OF 02 LONDON 07879 

STA TE FOR EAG LEBURGER AND BU RT; DEFENSE FOR IKLE AND PER LE 

E.O. 12 065 : N/A 
TAGS: UK, NATO, PAR M, MPOL , MN UC 
SUBJECT: SRAPI~G PUBLIC OPINION! HMG FIGHTS BACK AG INS T 
T~E CAMPAIGN FOR ~UCCEAR ~ ISARMAMENT <CNO> 

REFS : A. LONDON 7726 <NOTA L> , B. STATE 98 31 1 

1. WE BELI EVE MOD DEPUTY UNDE R SECRETAR Y QUINLAN'S MANY 
U.S. COLLEAGUES WILL fNJOY THE FO LLOWING APR 24 TI .ES 
AR TICLE ABOUT HIS STERLING EXPLAN ATION OF NUCLEAR 
DETERRE NCE THAT APPEAR ED IN TH I S YEAR ' S WHITE PAPER <REF A). 

2. TH E TI MES ARTICL E, EN TITLED "THf MI NI STRY F IG HT S BACK: 

ACTI O USOP C1 5 ) <M> 
INF O US ORE <3 > DJS (* ) SJCS ( l ) J 3 ( 5 ) SAGA <l > J5 ( 2 ) C3S C5 ) 

USRMC LO(l ) EC DE F :< • > SECOEFC7 > ARPA ( l ) 
USDPCl > ASD:~R~L<2 > USDRE C3) AS O! PA(l) GC ( l ) 
ASD!PA&E( l } ATSO:AE ( l) 

+CSA JASHINGTO~ DC 
+C NO WASHI~&TOh DC 
+CSA F WASH I GTO DC 
+A NMCC 
+ C~ C CC WASH ! GTO CC 

TOTAL COP I ES RE QUIRED 70 
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D[P .4RH1Etll°T OF DEFENSE 
JOINT C~IE~S LJF S~4FF MESSAGE CENTER 

~· H 1 n P 1'\P [ ~ h E P L 't 1 o T H f c N u , 1• r r r 1-: r u Fi I o u r To u s Pc Tr.: R 
HENNLSSY FOLLOWS: 

lH[ MINISTRY OF DU--ENS[ (SfAFF 231,400 ANNUAL 
EXPEl\:OlTi.lRE l2i,l74 MILLION POUNDS} DEVOTED A SPECIAL 
SECT ION OF I1 S DEF ENCE W HI n- PA Pf H ro CO MB AT! NG DI REC TL Y 
THE ARGUMlNTS IN FAVOR OF A NUCLf~R-fREE BRITAIN ADVANCED 
BY THE CArPAIG~ FOR NUCLfAR DISARMA~ENT (MEMBERSHIP 
17,000 AND RISI~G AT A RJT[ or 400 A WEEK, ANNUAL BUDGE! 
100,000 POUNDS>~ 

~R JOHN NOTT, SECRETARY CF SlAT[ FOR DE FENSE, STRONGLY 
RECO!-'MENDED WHAT HE CALLEC THF WHI ff PAPfR 9 S "N UCLEAR 
ESSAY", THOUGH HE AO~!TT[D Af A W~ITEHALL PRESS CONFERENCE 
THAT HE HAD NOT WRITTEN lT. 

THE MINISTER ~AS CONCERNED TO REASSURE " YOU NG PEOPLE 
NATURALLY WORR IE D ABOUT THE DARKENING SCENE" THAT A 
NUCLEAR-ARMED BRITAI~ COULD HELP TO PREVENT WA R. 'ARE 
WE REALLY GETTI NG OUR MESSAGE ACROSS -- THE ~E SSAGE OF 
CETERRENCE?tt MR. NOTT WONDERED 

IN A CURIOUS ~A Y THE NUCL[AR WEAPONS DERATE IN BRITAIN 
IS TURNING INTO A OlALOGUf BlTW£Eh TO PLEASAN T, FLUE~T 
ROMAN CATHOLIC INTELLLCTUALS, MGR. PRUCE KENT, GENERAL 
SECRETARY OF THE CAMPAIGN FOR MUCLEAR DISARMAMENT, AND 
MR. MICbA[L QUINLAN, CEPUTV $ECRETARY (POLIC Y ANr PROGRAMS>, 
THE Ml~ISTRY'S RESIOE~T DlTERRENCf T~~GRIST ANO AUTHOR 
OF TH[ WHilE PAPER ESSAY WHICH IS OFFICIALLY ENTI TLED 
" NUCL[AR WEAPONS ANO PkEVENTI~G WAR." 

THE THEME OF ~~~-~--• TT[~ IS 
I S--.f ,-LJ,__..-.J~ 0 N H :I.E 

LEAD SU ~lrt:::;;;:-~H. M[N"TS ~ AT 
FD OF ,_.....,,.__ ~TEO AT 

HJRG SAKI" MUTUAL 
DETER . __ ETWEEN WEST D TO KE EP THE 
PE AC E I R.O S1 N C [ 1 • HE ': A LE OF 

D 
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DEPARTMfNT OF DEFENSE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF MESSAGE CENTER 

THAT HORR OR MAKES IT ALL THE MOR E NEC ESSARY THAT 
REVULSION BE PARTNERED BY CL EA R THINKING. IF IT IS NOT, 
WE MAY FIND OURSELVES HAVING TO LEARN AGAIN, IN THE 
APPALLING SCHOOL OF PRACTICAL EXPERIE NCE, THAT 
ABHORRENCE OF WAR IS NO SUBSTITUTE FOR REALISTIC PLANS 
TO PREVENT IT. 

"PLANNING DETERRE NCE MEA NS THINKI NG THROUGH THE POS
SIBLE REASONING OF AN ADVERSARY AND THE WAY IN WHICH 
ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION MIGHT APPEAR TO HIM IN 
ADVANCE • • • IN ESSENCE WE SEEK TO ENSURE THAT, 
WHATEVER MILITARY AGGRESSION OR POLITICAL BULLYING A 
FUTURE SOVIET LEADER MIGHT CO~ TEMPLATE, HE COULD NOT 
FORESEE ANY LIKELY SITUATION IN WHICH THE WEST WOULD 
BE LEFT WITH NO REALISTIC ALTERNATIVE TO SURRENDER. 

"NO SAFER SYSTEM THAN DETERRENCE IS YET IN VIEW, AND 
IMPATIENCE WOULD BE A CATASTROPHIC GUIDE IN THE SEARCH. 
TO TEAR DOWN THE PRESENT STRUCTURE, IMPERFECT BUT 
EFFECTIVE, BEFORE A BETTER ONE IS FIRMLY WITHIN OUR 
.GRASP WOULD BE AN IMMENSELY DANGEROUS AND IRRESPONSIBLE 
ACT. II 

EVEN IF NUCLEiR WEAPONS WERE STRIPPED FROM BRITISH 
SOIL, MR. QUINLAN CO NCLUDfS, THE NATION'S GEOGRAPHICAL 
POSITION, CRUCIAL FOR NATO, MEANS IT YOULD STILL BE A 
TARGET FOR THE SOVIET UNION IN TIME OF WAR. TRE 
CHOIC OF 11 R[g Q DEA D" W_AS GUS. 

READI NG MR. QUINLAN'S ES SA Y AT CNO'S HEADQUARTERS 
I N FINSBURY PAR K, NORTH LON 00 N, THIS WE EK, MGR. KENT 
FOUND IT FLATT ER I NG F0R THE CAM PAI GN TO RE THE OBJECT 
OF SUCH AN EXERCISE . HL FOUND IT AN I NADEQ UAT E RESPONSE 
TO AR GUME~TS FOR DISARMA~f~ T, HOWE VfR, AS IT OFFERED 
BT 
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PTT UZYUW RUEH LDA7879 1181107 
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F~ A~E~BASSY LONDON 

TO SECSTATE WASHDC PRIORITY 5574 

I~FO NAT O COLLECTIVE 
3T 

J~C LAS SECTION 02 OF 02 LONDON 07879 

I\JD HOPE. 

SEC OEF WAS~JC PRIORITY 

USICA WASYDC 

~GR. KENT FOUND IT EXTRAORDINARY THAT MR. QUINLAN'S 
ESSAY CONTAINED NO MENTION OF THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL 
S~SSIOI\J ON DISARMAMENT OF 1978, OR OF ALTERNATIVE 
DEFENSE SYSTE MS SUCH AS CIVIL RESISTA,NCE OR ECONOMIC 
3LOCKAJE. HE AGREED THAT A NUCLEAR-FREE BRITAIN 
WOULD STILL BE A TARGET AS LONG AS THE COUNTRY REMAINED 
A MEMBER OF NATO ; BOT C~ J WAS SEEKINJ A JISSOLUTION 
OF -OTA ~A TO AND THE WARSAW PACT. 

MGR . KENT IS KEEN TO DEBATE THE ~U CLEAR ISSUE PU3LICLY 
WIT H MR. NOTT . HOWE VER, MR. NOTT HAS DECLINED THE 
I~VITATIO ~ , EXPLAIN I NG IN A LETTER: "I DO NOT••• 
T -I AT PU 3 LI C UNDER ST A~ DING WOULD BE GE.NU I N ELY ADVANCED 

ACTI O~ US]P C15) <I,~> 
I~FO DJS<•> SJC S <l> J3 (5) SAGA(l) J5(2) C3SC5> USR~ :L O<l) 

.JSC<5 > SEC~EF:C•> SECDEF<7> ARPl\ (1) USJP C1 5 ) 
ASJ : ~~ALC2) USDRE<3 ) ASD :PA <l> GC ( l ) ASD : 0 A&EC1) 
ATSJ : ~E Cl> 

+cs:.. .J4S.;I GTO . JC 
+CD J ASYI,GTO\ JC 
+CSAF ~AS HI I\J 3T O u: 
+A'\J .., CC 
+C~C CC WASHI ~GTO N DC 
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)~PARTME ~T OF DEFEN SE 
JOINT :HIEFS OF STAF~ MESS AGE C~NTER 

8Y CO~FRJ~TATIONS BETWEE~ INDIVIDUALS ~HOSE RESPONSI-
3ILITIES ANO VIEwPOINTS JIFFE~ AS WIJELY. 

CIVIL SER VIC E RULES PREVENT MR. QUINLA N FR OM DEBATING 
DIRECTLY WITH MG R. KENT, EVEN IF HE SO WIS HED •• COULD 
T1E qJLES BE WA I VED , THE RESULT WOULD BE FASCI NATING. 
~R. QUINLAN GRE ATLY I MPRESSED HI~ FELLOW GUEST S AT 
A LAMBETH PA LACE DINNER LAST YEAR ARRANGED BY THE ARCH
BISHOP OF CA ~TERBURY , DR. ROBERT RUNCIE, WITH HIS 
C,RISTIAN• S DEFENSE OF NUCLEAR WEAPO~Sc 

~R. QUINLAN AND MGR. KENT DO MEET, HOWE VER, UNDER THE 
AuSPICES OF THE CHRISTIAN CONFERE NCE ON APPROACHES TO 
JISAR~A~ENT. ANOTHER ATTENDER I S T~E AN3LICA~, SIR 
A~THJR HOCKADAY, SECOND ~ERMANENT SECRETARY TO T,E 
~INISTRY OF JEFENSE , ANOTHER SEASONED DETER RENCE 
THEORIST, WHO OCCUPIED MR. QUINLAN'S SEAT AS HEAD OF WHAT 
T,E WHITEHALL GHOULS CALL THE "HOLOCAUST DE SK" BETWEE~ 
1973 AND 1976. END TEXT. 

l 
&Kn'- ~ ~~,...,.,~s ~ 

INTER ALIA , IT EMPHASIZES THAT AN ISSUE -- I N THIS CASE 
T ➔ E REVIVA L OF CND -- Jo:::s NOT HAVE TO co~ ~AN O ~AJORITY 
SJPPORT IN ORDER TO HAVE A MAJOR POLITICAL IM PACT 
A~D ADVOCA TES TH 4T r Y SU~ A~ OF PREVENT ING · 
---~"- T D~ IFT IS TO D~F T T1 tl A1 RAL ISTS O THE 

" o.:- T. • RruMg NT. T "ii :TES T>=!I-S I \JK ;;AIT-S-K:::LL 
JJJ Tl~ J Y Y~ ~RS AGO WHl::IJ UNl t AT~ RALISM 3E CAME THE 
F 1CA-L O N T F .o R THE Bi\ 0 A ) D I S-C O #T E N TS- 0 F T HE LE F T • 

4. CO~ CLUD I~ G PARAG RAPHS , WHIC H FOLLOW , UNDERL INE 
S~I TY' S VIE W OF " MR . FOOT•S DOUBLE-THINK" : 

THE POLITICAL · OPPORTUN I TY CO~ES FROM THE NEED OF 
LA90R LE AJ ER SH I P TO FI GHT AND WIN A JRAMA TIC BA TTLE 
WIT H T1 E LEF T. THAT WAS HOW HUGY GAITSK~L L ES TABLIS~ED 
YIS ASC EN J ANCY I N THE PAqT Y AND HIS qEPUTA TION IN THE 
C0UNTR Y. AL L THE SI SNS AqE, HOWEVER, THAT THE PRESENT 
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DEPARTME\JT OF DEFENSE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF MESSAGE CENTER 

Ll\30q LEl\9-ER s-t::i.c: re U GET ' ISS U so FA 
AS P-OSSIBC-• ~AY S:EM T~ NATUR A~ COORS E FO , MR. 
F :)01 S A U "I I Li TE q AL I i EA DI 'JG A P qr Y THAT VOTE ;J AT ITS 
Ll\ST ANNUAL CO~F R NC J ST AY IN NA10 T TO HAV A 
o-:: C E N C E p L I C y TH A T tro tJ I: D H AR D L y B E C,O M p A T Iol E: wl Hi 
~~ g~ SIP - ESPECIALLY AS HE HAS TO MANAGE A MULTILATER
ALIST SYA DOW CABI~ET AND TO KEEP THE CONFIDENCE OF A 
DIVIDED PARLIA MENTARY PARTY WITH A MULTILATERALIST MAJORITY. 

Y-~ ~LL EXPERI Ele::E US::.G ~STS T~AT LEADERS WnO RESPO~D 
TO GREAT ISSUES SIMPLY BY TRYING TO ~OLD THEIR PARTI~S 
TOGCTRER SUCCEED EITHER I UNITING THEIR PARTIES NOR IN 
!~PRESSING THE COUNTRY. STREATOR 
BT 
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MEMORANDUM 
;,. 

INFORMATION 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

OtCLASS\ritD 
$e<:.3A(b),E.0.12958,asrun

1
anded11:-i 

IAJtJM. H~ Guide\!flei, S~ ,,-wu 2 
~'!~~.,:.-,.~ ; { ... I -DATE 5;:t, · 
1).1 ~ , 

May 5, 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR RICHARD V. ALLEN 
' /, 

FROM: WILLIAM L. STEARMAN .~. 

SUBJECT: European Correspondents in Washington 

My weekly report of May 1 mentioned my suggestion (at the 
ICCUSA meeting) that we make more use of local European 
correspondents in getting our message across to Europe. 
You noted your agreement and asked if we could do some
thing. The following are some suggestions which I believe 
rate NSC or Cabinet-level discussion: 

Senior officials, including Cabinet members, 
should periodically meet with the group of select 
correspondents (representing Europe's most prestigious 
papers) now headed by Jan Reiffenberg (whom you know). 
This is a discreet and serious group which really merits 
more attention than it's been getting from this Administration. 

There should be more State and DOD briefings of 
European correspondents -- in fact of all friendly or 
potentially friendly foreign correspondents. 

State should occasionally host receptions for 
foreign correspondents at which relatively senior us 
officials would be present. 

All foreign correspondents should be on the 
mailing lists of various Government agencies for special 
materials useful in promoting a more thorough coverage 
of events and developments in this country. 

In general, we should increase the awareness of all 
Government agencies to the importance of keeping the 
foreign press not only properly informed, but also properly 
stroked. A number of foreign correspondents in this town 
do almost nothing but sit at home and clip the Washington Post lj,§;? 
and New York Times for their pieces. We should try to pull .....v
them out of their isolation and keep them generally better 

on May 5, 1987 



,. 2 

informed. There will be those whom we can't influence, 
no matter what, but where we succeed, we will be more 
effective than our overseas information programs (which 
cost a lot more). 

cc: Carnes Lord 

~ t,.,_;u.__ 
, ' ~ ~ , ) 

CONFID~ AL 
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USICA 

USICA FOR PGM/FII, EU, PGM/RC; SECSTATE FOR GEHRON; 

E.O •. 12065: N/A 
SUBJECT : NATO MULTI-NATIONAL JOURNALISTS TOUR -

EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS 

REF: USICA 20237 

SUMMARY: THERE ARE A NUMBER OF INDICATIONS THE TOUR HAO 
POSITIVE IMPACT. ONE \/AV OF MEASURING EFFECTIVENESS IS 

TO COMPARE FOUR RECENT ARTICLES 1/R I mu BY ONE OF THE 
THREE GERMAN PART IC I PAtjTS SI EGESMUNP VCllLJ.1..ill!AIN OF 
THE STUTTGARTER ZE I TUNG - T\10 PR I OR TO HIS TR IP ANO Tl/0 
\/HILE HE \/AS IN WASHINGTON . -THE "BEFORE" ANO "AFTER" 

INDICATES VON ILSEHANN RETURNED HOH£ 111TH A l!'ETTER 
UtlDERSTAtlD I NG OF AMER I CA ' s POL IC I ES Atrn PROBL rl1s. ENO 

SUMMARY . 
I. IN APRIL \0, ARTICLE, "STRIFE AMONG PARTNERS." 
VON ILSEMANN REPORTS ON THE NATO NUCLEAR PLANNING GROUP 
MEETING IN BONN, NOTING " THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE NPG 
ITSELF IS A HISTORY OF CONFLICTING INTERESTS 1/ITHIN THE 
ALLIANCE." HE CONTINUES, "AMERICA, HUMBLED IN VIETNAM 
AND ALSO IN IRAN, IS NOii AL SO AFRAID OF LOSING ITS 
EARLIER SUPERIORITY IN TIIE MILITARY SPHERE." VON 
ILSEMANN REFERS TO THE "THREAT OF 'SPLENDID ISOLATION' " 
DEPICTED BY SOME AMERICAN POLITICIANS, AND THEN HE 
COUNTERS IT: "INDEED 1/E NEED THE USA BUT IT IS ALSO TRUE 
THAT 1/ASHINGTON IS DEPENDENT ON ITS PARTNERS • • " 

2. IN ARTICLE APRIL 22, "THE mm OF DETERREtlCE" -- I.E. 
BEFORE DEPARTURE FOR U.S . -- VON IL SEMANN CONTINUES TO 
I/RITE ABOUT THE "FAILURE OF DETERRENCE AS A POL ITICAl 
PRINCIPLE." IN EVALUATING THE RELATIONS BETIIEEN EAST 
AND \/EST , HE SAYS " THE SYSTEM OF INSTITUTIONAL I ZED 
MISTRUST " DOES NOT OFFER ANY POLITICAL ADVANTAGE. FOR 
EUROPEANS, HE ADDS, THE CREDIBILITY GAP IGLAUB\IUERDIG
KEITSLUECKEI MAY BE A BIGGER PROBLEM THAN THE ARHAMEtlTS 
GAP. HE CONCLUDES THAT IT COULD GET TO A POINT I/HERE 
CITIZENS LOSE INTEREST IN MILITARY SECURITY BECAUSE OF 
THE HIGH COST OF HARDI/ARE INVOLVED. 

3. ON APRIL 25, -- DURING HIS 1/ASHINGTOtl STAY 
STUTTGARTER ZE I TUNG PUBLI SHED Tl/0 REPORTS BY VON IL SEHANtl : 
ONE, "AMERICA COURT S THE EUROPEANS" FOCUSES ON THE 
SUBSTANCE OF BRIEFINGS 111TH HAIG, 1/EINBERGER, AUD ALLEN . 
ALL THREE, HE I/RITES, "EMPHASIZED AMERICA'S ' HO!lEST 
INTEREST' IN ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS 1/ITH THE USSR. 
THEY ALSO EMPHASIZED THE SIGNIFICANCE OF CLOSE COtlSULTA
TION 111TH THE EUROPEAN ALLIES .. . REJECTING ASSERTIONS THAT 
THE U. S. SEEKS SUPERJORITY, 1/EINBERGER SAID, ' \IE \/ANT TO 
BE STRONG ENOUGH TO DETER ANY ATTACK. ' " 

BONN 09063 061632Z 

(BREMSER EUROPA) OPEtlS Ill TH THESE I/OROS: "EUROPE CAil BE 
SATISFIED 1/ITH THE CONCLUSION ORAIIN BY THE REAGAN ADMIN
ISTRATION AFTER ITS SIGNIFICANT FIRST HUNDRED DAYS IN 

OFF ICE." LATER HE STATES, "THERE IS AGREEMENT NOii IN 
1/ASHINGTON ON MATTERS OF PARTICULAR SIGNIFICANCE FOR 
EUROPE . " HE POINTS TO ' MISTRUST " NEGATIVELY COLORltlG 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETI/EEU THE SUPERPOIIERS AND NOTES THAT 
EUROPE CAN PLAY A ROLE THROUGH ITS "MODERATING INFLUENCE' 
ON FOREIGN POLICY. HIS "HOPEFUL COtJCLUSION" IS .THAT 
"AMERICA HAS BEEN Al/ARE OF ANO HAS REACTED TO EUROPEAN 
OBJECTIONS" DURIN<i THE FIRST HUNDRED DAYS OF THE NEIi 

AOMI NI STRATI ON. 

4. COMMEtH: 1/H ILE ONE SI/AL LOIi DOES NOT A SUMMER MAKE, 
ESPECIALLY ALO!lG THE RHINE, VON ILSEMANN'S CASE TENDS TO 
PROVE A NUMBER OF HYPOTHESES : THAT A QUALi FI ED JOURNAL I ST 
I/HEN PRESENTED 111TH FACTS AND REASON ARGUMEN 11 

I L REFLECT THESE IN HIS REPORTING, THAT THE TIME AND 
fNERGY SPENT BY HIGH LEVEL USG OFFICIALS IN EXPLAINIHG 
ADMINISTRATION POLICIES ARE APPRECIATED AND THE EFFECT 
OtTHIS EFFORT MEASURABLE IN TERMS OF POSITIVE RE SOTTS, 
AND THAT INlli)J.GENII Y JHOIIGHI OUT ANO \/ELL ORGANIZED 
TOURS LIKE THIS ONE ARE IIORTH THE MONEY AND EFFDBT. 
KUlmS TO ALL I/HO OBVIOUSLY IIORKED HARO JO MAKE TH IS A 
SUCCESSFUL COHMIIN I C'T I ON EFFORT. -
5. 1/E I/ILL I/RAP UP 111TH DETAILS ON THE REACTION ANO 
REPORTING OF ALL THREE GERMAN PARTICIPANTS IN A SEPARATE 
FM. THEIR REPORTS TO THEIR RESPECTIVE PUBLICATIOtlS I/ERE 
SENT IN OUR DAILY MEDIA REACTION REPORTS. TUCH 

THE OTHER, A COMMENTARY ENTITLED, "THE EUROPEAN BRAKEMff NC LAS s I F I ED 
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INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

NATI 
2 5 l~-:11 

l 1·1..1 ·-

May 8, 1981 

LEN~ 

ImU 
Interagency Group Meeting: "Shaping European 
Attitudes," Thursday, May 7 

This IG is a State initiative to coordinate the efforts of 
State, ICA, DOD, and CIA in influencing public elite opinion 
in Europe. This meeting was co-chaired by Mark Palmer, 
DAS/EUR at State and Terry Catherman, EUR Director at ICA. (U) 

DOD provided three packages of unclassified material on the 
Soviet military buildup in Europe for use by posts in Europe. 
Although the materials were neither comprehensive nor in 
smooth and glossy form, at least they provide materials which 
ICA can use. Embassies in Europe have been crying for 
authoritative unclassified information to use with press, in 
speeches and meetings. There was a short discussion of the 
importance of obtaining an unclassified picture of an SS-20. 
DOD representatives seemed to think it would be impossible 
for source security reasons. I ventured that it was a policy 
decision, not a technical decision. We could use imagery from 
an older satellite to obtain a picture of an SS-20 site. As 
Adlai Stevenson proved at the UN in 1962, such a picture can 
be valuable. The DOD rep will raise the issue. (C) 

The IG turned to European efforts to publicize the Soviet 
threat. State is initiating an effort through NATO requesting 
allied governments to take more of an active role here. Once 
again, the declassification problem is important. Once we have 
information at the unclas level, we can feed it to other NATO 
countries for them to use. (C) 

The IG next discussed seminars and conferences in Europe and 
the plans for US representation. It was quickly . clear that 
there is no central coordination of US officials' participation 
at these functions. For example, ICA was unaware of the I 
Strasbourg conference and Alpbach seminar61.. to which you have ✓ ~ k 
b een invit e d. ICA o ffered to serv e a s a clearing h o u se o n /~ / 
all West European conferences and seminars. This looks like I 
promising way to avoid overlap and duplication of effort. (U } 

The final topic for discussion was public articulation of 
Administration arms control policy. ICA reps noted this as 

Review on May 8, 1987 
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one area in which they have many questions and few answers. 
All participants agreed that although the Administration was 
not ready to discuss specific arms control policies, it was 
in a position to lay out an approach to arms control. State 
reps undertook to identify a suitable occasion for such a / 
statement. (C) / 

cc: Pipes 
Dobriansky 
Stearman 
Schweitzer 
Kraemer 
Lord 
Bailey 
Lilley 

CO~L 
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UNCLASSIFIED 
Departnient of State 

INCOMINGj) 
TELEGRAM 

PAGE 01 
ACTION EUR·l2 

LONDON 08832 1216421 ll076 

IUFO OCT·lll AOS·0'0 INR·HJ SS·l5 CIAE·ll0 E6 ·08 ICA· IS 

OOOE·llll H·OI 10·15 ·~ ARA· 16 NSAE·OO HA·ll6 

L ·03 CSCE ·04 TRSE · 00' PfHJ9 PA·02 SIL·lll ACDA-12 

SP·0'2 SPRS-02 /139 II 
----------- - ------277075 1216461 /51 

P 1216382 MAY 81 
Fil AMEMBASSY LOIIDOtl 
TO SE CST ATE \IASIIOC PR I OR ITV 6072 
INFO NATO COLLECTIVE 
AMEMBASSV SAN SAL VAOOR 
At1EMBASSY \IARSA\I 
USMISSION USUN NEIi YORK 

UNCLAS LONDON 08832 

REF: LONDON 8790 

E. 0. 12865: N/A 
TAGS: II AT O ES XA 
SUBJECT: OEIJIS HEALEY DEFENDS NATO 'S 
DETERRENCE STRATEGY 

1. LAl!!l[S FOREIGN AFFAIRS SPOKESMAli OEHIS HEALEY, .JlLA 
MAJOR PARL I AMENT ARY STATEMENT ON MAY 71 CAME OUT STB.OMGL Y 
IN FAVOR OF NATO' S DETERRENCE STRATEGY; SUPPORTED THE 
lltS IERN POSIIIU D CRITICI~ POLI CY ON 
EL SAL~OR AMP SOUTHERli AFR I CA. 

HIGHLI GHTS OF HIS COMMENTS: 

- - NATO AND OETERWlCE: EUROPE HAS ENJOYED, ANO 
STILL ENJOYS, 35 YE ARS OF UNINTERRUPTED PEACE, THANKS TO 
THE EXISTENCE OF iHE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORG ANISAT I ON, 
\/HIGH .. . IS OVER\/HELMINGLY SUPPORTE D BY THE LABOUR PART Y •• • 
TH~ LABOUR PARTY ALSO SUP PORTS THE NATO STRATEGYJF 
DETERWICE. \IE MUST ACCEPT TH AT THE POL IT I CAL TE NS IONS 
nltUROPE SINCE 1945 HAVE BEEN SUCH AS 1/0ULO, AT ANY 
OTHER PERIOD IN 1/0RLO HISTORY, CERTAINL Y HAVE LED TO \/AR. 

- - ARMS CONTROL : IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR TH IS COUNTRY , 
OR ANY COUNTRY , TO CONTINUE TO MA INTAIN ITS SE CURITY AT 
AN ACCEPTABLE COST IF THE ARMS RACE CONT I NUES. TIIEREFORE, 
EFFECTIVE INITIATIVES TO CONTROL AND REVERSE THE ARMS RACE 
MUST BE AN INDISPENSABLE ELEMENT rti ANY GOVERNMENT ' S 
POL I CY . 

•• POLAND: THE CRIS IS IN POLAND STILL LOOMS ••• IF THE 
SOVIET UN I ON \/ERE TO I NTERVENE BY FORCE \IE SHOULD HAVE TO 
SAY GOODBYE TO ANY HOPE OF OETENTE FOR A LOHG TIME. BUT 
WHATEVER HAPPENS IN POLAND IS UNLIKEL Y TO LEAD TO \/AR ... 
\IE HAVE A STRONG INTEREST IN GIVING ECONOHIC flEL P TO 
POLAND • 

. •• EL SALVADOR : THE OPP OSITION BELIEVE THAT THE 
UNITED STATES MUST FORTHWITH CEASE GIVING tllLITARY AID 
TO THE JUNTA IN EL SALVADOR. WE KNOii FROM TOO MANY PAIN-
FUL REPORTS THAT THE AI D IS USED ONLY TO MASSACRE THE 
INNOCENT ... ! HOPE THAT THE RI GHT HON. GENTLEMAN \llll AL SO 
MENTI ON TO TH E AMER I CAN ADM I NISTRATION THAT THEY nusT PUT 
AN ENO TO TH E TRAINING OF TERRORISTS FOR THE DEATH SQUADS 
IN FLOR IDA. 

•• SOUTHERtl AFR I CA: TH E VETO CAST BY THE GOVERNMENT, 
ALONG WITH TH E FREIICH AND UNI TED STATES GOVERNMENTS, ON 
SAIIC TIONS AGAINS T SOUTH AFRICA HAS BEEN A TRAGIC DI S
ASTER ••• I HOPE ••• TH AT THE STATE MENT BY MR. CHESTER CROCKE R 
WHEN HE \/AS IN AFR ICA, TH AT RES OLUTION 235 \IAS DEAD IN 
TH E \/ATER, I S UNTRUE AN D DOES NOT RE PRESENT AMERICAN 

LONOOH 08832 121642Z 

POL I CY . 

-- ANGOLA: I HOPE THAT THE LORD PRIVY SEAL CAN 
PER SUADE THE UNITED STATES ADMINISThAT ION TH AT IF THEY 
\IAIH TO GET CUBAN TROOPS OUT OF AN GOLA, AS \IE ALL MUST, 
THE 1/AY TO 00 TH AT I S TO OBT AIN INDEPENDEN CE FOR IIAHIBIA. 
IF THE AMERICAN ADMINISTRATION \IERE TO SUPPORT THE FORCES 
OF MR . SAVIMBE IN NAMI BIA, THAT \IOULD GUARANTEE THE PER
MANENT PRESENCE AND RE I NFORCEMnn OF CUBAN TROOPS IN 

ANGOLA. 

2. THE FULL TEXT OF HEALEY'S REMARKS I S BE ING POUCHED 
TO EUR/tlE. STREATOR 

UNCL ASSIFIE D 
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ACTION EUR-12 

BONN 09537 1314112 5360 

INFO · ocT-01 ADS-00 INR-10 SS-15 CIAE-00 DODE-00 H-01 
NSC-05 
ACDA-12 

NSAE-00 L-03 .CSCE-04 TRSE-00 PM-09 PA-02 
SP-02 SPRS-02 /078 W 

------------------326463 1316032 /52 
R 1314082 MAY 81 
FM AMEMBASSY BONN 
TO USICA WASHDC 
USINFO WASHDC 
INFO SECSTATE WASHDC 7141 
USMISSION USNATO 
AMCONSUL HAMBURG 
AMCONSUL STUTTGART 

UNCLAS BONN 09537 

USICA 

USICA FOR PGM/ FW, EU, PGM/ RC; SECSTATE FOR GEHRON 

E. 0. t2065 : N/ A 
SUBJECT : NATO MULTI - NATIONAL JOURNALISTS TOUR 

REFS: BONN 9063, USNATO 2885 

1. AFTER PERSONAL DISCUSSIONS WITH 
0

THE THREE FRG 
JOURNALISTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE RECENT MULTI - NATIONAL 
JOURNALIST TOUR AND ON THE BASIS OF ARTICLES WRITTEN 
FOR THEIR NEWSPAPERS, WE COME TO THE CONCLUSION THAT 
THE SEVEN- DAY YISI T EMELY SUCCESSFUL . 

2. SIEGESMUND VON ILSEMANN, " STUTTGARTER ZEITUNG;" 
GUENTHER MAC K, "DEUTSCHES ALLGEMEINES SONNTAGSBLATT;" 
AND RUEDIGER MONIAC , "DIE WELT , " PROVIDED HOME EDITIONS 
WITH DETAILED EDITORIALS , COMMENTARIES , AND STRAIGHT 
NEWS STORIES BASED ON BRIEFINGS HELD IN WASHINGTON AND 
SACLANT. 

3. IN A MAY 10 ARTICLE , MACK WROTE: "ALL BRIEFERS 
EMPHASIZED THAT THE PRESIDENT AND HIS SECRETARIES SHARE 
THE BASIC CONVICTION THAT THE SOVIET CHALLENGE TO THE 
U.S. IS SERIOUS , AND CONSIDER ABLE FINANCIAL EFFORTS WILL 
BE MADE TO GI VE A CLE AR RESPON S E. " HE WENT ON TO SAY " . .. 
THE IMPRESSION TH AT THE U. S . IS INTERESTED EXCLUSIVELY 
IN ARMS BUILDUP IS WRONG . . . THE U. S . ADHERES TO THE TWO
PRONGED NATO DECISION ON THE BASIS OF WHICH ARMS MODERNI 
ZATION IS TO BE ACCOMPANIED BY AN OFFER FOR NEGOTIATIONS 
WITH THE SOVIETS ... " 

4. MONIAC HAD TWO ARTICLES IN THE APRIL 25 EDITION OF 
"DIE WELT" INCLUDING A FRONT PAGE REPORT QUOTING 
SECRETARY HAIG AS SAYING THAT THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION 
BELIEVES ... "IF WE APPEAL TO THE EUROPEANS FOR MORE 
SACRIFICES FOR DEFENSE, WE MUST INDICATE TO THEM THAT WE 
ARE DOING EVERYTHING FOR PROGRESS IN THE FIELD OF ARMS 
CONTROL AND ARMS LIMITATIONS." 

5. VON ILSEMANN WROTE FOUR ARTICLES' -- TWO BEFORE THE 
VISIT TO THE U.S. AND TWO LATER . AS REPORTED IN REFTEL, 
HE RETURNED HOME WITH A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF AMERICA'S 
POLICIES AND PROBLEMS . 

6. MACK SUMMARIZED THE PERSONAL IMPRESSIONS OF THE GERMAN 
JOURNALI S TS SA YING THEY LI KED THE IDEA OF "MIXING SEVERAL 
EUROPEAN NATIONS" ON THE TOUR IN ORDER TO GET A MORE 
COMPREHENSIVE VIEW OF NATO ACTIVITIES., PLANS, AND PROBLEMS . 
THEY WERE ALSO IMPRESSED WITH THE ARRAY OF HIGH-LEVEL 
BRIEFERS WHO SPOKE CANDIDLY OF PROBLEMS FACING THE U. S . 
AND THE ALLIANCE. TUCH 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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International 
Commt,nication 
Agency 
United States of America 

VVashington, D. C. 20547 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Working Group Participants 

State/EUR 

USICA/EU 

- Mr. Palmer~ 

Richard J. Gilbert 

Inter-Agency Working Group on 
Public Affairs in Europe 

With the agreement of Mark Palmer and Terry Catherman, 
I have volunteered to take on the job of secretary and 
coordinator for the public affairs working group. I'll 
assume the role on June 8 after returning from a trip 
to Europe in connection with our European PAO Conference 
in West Berlin. For your information, my office at 
USICA is in Room 827 at 1750 Pennsylvania Ave. and the 
telephone is 724-9205. 

I'll be circularizing various materials which pertain 
to the public affairs environment in Europe (see the 
attached report on the media coverage generated by a 
recent visit to Washington by a group of senior 
European defense correspondents) and will serve as a 
contact point with USICA for various activities in 
progress under this Agency's aegis. These latter 
would include speaking opportunities for which we 
require official U.S. participants or assistance in 
obtaining materials for our public distribution programs. 
At the same time, I would appreciate being informed 
of any European travel plans of senior officials in 
the various agencies when the possibility exists for 
them to include additional public affairs events in 
their programs. 

Meanwhile, I will welcome the opportunity to provide members 
of the working group with any materials from this Agency 
regarding European attitudes _or programs which may be of 
assistance. 
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US/CA 

Foreign i\/iedia 
Reaction 
May 11, 1981 

· NATO DEFENSE JOURNALISTS TOUR 

Twenty-three journalists from 15 NATO countries, visiting in 
the United States April 21-27 on a tour arranged by the U.S. 
International Comnunication Agency and NATO Information Service, 
filed stories emphasizing the sense of a "reawakened A,merica." 

The journalists quoted at . some length . from the variety of U.S. 
leaders and officials interviewed ·during . the tciur~ Most of 
them cane away from press interviews with Secretaries Haig 
and Weinberger with the impression that both officials were 
iri agreement on U.S. poli<::y lines. Some · expres·sed the belief 
that there was a ' "unanimity among tJ. s: ' leaders. II 

Several of the NATO group sin,gle¢l out a state_ment they .attri
buted to Secretary Haig that many harsh critics of America 
go to bed tonight "thanking God . that America has awakened." 

Some were especially impressed by what they saw as strong 
s·t.rpport among the American public for .Government foreign 

· policy a,nd a popular recovery from the "humiliation" of 
Vietnam. A French editor said, "America is flourishing with 
Star-Spangled Banners." An Austrian editor spoke of a "re
awakened American self-confidence." A Spanish correspondent 
perceived a "united purpose to revitalize America." 

Journalists who filed stories during the tour stressed what 
they saw as "America's honest interest" in arms limitation 

' talks with the Soviet Union. . A No.rwegiah . editor · writing a · 
series of articles on the tour made a comparison of what he 
found in America with his observations in a Moscow visit. He 
spoke of deep suspicion between the superpowers and . expressed 

.the view that "all that is left of superpower detente is a 
common wish to avoid coll e ctive suicide." 

- &4 w-a+ ,e, GSt;a M.iWWW-Q F SWC&+&b 

International Communication Agency 



Journalists whose articles appear - in this report include: 

West Germany: Ruediger Maniac, Die Welt of ~onn 
Siegesmund von Ilsemann, Stuttgarter Zeitung. 
Guenther Mack, Deutsches Allgemeine~ Sonntagsblatt 

France: Pierre Beylau, Quotidien de Paris. 

Britain: David Spanier, Times of London. 

Italy: Renato Proni, La -Stampa of Turin. 

Spain: Andres Garriga, Vanguar d ia of- Madrid. 

Austria: Hans-Georg Possanner, Die Presse of Vienna. 

Norway: Jahn Otto Johansen, Dagbladet of Oslo. 

Turkey: · Nulifer Yalcin, Milliyet of Istanbul 
Oktay Eksi, Hurriyet of Istanbul 

* * * * * * * 

The following paragraphs are excerpts from articles available 
as of May 8: 

WEST GERMANY 

Ruediger Maniac of right-of-ceriter Die Welt of Bonh wrote May 5 
of the views of Admiral Harry Train, Supreme Commander of the 
Allied Atlantic Cor.unand, citing him as observing -that the limits 
to NATO's Atlantic theater of operations are no longer in line 
with the military realities created by the Soviets. 

Moniac, on April 27, in describing the NATO tour group's 
interview with S e cre tary of State Al e x a nd e r Haig , s a id the 
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Secretary "left no doubt that he--as did Defense Secretary 
Weinberger at the Nuclear Planning Group meeting_in Bonn--will 
confront the Europeans with questions concerning their defense 
spending. He wrote that "Haig said he sees no transatlantic 
controversy .•• " Moniac said Secretary Weinberger used almost 
identical language in a similar press conference. 

Seigesmund von Ilsemann of independent Stuttgarter Zeitung, 
the same day, reported on discussions held with S~cretaries 
Haig and ·weinberger and National Security Adviser Allen, 
emphasizing America's "honest interest" in arms control 
negotiations with the USSR and the significance of close 
consultation with the European allies. 

Von Ilsemann said State Department representatives especially 
emphasized the "moderating influence" of European policies and 
Washington's "growing readiness to take European interests 
into consideration. Weinberger• ·s statements were fully in line 
with Haig's ... " 

In a column April 25 von I lsemann wrote: "Europe can be sat-
. isfied with the conclusion drawn by the Reagan Administration 
after its significant first hundred days in office. After the 
confusion caused by various remarks made by key members of the 
Re.agan Administration in recent weeks and months, there is 
agreement now in Washington on matters of particular signifi
cance for Europe." 

Guenther Mack, in the Protestant weekly Deutsches Allgemeines 
Sonntagsblatt, said U.S. officials want to signal the allies 
that "it would be wrong to interpret friction betv{een the De
partments of State and Defense as indicating the existence o.f 
conflicting trends or even diverging political lines with 
Reagan's cahinet." 

Mack wrote that many U.S. leaders •rare apparently obsessed 
with the idea of American inferiority ... " He said no briefer 
in Washington failed to refer to "linkage. The word is be
coming the key to ·washington' s policy toward the East. It is 
meant to indicate to the Kremlin that Washington will not con
tinue the detente policy if Moscow expands its zones of 
influence and enhances :i_ ts arma1,1e nt ••• " 
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FRANCE 

Independent Quotiden de Paris ran Pierre Beylau's report May 5, 
that "since the coming of Ronald Reagan to the White House, 
America is flourishing with Star-Spangled Banners. This is a 
way to show that the era of __ abandonment and humiliation is 
truly over .•.. Never since the end of Horld War II, had the 
Americans felt such -a need to assert their loyalty to the 
traditional values of the United States ... 

"For Richard Allen ... the only important thing is to create a 
balance of force as a deterrent for the Soviets .... Richard 
Allen emphasizes that Ronald Reagan is not at all a warmon
gering leader and that his ultimate goal is clearly to hold 
discussions with the Soviet Union, but not ·at any price ... 

"The U.S. leaders are hence unanimous in feeling that a re
Slli~ption of the negotiations (on arms limits with the Soviets) 
is unavoidable." · 

GREAT BRITAIN 

David Spanier, diplomatic correspondent for the Times of Lon
don repo:rting April 24 on the NATO journalists tour interview 
with Secretary Haig, cited him as saying that those who 
chafed -at America's extra-robust words went to bed at night 
and said: 'Thank God America has awakened ... '" 

Spanier also cited Mr. Haig as remarking that "the United 
States did not pursue arms control for arms control's sake" 
but that. "progress in controlling armar:i.ent must be taken into 
consideration of Soviet behavior world-wide ... " 

ITALY 

Turin's center-left La Stampa on April 24 carried as the lead 
item correspondent Renato Proni's account of Secretary Haig's 
question and answer session with the NATO group citing him as 
saying that he was now more optimistic about the success of 
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the coming NATO Ministerial meeting and that he was sure that 
those who blame America for using strong words go to bed at 
night thanking God that America had now awakened. The Secre
tary was also cited as saying that the United States was quite 
aware of the problen of arms control but that linkage was im
portant. 

Proni said at the end of his report on the interview that "the 
State Department is convinced that an effective foreign policy 
must be based on a robust economy .... Certainly one is aware of 
a tremendous activity in the State Department, of a sense of 
urgency in the development of a new foreign policy." 

Five days later, La Stampa front-paged Proni's report on the 
interview with Secretary ·weinberger--a meeting which Proni 
said was convened "to indicate the main lines of American 
strategy aimed at preserving peace, iocluding negotiations 
with Moscow, but from a stronger military position." 

Proni cited Secretary Weinberger as saying, "If one is not 
strong at the strategic level, the risks of a conventional 
war increase. Such can occur in several countries--Angola, 
Yemen, Ethiopia, Afghanistan and perhaps one day in Poland . 
. Our weakness -encourages this type of intervention. We, 
therefore, are also se e king a balance in the conventional 
sector--for instance to defend the oil sources of European 
nations .•.. America does not seek power, nor authority nor 
new territories." 

SPAIN 

Andres Garrigo, Brussels correspondent for Madrid's leading 
independent Vanguardia, wrote May 6 that eight days of talks 
with high Administration officials "erase any doubts about 
the intent of the Reagan Administration w1th respect to its 
European allies and its adversaries in the Warsaw Pact. We 
felt a warm and united purpose to revitalize America above and. 
beyond any of the differences--exacerbated by the press--among 
Haig, Bush and Weinberger ... " 

AUSTRIA 

Hans-Georg Possanner filing from Washington April 25 for pres
tigious Die Presse of Vienna described Secretary Haig as having 
used "strong rhetoric" but asserting that many who complain 
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about such .language were nevertheless grateful that "America 
has awakened." He said that the Secretary has "seen a number 
of NATO ministers lately and is very optimistic after consult
ing with them. 

He observed, "Haig is regarded as the leading moderate prag
matist of the new Administration who, better than the hawks, 
understands the allies' · worries which range from arms control 
to medium-range missiles and from the Middle East to South 
Africa." Possanner said that Secretary Haig had emphasized 
"linkage," the taking of Soviet behavior into account in the 
U.S. approach to disarmament negotiation with the USSR. 

In Die · Presse of April 24, Possanner wrote that Secretary Wein
berger stressed three points: "Soviet pressure on Poland has 
somewhat abated," that ltWeinberger does not oppose disarma
raent negotiations with Moscow but is undecided on whether 
they should begin this year" and that "there are no basic 
differences of opinion between Mr. Weinberger and Secretary 
of State Haig." 

Possanner said that when the Defense Secretary was asked to 
make a statement on the balanc e of power between the two 
superpowers he stressed "peace through strength and deter
rence" and was quoted as saying: "Ne do not need to have 
inferiority complexes but we should work together with our 
allies. We are neither big enough nor would it be right to 
achieve this deterrence single-handedly." Possaner concluded 
that "with this statement Weinberger is again taking the allies 
to task." 

In Die Presse April 18, following a press seminar of the 
Atlantic Institute for International Relations, Possariner 
wrote: "Reawakened American self-confidence, combined with 
the new Administration's determination to stop Moscow's expan
sionism, has met with criticism from Democratic Senator Joseph 
Eiden and with some very serious European misgivings about the 
limits of military cooperation with the United States outside 
NATO's borders .... The lack of U.S. understanding for detente, 
for anti-nuclear movements as a political phenonenon and for 
the social state of the European type is paralleled by a lack 
of European understanding of the American need for more 
strength." 
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NORWAY 

Liberal Dagbladet of Oslo editor Jahn Otto Johansen on May 2 
summed up his impressions after visiting Washington and Mos
cow, stating that he found that the two countries "formed 
mirror-like images of each other's aims and potential and 
these images, more than reality, now determine relations 
between the two powers~ ... This is true at a high level .... In 
the United States I found a strong suspicion that the Russians 
are acquiring first-strike capability and in Moscow I found an 
equally strong suspicion that the Americans are developing 

• weapons that will enable them to give the Russians an 
ultimatum ... 11 

Johansen noteo that experts on the Unite<l States to whom he 
spoke in the Soviet Union "showed an impressive amount of de
tailed knowledge about American society but had no grasp of 
American politics. Their often correct infornation was put 
into a Marxian analytical model which just does not fit the 
United States" and the results were, in his judgment, unreal. 

Similarly, in Washington he found "a widespread misjudgment 
of Soviet national psychology .... In influential circles in 
Washington one . no longer finds any appreciation that Moscow 
also has security interests and that it must be accepted as 
an equally strong superpower ... " 

Johansen on April 30 described the main lines of the new 
U.S. foreign policy as clear but "there is still a great deal 
of uncertainty in the Administration on the concrete formula
tion of that policy." 

Johansen saw the prospects for a resumption of SALT negotia
tions as not promising. He said that "the power struggle 
among Haig, Weinberger and the White House staff is no longer 
as intense outwardly as it was. Assurances by key men in the 
White House that this matter had been badly handled and that 
cooperation and communication will be improved doe·s not, how
ever, weaken the impression that Haig's position has been con
siderably reduced and that both American and foreign observers 
are uncertain as to who carries out the President's foreign 
policy." 

In an article April 28, Johansen noted that "the Reagan Ad
ministration has come to understand that there is a wide-
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spread wish in Western Europe for serious negotiations with 
the Russians before implementation of NATO's TNF decision." 

Reporting in Dagbladet of April 27 on a "background interview" 
with an unnamed official at the ·white House, Johansen wrote: 

"Soviet leaders are seriously mistaken if they believe that 
the tougher and more anti-Soviet _attitude in the United States 
is a passing phenomenon and that superpower detente will get 
another chance after a period of time. The Reagan Adminis
tration foreign policy reflects deep currents in American 
society and a stronger skepticism about the Soviets and the 
detente policy which most people think has ·been one-sided in 
the Soviets' favor, and there is a widespread will to make the 
United States stronger militarily ... " 

Johansen added that his "talks with prominent members of the 
U.S. Government and with people on a somewhat lower level in 
the State Department, Pentagon and the White House have con
firmed my impression that all that is left of the superpower 
detente is a common wish to avoid collective. nuclear suicide. 
We are down to the absolute minimum of American-Soviet rela
tions·. All else has been scraped off or will vanish. The 
big question is whether this is an adequate basis for avert
ing misunderstanding which could lead to war and global con
flict. Those who doubt this and feel that the super-power 

•dialogue must be resumed on several levels are drowned out 
a_m;i.dst unanimous confrontation rhetoric and demands for a 
stronger America ..• " 

In an article April 25, Johansen quoted Secretary Haig as 
saying that Europeans have been concerned that "we on our side 
of the Atlantic are less interested in the .. negotiation aspect. 
Let P1e assure you that this is not the case. Both President 
Reagan and I feel that if we ask our citizens to make sacri
fices for our <lefense--as we have done and must do because of 
the threats facing us--there must be no doubt that we are 
really trying · to bring about arms control. · .. 

Dagbladet of April 24 carried Johansen's report of a press 
conference of the NATO journalists with Defense Secretary 
Weinberger. He quoted the Secretary directly as saying: "The 
Unit e d States is prepared to sta rt negotiations with the Soviet 
Union about a reduction of medium-range missiles in Europe. 

USICA/PGM/RC 8 5/11/81 



Whether it 1s worth meeting the Russians at the negotiating 
table we will find out along the way, but the Reagan Adminis
tration is willing to comply with the wish from NATO countries 
to start negotiations soon about the new nuclear weapons ...• 
We hope these negotiations can start this year." 

TURKEY 

The April 25 .issue . of Istanbul's liberal Milliyet carried 
chief diplomatic correspondent Nilufer Yalcin's report on 
the Haig and Weinberger interviews. She cited Secretary 
Haig as saying that "relations between the United States and 
its allies are much better now after he had talks with the 
allies' foreign ministers." 

On the sa~e day, independent mass-appeal Hurriyet ran an 
article stating that the paper's chief editor Oktay Eksi had 
asked Secretary Weinberger about U.S. military aid to Turkey 
and Greece. The paper cited Mr. Weinberger as responding, 
"There is no set policy concerning the ratio of military 
assistance to Greece anc;i Turkey." 
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· /· · International 
· · . fommunication 
; /~gency . 

t . , _(Jnircct Sratcs of America 

'- j . W.1shi11g;qn, D. C. 2054 7 · 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

CO'NFID~ 
;::-7 · 

-June 15, · 1981 

= 

USICA 

(b )( 1) 
(b)(3) 

FROM: 

Interagency Public Affairs 
0 · Working Group EO 13526 3.5(c) 

USICA/EU - Richard J. Gilbert ~ 
SUBJECT: Materials for June 25 Meeting 

As . you know, ~rl.t -P~l.nier has set the next meeting of the 
inter-a.gency public affairs working group for Thursday, 
june 25, at 10:00 a.m. in the EUR··conference room (Rm. 6226) 

.at the Depar~ent • 

.. ~In _or.eoarat~·on for that session, I _am enclosi~g a copy of 
I the report from the. conference of European Public 
Affairs Off~cers in West Berlin, June .5-6·. · In- addition to our 
European PAOs ·.and others of us from USICA, _the rneet_ing was 
attended by Mark and Jim Huff. l':e'll be discussing the results . 
of that conference on June 25 and the cable -wi11 · provide some 
background .on the content of the Berlin meei;::i~g. 

I 

In addition, .I thought you might .find .the enclosed paper, which 
.was p;:e,pared by Ken Adler and· Dou~ Wex:tman of US~CA's Europea~ 

. research office ~or .a . ;ecent meeti~g of the American Associat1.5m _ 
··of J:lublic Opinion Research, rele:v~.nt -J:-eadi~g. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

· EU""'.Ml:. ca therman ·. 
Mr. Baldyga 
Mr ·. Gilbert 

PGM/PPE-Mr • . Radday . 
PGM/G~. Schnelder. ·· .. 
PGM/REU-Mr. Froebe · 

NSC-Mr.. Blair ✓ ' 
DOD-Mr. Htiff 
S/P-Mr. Kaplan 
S/P~Mr. Douglas 

. S/P-Mr. Schneider 

PM/TMP~Mr. Steiner 
INR/I~c:..Mr. Kux 
EUR-Mr. Palmer · 
EUR~Ms. Vogelgesang 
EUR/ SOV-Mr. German .. , . 

. EUR/sov.:.Mr • . P·arris . 
EUR/RPM-:"Mr.-Thoma8 
EUR/RPM-Mr. Lehovich 
·E:uR/RPM-Mr. Hopper 
EUR/RPM- Mr. Ki~g 

. ~..i:MN'H:Mr -
(UNCLASSIF!ED l\l!EN ATTACHMENT REMOVED) · . 1, ,· . 

,·. 1 · 
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ACTIOII EUR·l2 4. AT THE SAHE TIIIE IT I/AS POltlTEO. OUT TIIAT 1/E l1UST 
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ACTION OFFICl PP-02 
11:ro PIIP-01 EUR-03 rM~-01 tlEEF-01 GOR-01 FRG-01 SOV-01 AS-01 
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0 091109Z JVII 81 

FIi AMCMBASSY BOlltl 
TO USICA 1/ASIIOC IM11EDIATE 

IH~O SECSTATE 1/ASHDC 7743 
'SE CDEF 1/ASHDC 
NATO COLLECTIVE 
USl11SSIOH 'USBERLIII 
AMEHBASSY BELGRADE 

AHEIIBASSY Drntl 
Al1n1BASSY BERL I ti 
AHEtlBASSY BUCHAREST 

AHEl10ASSY BUDAPE~T 
Al1EMBASSY DUBLIN 
USl11SSIOII GEtlEVA 

AHEl1CASSY HEL W IK I 
Al1E11RASSY MADRID 
AHEl1BASSY 110SCOI/ 
AH[HBASSY IIICOSIA 
AMEMBASSY PRAGUE 
AHF.MDASSY SOFIA 
AHP1BASSY STOCIIHOLM 
inENBASSY VALLETTA 
AH[MBASSY Vl[HIIA 

Al1Et18AS$Y 1/AflSAII 

~ 'SECT I Otl O'l OF 04 BOllN 11170 

USICA 

BRUSSELS ALSO roR USEC; PARIS ALSO FOR O[CD; GENEVA 
FOR GR,\OV. SECOEF FOR ISA 

E. 0. 12065: GOS 6/9/87 (TUCII, HAUS N. l OR-0 
SUBJECT: £UROPEAII PAO COIIFERE NCE JUii£ S-6 
J. All ·£UROPEAII PAO COIIFERU:C[ TOOi\ PLACE IN \/EST BERL HI 
OH JUii[ S AIIO 6. IT 111\S TIIE FIRST PAO COIIFER( \: CE TO BE 

INTEGRATED INTO US FOREIGH AFFAIRS COMMUIIITV 111TH 
SUBSTAIITIVE PARTICIPATION OF STATE r.llD DEFEN '.:E DEPARTt1EtlT 
REPRESEHTATIV[S. STATE 098311 "SHAPING [UROPEAII ATTITUDES" 
SET THE AGE~DA AIID THE ltlT[LlECTUAL fRAMEIIORK FOR CON

FERENCE DISCUSSIONS. 

2. _ltl I/HAT HAl·IY PADS Of.SCRIBED AS THE "tlOST SUBSTAIITIVE" 

COIIFERENCE THEY EVER ATTEGDED, THE DISCUSSIOIIS CENTERED Oil 
.THE tlOOALITIE S roR OUR ACTIOIIS , AI IO CIIC tl UAf\ CES ,llllH 

1/HICH TO ADDRESS THE SEVEII PRIORITY Tllf11ES IIWI/ ALSO 
IHCLUDltlG IIITERIIATIOIIAL lERRORISnl. 

3. OllE THOUGHT EMERGED CLE/IRL Y FROM THESE DISCUSSIONS: 
IT IS TH£ NEED TO FOSTER CUROPEAII u:: oER STANDlliG, AIID, IF 
POSSIBLE, SUPPORT FOR TH[ US POSITIOd THAT THC US-SOVIET 
DIALOGUE AGENDA SHOUO IIOT RPT HOT BE FOCUSED EXCLUSIVELY 

ON THE SUDJECT OF ARHS LIMITATIOII . TIIE DIALOGUE 111TH 

NSAE-00 

ESSIOII THAT US-SOVIET TALKS AIIO COttT AC S RO EH 

001/N OR CEASED. PAOS I/ERE REHIIIDED OF THE OIIGOING TALKS 
IN VIEIIIIA, GEtlEVA, HADRIO, THE COIITIIIUIHG CONTACTS 
IIAINTAIIIED ltl 1/ASHIHGTOtl, AIID THE FORTHCOMING TALKS 

BETIIEEN THE SECRETARY AUD GRO!IYKO IN SEPTEt16ER . 
S. TO HELP THEM IIITERPRET US POL ICY 1/ITHIII THE COIITEXT 
OF THEIR PUCLIC AFFAIR S COIICERIIS, COIIFERE~CE PARTICIPAtlTS 

I/ERE PROMISCO FROM IIASHINGTOII A SERIES or TOP-LEVEL 

STATEl1EIITS Al!Q OOCU 11EIITS. ltl ADDITIOII TO A NUIIBER OF 

• SPEECHES PROJECTED FOR TOP USG OFFICIALS, THE FOLLIIIIIIG IS 

CURRENTLY IN PREPARATIOII : 

A
0 

Tiff TIIRESHOLD PAPER. 

A HATO DOCUMENT Oil OEFEHSE CAPABILITIES. 

A PAPER ON SOVIET GLOOAL THREAT 

AIID POSSIBLY A IIATO \/HITE PAPER, GOIIIG BEYOIID 

THE EUROPEAII SECURITY ISSUE. 

6. PADS I/ERE ALSO ltlFORl1ED THAT EU HAS Rf.QUESTED. IIIGII-
LEVEL U$G PARTICIP ATION Ill THIRTEEII IIEY EUROPEAN °FORA 

I/HERE THE PRIORITY ISSUES I/Ill BE DISCUSSED. 

7., THE COtlH_REES I/ERE SP&CIFICALlY R[OUESTCO TO MAIi [ 
THEIR SUBSTAtHIVE co:ITRIBUTIONS TO THE .fORTHCOl111\G 
SPEECHES, PAPERS AIID DOCUl1EtlTS, BY IIIFORMIIIG 1/ASHIIIGTOII 
OF THE POINT~ THEY \IISH MADE AIID HOii THEY SHOULD CE 
MADE. PADS \IERE REPEATEOL Y REASSURED DY TIIE EUR 
REPRESEIITATIVE OF THE DEP ART HEIIT'S RECEPTIVEHE SS TO 
lH[IR SUOSAIHIVE. SUGGESTIONS, AS I/Ell AS ITS RECOGtllTIOII 

or THEIR HAl!OATE TO 6RIIIG EVERY orFICER IN TIIEIR t11 SS ION, 
FROl1 TII[ AHCASSADOR 011 001111, 011 COARD 1H THEIR rUDL IC 

'. 

··j· DECLASSIFIED 

f,.'fJ-1 
THE USSR HUST IIICLLIOE A EROAO SPECTRUM OF INHRIIATIONAL 
ISSUES RANGIIIG FROM AFGIIAIIISTAN, TO CAHOODIA, LEBAIIOII, 
CL SALVADOR AIID ANGOLA. IT I/AS EHPIIASIZED THAT Ill THE 
fl HAL AIIALYSIS THE RESULTS FR0/1 THf. TOTALITY or THIS 
AGEIIDA I/ILL OETERMIIIE THE FRUITFULH[SS OF ARNS 

LIHITATIOII TALJS . 
·sy _____ NARADATE __ t _ ({lf . 
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TO USICA 1/ASHDC IMNED IATE 
INFO SECSTATE \/ASHDC 7744 
SEC0EF 1/ASHDC 
NATO' COLLECT I VE 
USHISSIO~ USBERLIII 

AMEMBASSY OELGRADE 
AIIEl1BASs°Y BERN 
At!EMB ASSY BERLIN 
AME110ASS Y BUCIIAREST 

AHE11B ASSY BUD APEST 
Al1EMBASSY DUBlltl 

USHISSIOtl GEIIEVA 
AHEl1BAS:Y HELSINKI 

Al1E11BAS SY t!ADR ID 
AHEMBAS SY MOSCO\/ 
AMEMBASSY 111 COS I A 
AMEl1BAS SY PRAGUE 
AMEMOASSY SOFIA 
AME11BASSY STOCKHOLM 

. AtlEMB ASSY VAL l Ell A 
AMEMBASSY V IHINA 
AHEtlBASSY 1/ARSf,\/ 

q 8 II f' 1-+-£-t+ .;..1 ~SECT I ON ll2 or ll4 60tltl 1117 9 

BONN 11179 02 OF ll4 09l121Z 3247 

11. TURIIING TO THE " HC\/ TO" OF 111PLEl1EIHATl0tl TIIE CON
FEREES OFFERED SPECIFIC SUGGESTIOHS, liSTED IN P~RA 17. 

12. DISCUSSION OF THE ECONOr.lC ISSUES \/ITII \/HICII \IE ARE 

COIICERNEO (AS THE SIXTH PRIOP.ITY THEME) QUICKLY 

ESTABLISHED THE L lllKAGE BET\!EEtl ECOllOI-U C GROI/TH ,1110 
SE CUR I TY COilS I DER AT IONS. 
13. ATTEIITIOII \/AS THEN DIRECTED TO EU'S PROGRAH AIID 

ORGAHIZATIOIIAL COIICERIIS. CATHERMAH ADDRESSED THE OUESTIOH 
OF "REGI014ALI.ZATIOIL" HE DESIGIIATED USIIA TO AND IJSEC 
PADS AS TIIE FOCAL ~OltlTS FOR COORO IIIATIOII OF SECIJRllY 
AUD ECONOMIC PROGRAMMIIIG AIIO FOR REGIONAL POLICY 
CONSIOERATI09S. 111TH lH~ ACll OH SHIF TIIIG TO DRU1 SELS, 
HE RAI SED THE OUESTIOH OF TH E OESIRA~IL ITY CF H01111G RRU 
TO THAT CITY. HOWEVER, HO FINAL DECISI ON \/AS TAKEN. 
PADS I/ERE ALSO ltlFORIIEO or PROPOSED REGIOIIAL SPEGIAL
IZATION FOR LIDR AR.IE S, 111TH CE RTA ltl LIBRARIES AS:iUIIIIIG 
PRIME RESPOIISIDILITIES Ill A GIVEII SUBJECT AP.EA. fATHCRMAU 

HADE IT CLEAR THAT HE COIISIOE~ED LIBRARIANS FIRST AtlD 
FOREMOST AS A RESOURCE FOR THE POST TO DISCHARGE ITS 

RESPOIIS IBILtTY IN REGAtO 10 THE PRIORITY lHEMES. HE 
STRESSED THAT THIS \/Ill RESULT 111. jU)Of.O LIBRARY EMPHASIS 

OU OOCUl!ENTATIOtL HE ALSO REPORTED 011 TIIE PARIS 
LIBRARI ANS ' CONFEREt!CE AtlO TIIE PERTINEtlT DECISIOIIS TAKEII 

THERE. 

14. ON EXC~ANGES, PAOS \/ERE REMIIIOEO TO KEEP COllTR OL OF 
THEIR IV PROGnANS. IT \/AS SUGGESTED THAT THE HO~T 
IMPORTAIIT \/AY TO EXERCISE THIS COtlTROL IS TO TIE IV 
G~AIITS TO THE COUIITRY PLAIL PADS \/ERE ALSO RfMIIIOED TIIAT 
ICA OFFICER: HUST PARTICIPATE IN ,PRED[PARlURE BRIEFIIIGS 

OF IV GRANTEES. AS TO ACADEMIC EXCH ANGES, CATHEIIMAtl 
REPORTED ON TIit \/ORK CEIHG DONE ON lHE HEIi BFS PLAN FOR 

THE SD ' S. 

15 . UNDER THE HEADltlG OF " IIIIIOVATIOtl FOR THE 80 s• PADS 

USICA I/ER£ BRIEFED OH THE AGENCY'S TECHIIICAL INIIOVATI OII ANO 

AFFAIRS EFFORTS. EU'S POL I CY OFF ICER \/AS DES I GIIATEO 
BY THE AREA OIREClOR AS THE . PROPER COIIOU IT FOR POLICY 
SUGGE ST IONS AS \/Ell AS FOR•COORDINATIOII OF USG SPEAKER 
REQUESTS . HE, IN TURN, \/ILL IIISURE lHAT THE SUGGEST IONS 

. I/Ill BE GIVEII PROPER COtlSIOERATIQN BY APPROPRIATE PERSOtlS, 
INCLUDIUG MEMBERS OF THE ltHER -AGEtlCY \/ORKIHG GROUP ON 

PUCL IC O I PL OIIACY. 
I. DESCRIBING THE COIHRIBUTIONS OF 000, ITS 
REPRESENTATI VE HELO OUT HOPE FOR r.O~E O(CLASSIFIEO, 
PERTIIIEIIT MATERIALS, AUGMENTED OY GRAPH ICS AIID VI SUALS. 

HE ALSO EXPRESSED lHE HOPE TIIAT AS DOD BECAME MORE ATTUIIED 

TO THE OPPORTUUIJY PRESEIIJ[P BY EPREl\ill CORRESPOIICftlI.S. 
STATIOIIED Ill \/ASHltlGTOtl, 000 \/OULO AVAIL ITSEI F ~OR-E
FREOUEIITLY or THIS tl(ANS or COMl1UNIC ATIOII . 

, . WITH THC PROSPE.CT or A COHSIOERA8LE, TOP - LEVEL POLICY 
nATERIAL FLO\/ rROM 1/ASHIIIGTON, PAOS \/ERE SPECIFICALLY 
INSTRUClED TO GIVE THEH lHEiR rERSOIIAL, lOP PR I ORITY. 
THE AREA DIREClOR REITERATED THAT HOTKING SHOULD BE 
PERIIITTEO TO IHTERrERE 1/llH THE PAOS' PERSOl4AL AllENTIOtl 

TO lHESE SEVEII PRIORITY THEtlES. 

10. DISCUSSING THE IMPLEMENTATIOII or THIS MANDATE, IT 
I/AS THE PAOS' COIICEIISUS THAT 1 HEIR \/ORK \/ll l RE Fl E CT 

THEIR DEEPLY HELO FAITH ltl THE AMERICAN SYSTEM AND ITS 
ABILITY TO COME TO GRIPS \/llH PROBLEMS . AS \/AS POIIITED 
OUT BY SOME COIIFEREES, TH I S \/AS IIEEOEO IIOT OIIL Y 10 
COlllRA ST OUR SOCIElY \/llH TIIE IIIABILITY OF THE CLOSED 
SOCIETIES TO 00 SO, BUT SPECIFICALLY TO ADDRESS 1101 OIILY 
EUROPEAII r£AR S BUT ALSO EUROPEAII HOPES lHAT THE US \/Ill 

MEET ITS CIIALLEIIGE. 

EUR38&~ 
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0 091109Z JUN 81 
FM AHEMOASSY BOUU 
TO USICA 1/ASHDC lt!HEOIATE 
INFO SECSTATE 1/ASHOC 7745 

SECOEF \!ASHOC 
NATO COLLECTIVE 

USHISSIO!I USCERLIH 
Al1El1CASSY OH GRADE 

• AMEl1BASSY EERII 

AtlEMBASSY BERLIN 
AMEl1BASSY BUCHAREST 
Al1EHBASSY CUDAPEST 
Al1El1BASSY DUEL Ill 
USHISSIOII GEIIEVA· 
AMEl1BASSY HELSINKI 
ANEMBASSY MADRID 
AMEHfiASSY tlOSCOI/ 
At1Et16ASSY NICOSIA 
AMEHBASSY PRAGUE 
Al1El1BASSY SOFIA 
ANEl1BASSY STOCKHOLM 

AtlEMBASSY VAl LETTA 
AHEtlRASSY VI EIINA 

AMEMOASSY 1/ARSAII 

~ SECT I Oil 0 3 OF O 4 B 01111 111 HJ 

USICA 

PRODlEl1S BY MGT/T'S GARRY AUGUSTOI-I . THE PAOS EXPR(SS£0 
THEIR DEEP CO!ICERH AT THE CURREU T IMBROGLIO lttVOlVII-IG 
THE DEPARTMENT AHO USICA RE,AROIUG IHSTALLATIOU OF ADP 
EOUIPMEIIT Ii EUROPE YHICH HAS SET BACK USICA SCHEDULE 

FOR AT LEAST FIVE MOIITHS AL RC ADY. 
16. IIHEllSIVE CORRIDOR COIIVER $ATIOU COIICEIITRAHO 011 THE 

DIRE tlEED FOR LAtlGUAGE AHO SUB STANT IVE (POLITICAL, 
[COfl0111C, SECURITY AHO AREA ISSUE S) TRAIHI NG OF OFFICERS 
ASSIGNED TO EUROPEAN POSTS IN GENERAL AND MORE 
SPECIFICALLY TO THE CRUCIAl COUNTRl[:i, E. G. FRG, FRANCE, 
USSR, ITALY AND REGIOIIAL OFF ICES SUCtl AS UStlATO. 

17. RECOMMEIIOAl I OtlS ANO SUGGEST I OIIS: 

A. SUBSTAtlCE RELATED : 

I. THE HECO FOR TOP-lEVEl AHO EXPERT USG 
PARTICIPATIOU Ill PUBLIC AFFArns ACTIVITIES 
RELATED TO THE SEVEN PRIORITY THEMES. 

2. ALL USG SPOKESMEN SHOULD \/ORK FROM, AIIO USE, 
SAME MATERIAL FOR PUBllC STATEMEIITS TO PRE SENT 
CREDIBLE ·our VOICE " EXPOSITIOII OF us POLICY. -

3. 1/tlERE TOP USG OFFICIALS PARTICIPATE Ill 

EVEIITS Pl Atlllf □ BY PR I VAH [OR UGH I NSTI 1111 I otlS, 
.lllLNHO 10 C0080lt1ATE 111TH PADS EEFORf ACCEP WIG 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This paper examines a range of public attitudes in West European 
NATO countries relating to security issues. It first discusses 
perceptions of the nature of the military threat facing West 
Europe and opinions about the u.s.-soviet military balance. It 
then looks at public opinion concerning the best way of respond
ing to the security problem. The paper focuses especially on 
the level of support for NATO and for the two major commitments 
to NATO made in recent years -- increased defense spending and 
deployment of modernized long-range theater nuclear weapons in 
some West European countries. In addition, this paper examines 
the degree of support for neutralism and other alternatives to 
NATO. After a brief consideration of party and age differences, 
it concludes with a discussion of the implications for NATO and 
Western security in the 1980's. 

The data used in this paper -- all national samples -- come from 
a variety of sources. Some of the surveys were sponsored by the 
U.S. International Communication Agency and others by the European 
Community. Many of the data come from surveys reported in and 
often sponsored by West European newspapers and periodicals. 
Trends are discussed when available. 

II. PERCEPTIONS OF THE SOVIET THREAT 

During the past decade, the number of West Europeans who fear 
that another world war is coming has increased substantially. 
Several attitudinal factors may underlie this growing appre
hension: a more widespread perception of the Soviet Union as 
expansionist and aggressive; concern over increasing tensions 
between the superpowers; and the growing opinion that the USSR 
has surpassed the U.S. in military power. 

Perceived Danger of War Increased After Afghanistan 

Fear of war increased greatly in the wake of the Soviet invasion 
of Afghanistan. This is evident from results of the Eurobaro
meter surveys conducted regularly by the European Community. 
These show that, between October 1977 and April 1980, the percent
age of West Europeans who considered war "certain" or gave it a 
more than 50-50 chance rose in all EC countries, but especially 
in Britain and France (Figure 1). Other data indicate that the 
fear of war has since subsided but remains higher than before 
Afghanistan. 

In April 1980, roughly 40 percent in France and the UK and about 
one-quarter in West Germany and the Netherlands (among those with 
an opinion) considered a third world war certain or probable in 
the next ten years. A March 1981 survey asked about degree of 
concern about war rather than the probability of its occurrence, 
and about the danger of a "Soviet attack on Western Europe" ra
ther than about the probability of a third world war. Despite 
this considerable difference in question wording, the pattern of 
responses was similar: war fears were greater in France and the 
UK than in West Germany and the Netherlands. 
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No Widespread Fear of Soviet Aggression or Intimidation today 

Despite Poland, Afghanistan and increased tensions between the 
superpowers, however, majorities in West Germany, the Netherlands 
and Norway did not see the Soviet Union as posing an imminent 
threat to Western Europe in March 1981. Opinion in France and 
Britain was about evenly divided on this question. The 
minorities concerned about Soviet aggression were, however, 
substantial. Between about one-third in West Germany, the 
Netherlands and Norway and nearly one-half in France and the UK 
expressed concern that the Soviet Union "will attack Western 
Europe within the next five years." 

Level of concern about political intimidation, that is about the 
possibility that "the Soviet Union will pressure our country 
into adopting policies which are chiefly in the Soviet Union's 
interest", was roughly the same as concern over a military at
tack. This contrasts with the views of European allied govern
ments, which over the past year have maintained that Soviet po
litical -- not military -- pressures constitute the greater 
problem. 

Comparison of these March 1981 data with responses to quite si
milar questions asked in May 1979 in France and West Germany 
show different trends. 

In France, concern about a Soviet attack doubled during the 
past two years (from 22% to 46%) -- even though the time
frame was narrowed from "within the next ten years" (1979) 
to "within the next five years" (1981). French concern about 
political intimidation also increased but not as greatly -
from 28 percent in 1979 to 40 percent in 1981. 

In the FRG, on the other hand, concerns about a Soviet attack 
or intimidation remained roughly at the 1979 level (Figure 2). 

One further finding of political importance: the best-educated 
are considerably less concerned about the Soviet threat than 
the rest of the public -- except in France, where the situation 
is reversed. This more influential segment of the public may, 
therefore, be least likely to share the U.S. view that NATO defen
ses must be strengthened to counter the increased Soviet threat. 

The Superpowers, Oil and Poland Seen as Greatest Threats 

West Europeans tend to see superpower tensions, a disruption of 
oil supplies and events in Poland as the greatest threats to 
their country's overall security (out of a list of eight). 
Among these threats, "increased tensions between the U.S. and 
the USSR" ranked first in the UK, the Netherlands and Norway, 
while "the possibility of a cutoff in access to Middle East oil" 
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was seen as the greatest threat in oil-dependent France and West 
Germany. A "possible Soviet intervention in Poland" usually 
ranked second or third as "greatest threat." One in ten or 
fewer considered the "Soviet military presence in Afghanistan" a 
great threat -- about as many as believed that "the planned long
term military buildup of U.S. military force~i" posed the fore
most danger to their country. 

Despite the low threat-rating of Afghanistan, other survey re
sults suggests considerable concern about the Soviet presence 
in Southwest Asia. About half or more of the publics in four 
countries surveyed in March saw at least some danger that "the 
Soviet Union will try to cut our country's access to Middle East 
oil." The proportion viewing this as a "great" danger, however, 
was much smaller: between one-fifth in France, West Germany and 
the Netherlands and one-quarter in Britain. 

U.S. No Longer Seen as Militarily Superior to USSR 

Views of the East-West military balance are another important 
aspect in considering mass perceptions of the Soviet threat. 
The days when the United States was seen as militarily superior 
are long gone. In March 1981, pluralities in France, the 
Netherlands and Norway tended to see the two superpowers as 
about equal in "total military strength." Among those who saw a 
difference, however, far more in all five survey countries 
viewed the USSR as ahead than saw the U.S. in the lead. This 
was particularly true in Great Britain, where as many as one 
half viewed the USSR as superior. Relatively few in these 
countries (between 10% in the Netherlands and 18% in West 
Germany) considered the U.S. militarily superior. 

Despite the heavy media attention in the last few years to the 
alleged superiority of Soviet compared to American military 
might, there is no evidence of any major recent change in West 
European perceptions of superpower strength. At least in the 
three major countries for which we have comparable data, the 
proportions seeing either one or the other side as ahead mili
tarily were generally about the same in March 1981 as they were 
in March 1977 (Table 1). In Britain and France, however, per
ceptions of military equivalence increased slightly while the 
percentage of persons with no opinion decreased. 

The big change in West European perceptions of superpower strength 
occurred during the early or mid-seventies. Some time in that 
period, most likely following the Vietnam debacle, the view of 
American military superiority, which had predominated in France, 
West Germany and Italy, and the lack of consensus about super
power strength (in Britain), changed drastically in favor of the 
USSR. 
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West Europeans Tend to Prefer u.s.-soviet Equivalence 

The finding that West Europeans no longer see the U.S. as mili
tarily superior to the Soviet Union is not necessarily cause for 
concern. Leo Crespi wrote on this point in 1977. "It might be 
presumed," he ar·gued, "that most people in non-Communist coun
tries, especially countries allied with the U.S., would much pre
fer U.S. superiority as insurance against possible aggression on 
the part of the USSR. It has been a striking finding in past 
USIA research, more recently confirmed in surveys by the Insti
tute for International Social Research, that this in fact is not 
the case."* 

The IISR findings showed that in eight countries surveyed in 
1974 -- including Britain, France, West Germany and Italy -
equivalence in power rather than either U.S. or Soviet superior
ity was the predominant preference. Earlier USIA surveys in 
Great Britain, France and West Germany indicated that preference 
for U.S. superiority, which was the preferred option in 1958, 
changed to preference for equivalence by 1971. (Table 2) 

A very recent survey, conducted in West Germany in mid-February, 
again confirms this preference for equivalence. When asked what 
should be the West's "long-term military goal," most (75%) wanted 
to see a "balance with the East bloc." Only 16 percent felt the 
goal should be "superiority over~·the East bloc," while 8 percent 
thought one "should accept East bloc superiority." 

Reasons for preferring equivalence to U.S. superiority were so
licited in the 1971 study and probably still obtain today. Eu
ropean publics tend to feel that the chances of war are reduced 
when both sides are about equal. There is also some concern 
that imbalance will encourage the arms race and make arms control 
negotiations more difficult~ or that it may lead the inferior 
power to consider a first-strike attack. 

A direct relationship between perceptions of the East-West mili
tary balance and concern about potential Soviet aggression was 
reported in a 1979 USICA report.** It found that in Germany the 
public's concern about either Soviet intimidation or a Soviet 
attack was lowest among those who saw the two sides as about 
equal. The relationship between concern over potential Soviet 
aggression and perceptions of the military balance was weaker 
in France. Nonetheless, the data suggested that both in France 
and in West Germany, a balance of forces is more reassuring than 
either US/NATO or USSR/Warsaw Pact superiority. (Table 2a) 

*United States Advisory Commission on Information. 
Report to Congress, May 1977, pp. 120-124. 

28th Annual 

**U.S. International Comunication Agency. "French and German 
Perceptions of the Soviet Threat," M-29-79, August 20, 1979. 
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Expectations of U.S. Military Decline Attenuated 

Surveys conducted during the 1970s showed a marked tendency for 
West Europeans to believe that the balance of military power was 
shifting toward the Soviet Union. This was especially the case 
in Britain and West -Ger.many but occurred also in France and 
Italy. The March 1981 data suggest a reversal of this trend, 
possibly in response to the widespread publicity given to the 
Reagan administration's determination to redress the military 
balance. Among those seeing either the U.S. or the USSR as 
ahead militarily, the USSR now enjoys a decided advantage. 
Looking ahead five years, however, the proportions seeing the 
Soviets ahead declined in all five countries while those believ
ing that the U.S. will then be superior remained the same or 
increased slightly. (Figure 3) This reversal in perceptions of 
future military strength was even more pronounced among the 
best-educated than among the general public. 

Perceptions of U.S.-USSR influence in world affairs show a 
similar trend. When asked to "compare the influence of the U.S. 
and the USSR on the outcome of world events," pluralities in 
March 1981 saw the superpowers as equal. Among those who viewed 
one or the other as more influential now, the USSR was given a 
slight edge in Britain and France, particularly among the best
educated. Only the Norwegians, by a slight margin, thought the 
U.S. more influential. Looking ahead five years, however, the 
proportions attributing greater influence to the Soviet Union 
declined in all five countries, while proportions ascribing 
greater world influence to the U.S. (about 20% in each country) 
remained the same. (Figure 4) 

Limited Confidence in NATO's Effectiveness 

One other factor likely to influence West European attitudes 
on defense issues is their confidence in NATO's deterrent value. 
In March 1981, fewer than half in four NATO countries had a great 
deal or a fair amount of confidence "in NATO's ability to pre
vent an attack on Western Europe." Only in Norway, among the 
five countries for which data are available, did a majority (64 
to 25%) express confidence in NATO. In Britain, France and 
Germany opinion on the question was about evenly divided, while 
in the Netherlands a modest plurality (46% to 36%) showed at 
least a fair amount of GOnfidence in NATO. 

This finding suggests that West European public opinion may have 
been affected by the frequent public statements about NATO's 
weaknesses, especially in connection with pleas for increased 
defense budgets and during recent election campaigns. The finding 
may also reflect a weakness in question wording, for the ability 
to deter aggression depends in part on the intent and rationality 
of the other side. Previous studies found considerably higher 
levels of confidence in NATO's ability to defend Western Europe 
against attack -- an attack which many apparently believe NATO's 
existence may not be able to prevent. 
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III. RESPONSE TO THE NATURE OF THE SEaJRITY PROBLEM 

Having examined the way West European pub l ics view the nature of 
the security problem in terms of threat perception and the U.S.
Soviet military balance, we will look at the response of these 
publics to the security problem in terms of their views on NATO, 
neutralism, defense spending, and LRTNF deployment. 

NATO Membership Generally Supported 

Majorities in all but France, which is a member only of the 
political side of NATO, favor continued NATO membership for 
their country. In March 1981, NATO was considered essen·tial for 
their country's security by wide margins in Britain (by 70% to 
15%), Norway (66% to 21%), West Germany (62% to 20%), the 
Netherlands (62% to 15%), and Italy (59% to 28%). In October 
1980, Belgians (by a margin of 57 to 19 percent) thought NATO 
membership essential to their security, while Danes favored 
continued NATO membership by 70 to 19 percent. 

In Great Britain, Italy, and Norway (where trend data are 
available), the level of support for NATO membership has 
remained constant over the past decade. In West Germany, where 
support for NATO has also been consistent from the late 1960s 
through October 1980, backing appears to have declined between 
October 198-0 and March 1981 (from 88% to 6 2%), while those 
considering NATO not essential rose in this period from 8 to 20 
percent.* (Table 3) · 

In France, in October 1980, a plurality (44% to 34%), at the 
same level as the past decade, considered NATO essential to 
their security. Any analysis of French public attitudes t<:Mard 
NATO, however, must use caution because many Frenchmen do not 
fully understand the nature of the French relationship to the 
NATO alliance. In a March 1981 survey, only 11 percent correctly 
said that France was a member only of the political side of NATO. 
Four in ten (39%) had no opinion, while about half gave an in
correct response -- including 29 percent who said that France 
is not a member of NATO. Since French leaders generally speak 
about France's membership in the Western alliance rather than in 
NATO, some of these latter individuals may have a general under
standing of France's political relationship to the other NATO 
countries without specifically being aware that France belongs 
to NATO. 

*Part of the decline may be explained by the increase in don't 
kn<=M responses from 4 to 19 percent which resulted largely from 
the fact that this question was asked of all respondents in 
March 1981 but only of the 91 percent aware of NATO in October 
1980. However, this does not explain the more than doubling of 
those calling NATO not essential. Despite this March finding, 
support for NATO continues at a high level in West Germany. 
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Military Alliance with the u.s. Preferred To Alternative 
Security Approaches 

Although most West Europeans consider NATO still essential, some 
would prefer some other way of providing for their country's 
security if possible. Given a choice of five options in a March 
1981 survey, between 46 percent (in the Netherlands) and 74 
percent (in West Germany) would continue some form of military 
alliance with the U.S. -- either NATO as it "now operates" or 
NATO modified to give the Europeans more say in return for pay
ing more of the costs. Non-NATO options (an independent West 
European defense force and accommodation to the Soviet Union) 
were supported by between 15 and 20 percent, except in Norway 
(where only eight percent chose one of these). (Table 4) 

o NATO as it now operates was favored by majorities in West 
Germany (57%) and Norway (57%), by about a third in the 
Netherlands and Britain, and by 10 percent in France. 

o NATO changed to give Europeans a greater voice in return 
for sharing more of the burden was chosen by between 11 
and 17 percent. 

o The French arrangement (not called this in the question} 
of remaining outside NATO's integrated military structure 
while staying in the alliance politically was preferred 
by one in ten or fewer, except in France (28%}. 

o An independent West European defense force not allied with 
the U.S. was preferred by one in seven or fewer in Britain 
(15%), France (13%), the Netherlands (11%}, West Germany (9%}, 
and Norway (6%}. 

o Relying on accommodation with the Soviet Union as the best 
means to ensure their country's security received very little 
support anywhere -- ranging from two percent to seven percent. 

Neutrality Generally Rejected as an Alternative to NATO 

One of the alternatives to NATO increasingly discussed in the 
West European press -- but not included as such in the five 
options given to respondents in the March 1981 survey just 
cited -- is neutrality. Indeed, many West Europeans find it 
appealing to think that their country could sit out the next 
war. A March 1980 survey, for example, showed that, at least 
in Britain and France (but not in Germany}, majorities of 
those with an opinion want their government to "do everything 
possible to stay out of arguments between the u.s. and the 
Soviet Union" rather than "back the U.S. against the Soviet 
Union more than it has until now." And a December 19 80 s ur
v ey found that, in case war threatened between the U.S. and 
the USSR, a majority of the French would have their government 
ask the Soviet Union to let France stay out of the conflict 
(63%) rather than side with the U.S. (22%). 



-8-

In a widely publicized March speech, Richard Allen, President 
Reagan's assistant for national security affairs, expressed 
his dismay about what he called "the outright pacifist senti
ments which are surfacing abroad." But the understandable 
desire to ·stay out of conflict or war is not necessarily the 
same as support for a policy of neutrality. A March 1981 study 
asked the question more directly: "Al 1 things considered, do 
you think it is better for our country to belong to NATO, the 
Western defense alliance, or would it be better for us to get 
out of NATO and become a neutral country?" 

Replies showed that neutralist sentiments are not widespread, 
except in France. Large majorities in Great Britain (67% to 
20%), West Germany (67% to 14%), the Netherlands (62% to 17%) 
and Norway (74% to 15%) opted for NATO rather than for neutral
ity. Only in France was opinion almost equally divided be
tween a preference for the Western Alliance (45%) and becoming 
neutral (40%). Sizeable minorities in West Germany (19%) and 
the Netherlands (21%) were undecided on this question.* 

There is some reason for concern, however, in the finding that, 
at least in some countries, neutralist views are most popular 
among the best-educated, and presurnbably most influential, 
segments of the public. In West Germany and in the Nether
lands, 29 and 25 percent respectively of those with some 
college or university education preferred neutrality to NATO, 
In France, on the other hand, the situation was reversed, with 
the best-educated less inclined tONard neutralism than the 
general public (31% vs. 40%.) 

No Increase in Neutralism Apparent 

There is no evidence of any recent increase in neutralist sen
timent, although solid data on this issue are available only 
from West Germany. In fact, neutralism in the FRG appears to 
have declined during the 1970s, and especially during the past 
year. Surveys by the Allensbach Institute show that in 1973 

· as many favored an "at tempt to be neutral" as supported remain
ing "militarily allied with the U.S." (41% vs. 42%). By 1978, a 
substantial majority (57% to 27%) favored military alliance with 
the U.S. over neutrality. Further, in March 1980, one-third of 
the West German public felt it would be better to be "neutral 
1 ike Switzerland" instead of "belonging to the Western defense 
alliance." This March, in response to a not-too-different 
question, West Germans voted for NATO over neutrality by 67 to 
14 percent. These German findings, which at the same time show 
a decline in neutralism as well as in the belief that NATO is 
still essential, raise questions which only further research can 
answer. 

*Neutralist sentiment may well be highest in Greece. In March 
1980, before Greek re-entry into the NATO military structure, 
a 58 to 12 percent majority thought it would be better for 
Greece to maintain a neutral position than to return to NATO. 
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In France, neutralist sentiment appears to oe at roughly the 
same level as a year ago. A May 1980 study found a slim 44 to 
40 percent plurality preferring a neutralist policy to strength
ening ties to the West, with an additional 6 percent preferring 
closer ties to the Soviet Union. In view of the more drastic 
alternative (i.e. leaving the Western Alliance) posed in the 
1981 question, the 45 to 40 percent plurality who chose the 
Western Alliance over neutrality last March probably represents 
no real decrease in French neutralism. 

Limited Willingness of West European Publics to Take A Greater 
Share of the Burden in NATO 

As we have seen, West European publics generally consider NATO 
still essential, favor some form of military alliance with the 
U.S. over other security approaches, and reject a policy of 
neutrality. However, they are generally unwilling to pay the 
costs (financial and other) of NATO membership, especially 
those associated with the two most important collective NATO 
decisions in the past several years: the 1977 NATO agreement 
calling for annual three percent real increases in defense 
spending by each member country and the December 1979 NATO 
decision providing for simultaneous deployment of new long-range 
theater nuclear forces (LRTNF) in Western Europe and for arms 
control negotiations which would include LRTNF. 

~.~. Few Favor Increased Defense · Spending 

After the 1977 NATO decision, there was Imlch disagreement between 
the American government and the West European allies over how 
well the European countries were living up to the three percent 
commitment. In the last two years of the carter Administration, 
this became one of the major factors by which the American 
government judged the defense performance of its NATO allies. 

While the United States has in the past few years undertaken a 
defense build-up (which has been accelerated further recently), 
only a few of the West European countries have consistently met 
the three percent goal. Many West European governments have 
defended themselves by pointing to their economic problems and 
to the period between the late 1960s and 1978, when their defense 
spending generally continued to increase and U.S. defense spending 
actually declined in real terms.* The Reagan Administration is 

*Between 1969 and 1979, the European share of all NATO defense 
expenditures increased from 22.7 percent to 41.6 percent. This, 
of course, is in part a reflection of the winding dc:Mn of u.s. 
involvement in Vietnam. However, the U.S. still spends a 
considerably greater share of its GNP (5.2%) on defense than do 
the West European countries, with the exception of Britain 
(which spends 4.9 percent of its GNP on defense). In most West 
European countries, defense expenditures make up between two and 
four percent of GNP. See the report, NATO After Afghanistan, 
issued by the Subc9mrnittee on Europe and the Middle East of the 
House Fo~eign Affairs C.ommittee, October 27, 1980. 

yD 



-10-

continuing to give great importance to having the Europeans increase 
their share of the defense burden, but it appears to be deemphasizing 
the specific budgetary percentages for judging performance. 

Survey data suggest that the governments in the West European NATO 
countries, particularly in Italy and the:· smaller allies, would 
have great difficulty in rallying public suppport for increased 
defense expenditures. In April 1981, three in ten (at the same 
level as October 1980) in Great Britain favored increased defense 
spending. In October 1980, no more than one in five in any other 
West European NATO country surveyed wanted defense increases 
(West Germany - 22% and France - 15%). In Italy, the Netherlands, 
and Belgium, one in ten or fewer supported this.* (Table 5) 

The prevailing view in Great Britain, West Germany, France, 
Belgium, and the Netherlands (shared by half or slightly fewer) 
was to maintain defense spending at present levels. In Italy, 
however, about as roany preferred decreased defense spending as 
favored keeping spending at present levels. 

About one-third or more in Italy (39%), Belgium (34%), and the 
Netherlands (31%) opted for decreased defense spending. Fewer felt 
this way in France (22%), Great Britain (20%), and West Germany (19%). 

In sum , contrary to the agreement made in NATO by their govern-
ments, about seven in ten or more in Britain, West Germany, 
Italy, the Netherlands, and Belgium favor either keeping defense 
expenditures at present levels or reducing them. 

In Denmark, in October 1980, a 44 to 30 percent plurality believed 
that defense spending should not be increased even if Denmark fell 
short of its NATO commitments. In addition, about as many 
thought aid to the developing countries "more important" (37%) 
as thought defense spending "more important" (32%) "if Denmark 
can't fund both adequately. 11 

In February 1981, West Germans were asked whether they favored a 
proposal of 24 SPD deputies that a billion marks (about a half 
billion dollars) "be transferred from Bundeswehr funding to the 
development aid program." Though 56 percent preferred to keep 
the money in defense spending, fully 43 percent wanted it transferred. 

In Britain, support for increased defense spending is the same 
as in October 1980, but lower than it was in 1979 and early 1980 
(when about half wanted defense increases). overall, British 
support for defense increases is somewhat greater now than was 
true in the late 1960s. In West Germany, support for defense 
spending has changed only a little over the past two years. 
Compared with a decade ago, fewer want decreases, but the 
portion preferring increases is about the same. (Table 5) 

*The French data are from March 1980 and the British data from 
April 1981~ in both cases the question was asked of all respondents. 
The others are from October 1980, when the question was asked 
only of those aware of NATO, 
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American Public Much More Favorable to Increased Defense Spending 

This lack of public support in West Europe for increased defense 
spending is in strong contrast to the current broad backing 
within the American public for greater defense expenditures. 
For example, a January 1981 poll showed 61 percent of the 
Americans viewing U.S. defense spending as "too little," 28 
percent believing it "about right," and only seven percent 
cal ling it "too much." This widespread support for increased 
defense spending in the U.S. represents a shift in the U.S. in 
the past few years from the public mood of the previous decade. 

Why The Limited West European Public Support for Defense Increases? 

There are five often interrelated factors which may each, at 
least in part, help to explain the limited popular support in 
Western Europe for increased defense spending: (1) the absence 
of a widely-felt need for a stronger defense, since many West 
Europeans (as already discussed) do not feel particularly 
threatened by the Soviet Union; (2) economic problems and 
unwillingess to cut spending for social services; (3) a sense of 
futility, particularly in the smaller NATO members, based on the 
feeling that the modest contribution that their country can make 
will be of little importance to the overall NATO effort; (4) a 
willingness to rely on the U.S. defense commitment to West 
Europe as a substitute in part for a greater national defense 
effort; and (5) a preference for arms control negotiations and 
detente rather than strengthening their armed forces. 

Economic Problems/Competition with Social Services Spending. 
Serious economic problems have forced West European governments 
to economize and even to seek reductions in government spending. 
Widespread public unwillingness to accept cuts in social services 
has made it difficult for many of these governments to implement 
the increased defense spending agreed to in NATO. 

When West Europeans must weigh priorities between defense spend
ing and social services, support for defense spending frequently 
diminishes. In March 1980, those favoring increased defense 
spending were asked whether they would continue to support such 
increases if this might mean a decline in social services in 
their country. Given this choice, support for increased defense 
expenditures dropped significantly in the three countries where 
the question was asked -- Britain, West Germany, and France. 

Other survey evidence confirms that support for defense outlays 
is softer than backing for health and social welfare expendi
tures. In May 1980, large majorities of the public in Great 
Britain, West Germany, France, and Italy (ranging from 71 to 84 
percent) believed that spending on medical and social services 
should not be reduced even "if inflation gets much worse." By 
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comparison, 67 percent of the British and 47 percent of the West 
Germans, but only 29 percent of the French and 24 percent of the 
Italians, opposed a defense reduction in the face of rising 
inflation. Support for cutting defense spending under these 
conditions was about three in ten in Britain (27%) and West 
Germany (33%), half in France (52%), and seven in ten (70%) in 
Italy. 

A survey last November and December also shows that when an 
economic crunch comes more West Germans prefer cutting defense 
spending rather than social services expenditures. When the 
West Germans were asked to select from a list which areas of the 
budget should be the targets for economizing, defense spending 
was chosen by almost half (44%), behind the first choice of 
cutting salaries of government employees (by 54%) and at the 
same level as development aid (42%). By comparison, cuts 
in spending for the railroads (20%), education (16%), and 
social benefits (6%) were selected by many fewer. In 1974, 
when this question was also asked, priorities were about the 
same -- though more (58%) favored defense cuts then. (Table 6) 

Even the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan did not substantially 
affect the budget priorities of the British public. In March 
1980 (only three months after the Soviet invasion), support was 
considerably greater for spending on social services than for 
defense expenditures. Majorities of between 59 and 68 percent 
believed that Britain was spending too little on education and 
schools, the National Health Service, or old age pensions. In 
contrast, far fewer (29%) thought defense outlays too little. 
This represented only a very small change from the results of a 
similar survey conducted in November 1979 shortly before the 
Soviet invasion. 

Sense of Futility in the smaller Countries. Particularly in the 
small NATO countries, as suggested by the Belgian and Danish 
data presented below, many feel that their country's defense 
commitment, beyond a certain minimum level, is not necessary. 
Their contribution to the total NATO defense effort seems so 
small and so unimportant that many in these countries believe it 
is futile for them to sacrifice in any way to increase slightly 
NATO's overall capabilities -- especially in the context of the 
superpower nuclear balance. 

In Belgium, a plurality (by 41% to 30%) believed in June-July 
1980 that what their country does for defense does not seem 
useful. In the same survey, while 43 percent said that their 
defense should best be done by military means, fully one-third 
(35%) thought Beligan defense should be only by non-violent means. 

Further, about half (53%) of the Belgians in May 1980 considered 
their armed forces incapable of meeting their obligations. Yet, 
only one-third believed that the present situation of the Belgian 
armed forces had to be improved. Moreover, even among those who 
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favored improvement of their armed forces, there was limited 
support for concrete initiatives such as lengthening the term of 
military service for conscripts {24% in favor) or increasing 
defense expenditures {34% in favor). Each of these measures was 
opposed by half. 

In Denmark, almost half (48%) last October did not think that 
their country was living up to its NATO obligations. In 
addition, a majority of 56 to 19 percent did not believe that 
Denmark could possibly repel an attack long enough until help 
could arrive from its NATO allies. In view of the perceived 
futility of even temporary Danish defense against an attack, a 
44 to 30 percent plurality believed that defense spending should 
not be increased even if Denmark fell short of its NATO commitments. 

Belief that Denmark is meeting its NATO obligations or not has 
only a limited impact on willingness to spend more for defense, 
but belief that Danish defense is possible does make a major 
difference in support for increased defense spending. In fact, 
three times more (37% to 13%) among those saying temporary 
Danish defense is possible than among those who said it is not 
favored defense increases to meet Denmark's NATO commitment. 
Nonetheless, even among those believing temporary Danish defense 
possible, a majority (by 52% to 37%) opposed increasing defense 
expenditures to meet the NATO goal. 

Why Try Harder When Uncle Sam Will Do the Job? 
Corresponding to the perceived futility of self-defense efforts, 
felt particularly in the smaller countries, is the prevalent 
view, in both the larger and smaller allies, that if an attack 
on them occurs the United States will come to their aid. Although 
we as yet have no direct survey evidence of a relationship between 
trust in the American commitment to Western Europe (and the 
American "nuclear umbrella") and willingness to assume a greater 
share of the burden in NATO, it is likely that at least some of 
those who resist greater defense spending are willing to rely 
heavily on the U.S. to do the job. 

Confidence that the U.S. would come to Western Europe's defense 
in the case of a soviet attack remains widespread. In March 
1981, large majorities in Great Britain (74%), Norway (67%), 
France (66%), the Netherlands (61%), and West Germany (59%) had 
at least a "fair amount" of confidence that the U.S. 'WOuld come 
to their aid. only about one in twenty in these countries had 
"none at al 1." 

West European confidence in the U.S. defense commitment to them 
has rebounded in the last several years from the record low in 
1975 (in a survey done only weeks after the end of the Vietnam 
War and at a time when there was widespread questioning in the 
U.S. of the American role in the world). In March 1981, the 
level of confidence was still somewhat below the highest point. 
( Table 7) 
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Preference for Arms Control and Detente. West Europeans generally 
have a clear preference for arms control negotiations and concil
iation to strengthening NATO and firmness. In March 1981, plural 
ities in France (by 50 to 18%), the Netherlands (by 44 to 21%), 
Britain (by 40 to 31%), and West Germany (by 35 to 21%) said that 
the best way for their country to improve its security was "by 
pushing harder for arms control negotiations to try to reduce 
military forces on both sides" rather than "by strengthening its 
military forces to help NATO maintain a balance of military power 
with the East." In West Germany, a quarter (25%) volunteered that 
both should be done simultaneously. In Norway, equal proportions 
(38-35%) favored pushing for arms control and strengthening NATO. 

The importance of this pro-arms control sentiment was underlined 
by the March 1981 finding that, when presented with a list of 
actions which might be taken if the Soviets invaded Poland, only 
about one in ten in West Germany, Great Britain, France, the 
Netherlands, and Norway would favor suspending arms control 
negotiations with the Soviet Union. 

The maintenance of the overall detente process -- the effort to 
reduce East-West tensions -- is clearly of major importance to 
the West European publics. When shown a list of eight possible 
threats to their country's security (as discussed earlier), 
"increased tensions between the U.S. and the USSR" was the 
top-ranked threat -in Britain, the Netherlands, and Norway and 
was among the top three in West Germany and France. 

Further evidence of the importance given to detente by the West 
European publics comes from a February 1981 survey. It found 
that two-thirds of the West Germans (by 67 to 28%) and half of 
the French (by 52 to 35 %) thought that their country should 
follCM a policy of conciliation rather than a policy of firmness 
t<:Mard the Soviet Union. By contrast, more than half the 
Americans, when asked the same question, favored firmness to 
conciliation (by 57% to 34%). In addition, far more West 
Germans (65%) and French (54%) than Americans (34%) believed 
that the Western countries have benefitted as much from detente 
as have the Communist countries. 

This difference between the West European and American publics 
is in line with their different attitudes t<:Mard defense spending. 
It is clear that the recent disagreement between the American 
and West European governments on the priority of strengthening 
military capability versus arms control negotiations is mirrored 
in the opinions of the general public. 
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The Reagan Administration recently recognized the importance of 
anns control negotiations to the West Europeans. At the early 
May NATO Foreign Ministers' meeting, Secretary of State Alexander 
Haig announced the U.S. intention to move toward LRTNF negotia
ations th~ s year. The final communique, which reiterated both 
tracks of official NATO policy (arms control and strengthening 
NATO militarily), was a step toward winning broader West European 
public support for strengthening NATO militarily. But, as few 
in the general public are likely to be aware of the meeting and 
its results, it will require a sustained follow-through on the 
negotiating front to win greater popular support for defense 
increases and LRTNF deployment. 

Widespread Opposition to LRTNF Deployment 

The December 1979 NATO decision called for deployment of long
range theater nuclear forces (LRTNF) in Western Europe beginning 
in 1983 or 1984 and for anns control negotiations on these types 
of weapons. This NATO decision was a response to the continuing 
Soviet deployment of its SS-20 missiles, which can reach any 
city in Western Europe. It was tentatively planned that the 
deployment would take place in five NATO countries -- ground
launched cruise missiles in Great Britain, Italy, Belgium, and 
the Netherlands and both cruise missiles and Pershing II missiles 
in West Gennany. The British, Italian, and West Gennan govern
ments agreed to future deployment of the weapons on their soil 
about at the time of the NATO decision. The Belgian and Dutch 
governments, however, facing strong political opposition to 
LRTNF at home, postponed their decision on stationing in their 
countries to depend upon the progress of anns control negotia
tions. In September 1980, the Belgian government gave a 
qualified acceptance of deployment in Belgium, one to depend 
upon anns control negotiations. The Dutch said in December 
1979 that they would make their decision in December 1981. 

It is clear that in the countries where stationing is planned 
there is much public opposition to deployment of these new 
nuclear weapons on their soil: 

In Britain, the public, by a 50 to 41 percent margin, was 
opposed to its "government's decision to allow the American 
government to base cruise missiles on British soil, 11 according 
to an April 1981 survey. This is a change from September 1980 
when Britons, by a 49 to 43 percent margin, f avored t he 
government decision to accept deployment. 

In Belgium, a 42 to 26 percent plurality in September 1980 
opposed "the installation of American missiles on its territory." 
This opposition was substantially lower than a year earlier, 
when a 65 to 20 percent majority opposed TNF deployment in 
Belgium. However, the percentage of supporters increased only 
slightly while the undecided ranks doubled. 
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In the Netherlands, the public, by a 53 to 39 percent margin, 
last fall did not believe that "nuclear weapons should be 
present on Dutch soil." 

In West Germany, a 60 to 25 percent majority in March 1980 
opposed "the stationing of more and new nuclear weapons in the 
Federal Republic." 

One aspect of the opposition to LRTNF deployment, at least in 
Britain and the Netherlands, where relevant data are available, 
is the more generalized opposition to all nuclear weapons among 
at least a segment of the population. 

British support for unilateral nuclear disarmament increased 
temporarily follONing last fall's Labour Party Conference 
resolution advocating such a policy and a major effort by the 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND), which was the most 
extensive in Britain since the "Ban the Bomb" campaign of the 
early 1960s. Two surveys conducted in September 1980 showed 21 
and 28 percent respectively in favor of unilateral nuclear 
disarmament for Britain. In October and November surveys, 
support for unilateral nuclear disarmament jumped to 35 and 
41 percent respectively. However, by April 1981, six months 
after the Labour Party Conference and the major CND activities, 
support for Britain "to abandon nuclear weapons altogether, no 
matter what other countries do," had returned to about the same 
level (23%) as it had been in September 1980. Nevertheless, 
this appears to represent a solid core of opposition to all 
nuclear weapons. (Table 8) 

In the Netherlands, last fall the public was evenly divided 
(48%-46%) on the general question of whether Western Europe 
should "possess nuclear weapons." 
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IV. ANALYSIS OF AGE AND PARTY DIFFERENCES ON SECURITY ISSUES 

Attitudes on Security Issues Generally Differ Much More By 
Party Preference than By Age Group 

This brief section is based on a preliminary and partial 
analysis of differences by age and party. Thus far, we have 
found little evidence of major and consistent age group 
differences on security issues. This is not to say that there 
are none, but we have found no basis for concluding that the 
younger generation is significantly different in its attitudes 
from its elders across the range of security issues and across 
Western Europe. 

On the other .hand, party preference tends to be strongly 
related to opinion on defense issues. As might be expected, 
supporters of parties on the left (Communists and Socialists) 
are generally least likely to support NATO, increased defense 
spending, or LRTNF deployment. These differences do not, of 
course, occur in every case and vary in degree among the three 
issues cited above. 

On the question of LRTNF deployment, there are, except in West 
Germany, major differences by party preference -- and these 
differences among supporters of different parties are among the 
largest on any security issue: 

--In Britain, while 60 percent of the Conservative supporters 
approved the '!hatcher Government's decision to allow TNF 
deployment, only a third (33%) of the Labour supporters did. 

--In the Netherlands, backing for stationing nuclear weapons on 
Dutch territory declined from right to left across the 
political spectrum. Two-thirds of the supporters of the 
conservative People's Party for Freedom and Democracy (VVD) 
favored stationing nuclear weapons in Holland. Supporters of 
Prime Minister Van Agt's Christian Democratic Appeal (CDA} were 
evenly divided. On the left, almost two-thirds of the supporters 
of the leading opposition party, the Dutch Labor Party (PvdA}, 
opposed the presence of nuclear weapons on Dutch soil. 

--In Belgium, in September 1980, a majority (58%) of the voters 
of the Flemish Socialist Party, the government party most 
hostile to TNF deployment in Belgium, opposed the stationing 
of these nuclear weapons on Belgian soil. Pluralities (ranging 
from 36 to 42 percent) among the supporters of the other three 
government parties -- the Flemish and Walloon Social Christians 
and the Walloon Socialists -- also opposed deployment. Among the 
major parties, only the voters of the Walloon Liberal Party 
favored TNF deployment -- by a 55 to 19 percent majority. 
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

We have found that West European expectations of war have 
increased since Afghanistan but that only a third to a half are 
concerned that the Soviet Union will attack West Europe or force 
political concessions in the near future. West Europeans are 
generally more concerned about a possible confr:onta•t'ion between 
the superpowers than about potential Soviet adventures in Poland 
or in Southwest Asia. Pluralities tend to view the Soviet Union 
as militarily equal to the United States, while large minorities 
see the USSR as militarily superior. 

Given this mixed picture in terms of threats and the military 
balance, the publics in our West European allies -- with the 
usual exception of the French in most cases -- tend to respond 
in the following ways: 

--they think NATO is still essential to their security and want 
their country to retain its membership; 

--they do not favor in any large numbers alternatives to the 
Western Alliance, such as a purely West European defense force 
or neutrality; 

--they tend not to have much confidence in NATO as a deterrent, 
but they feel that the U.S. would come to their aid in case 
of an attack; 

--they oppose increased defense spending because they prefer 
butter (or social services) to guns, arms control negotiations 
to strengthening NATO militarily, conciliation to firmness; 

--they feel, especially in the smaller countries, a sense of 
futility about the value of their modest contribution to the 
overall NATO defense effort; 

--they generally op:pose stationing cruise missiles in their 
country. 

What does it all add up to? Is NATO in trouble? 

We must first emphasize that all the data reported in this paper 
deal only with mass publics, not with elites. On many foreign 
policy issues, general public opinion acts primarily as a con
straint, not as the decisive factor. Both defense spending and 
the deployment of long-range theater nuclear forces, however, 
and the broader issue of how best to avoid war, are questions 
which have become enmeshed in domestic politics and on which the 
general public may have a substantial influence. 

NATO as a formal organization is not in trouble among the mass 
publics; membership is widely sup:ported and neutrality is general
ly rejected. However, these publics have largely shown themselves 
unwilling to sacrifice for NATO or defense spending. This presents 
a troubling situation for the 198Os. There will clea.rly be no 
immediate crisis in NATO as a result of these publics' attitudes, 
but there should be longer term concern as the West European 
governments will find it hard to win support for tough NATO 
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decisions. 'Ibis may make it more and more difficult for these 
governments to make the kind of commitments they have made in the 
major NATO decisions in the past several years and at the May 1981 
Foreign Ministers' meeting. 

The people of Western Europe want to see a strong -- but not mi
litarily superior -- United States. They would welcome strong 
U.S. leadership in world affairs. At the same time, they want 
evidence of a continuing U.S. effort to reduce tensions and 
seek arms control negotiations between the superpowers. If 
these West European publics do not perceive the u.s. to be 
making a genuine effort for arms control negotiations, their 
governments will find it increasingly difficult to win public 
support for improving NATO's military capabilities. 



Table 1. Perception of U.S. Versus USSR Military Strength 

1957-1969 wording: "All things considered, which country do you think is ahead 
in total military strength at the present time -- the US or the Soviet Union?" 

1977-1981 wording: "How do you think the US and the USSR compare at the present 
time in total military strength (CARD) -- US considerably ahead, US somewhat 
ahead, US and USSR about equal, USSR somewhat ahead, USSR considerably ahead?" 

Britain France 
Neither Neither I 

us USSR (Vol. ) / No us USSR (Vol. ) / No I 
ahead ahead Egual Opin. ahead ahead Egual Opin. I 

I 
1981:March 11% 52 27 1 1 16% 30 38 16 I 
1977:March 10% 50 19 22 16% 34 27 23 I 
1969:Oct-Nov 33% 34 13 20 40% 26 19 15 I 

August 41% 30 12 16 44% 19 17 20 I 
July 35% 31 13 20 39% 24 18 19 I 

1968:December 27% 45 12 16 23% 30 30 17 I 
1965:May-July 26% 37 15 22 25% 20 32 23 I 
1964: February 27% 42 7 24 28% 25 25 22 I 
1963:Jan-Feb 26% 41 7 26 24% 28 19 29 I 
1961 :June-July 15% 56 8 21 12% 43 20 25 I 
1960:May-July 12% 55 5 28 25% 40 35 I 

February 15% 59 4 22 16% 37 16 31 I 
1958:October 26% 41 8 25 19% 29 34 18 I 
1957:November 19% '! so 6 25 17% 25 20 38 I 

West Germani Ital::t 
Neither I Neither 

us USSR (Vol.)/ No I us USSR (Vol.)/ No 
ahead ahead Equal ~-1 ahead ahead Equal ~-

1981: March 18% 35 33 14 
1977:March 15% 34 35 17 24% 19 34 23 
1969:Oct-Nov 41% 26 25 8 44% 13 25 18 

August 41% 13 33 13 
July 35% 16 38 1 1 

1968:December 28% 26 35 1 1 31% 16 16 37 
1965:May-July 41% 1 0 32 17 38% 14 17 31 
1964: February 41% 14 30 15 35% 18 13 34 
1963:Jan-Feb 50% 16 18 16 39% 19 14 28 
1 9 61: June-July 26% 38 17 19 22% 29 1 1 38 
1960:May-July 26% 23 16 35 30% 22 21 27 

February 22% 47 8 23 38% 32 5 25 
1958:October 24% 23 22 31 38% 23 22 17 
1957:November 38% 23 20 19 34% 22 23 21 



Table 2. Preferred U.S.-Soviet Balance 

1971 wording: "What would be best in your opinio-for the U.S. to be ahead in nuclear weapens, the Seviet Union to be ahead, or 
nei1her kt M a.heae?" 

1964 wording: "What would be best in your opinion-for the U.S. to be ahead in military strength, the Soviet Union to be ahead, or 
neitlter to be aheaol?" 

1958 wording: "Would you prefer the U.S. to be militarily stronger than the USSR, weaker, or ahout the same in 111ilitary strength?" 

1;,~(I, 9,,,,,,,. WtilGtnfta,ry Frartu 

Ott f,b }uh Ott ftb July Ott F,b J•fJ 
' l/1 '64 '1 I ' l/1 '64 '11 'JH '64 '1/ 

No. of cases (6 11) (1178) (1240) (610) (1202) (1211) (635) (1175) (1263) 
Prefer U.S. ahead 69% 40% 3 1~ 73 % 49% 31% 43% 22% 12% 
Prefer USSR ahead 2 I 3 I I 3 2 3 
Prefer neither ahead 21 47 56 15 35 56 36 64 71 
No opinion 8 12 11 11 16 13 18 12 15 

100% 100% 101 % 0 100% 100% IOI % 0 100% 100% 101% 0 

Net Favorable 10 U.S. 46 -8 -28. 57 14 -26 4 --14 -62 
(U.S. ahead less USSR 
ahead plus neither) 

• Tot.111 may \Off)' ,hw:1111-. f rom 100 per cen1 owinM to ruumtinw. 

Table 2a. PerceEtions of East-West Military Balance 

F R A N C E G E R M A N y 
US/NATO About USSR/WTO US/NATO About USSR/WTO 

"Very_" or "Fairly" Ahead Equal Ahead Ahead Equal Ahead 
Concerned About: 

Soviet Intimidation 
of Western Europe 42% 31% 44% 40% 35% 60% 

A Soviet Attack on 
Western Europe 24% 23% 32% 35% 21% 35% 

(No. of cases 1 ) ( 6 7) (435) ( 188) ( 138) (591) (776) 

laases are those who answered question on E-W military balance 
and on intimidation. The bases for the Soviet att~ck question 
vary slightly. 



Table 3. Essentiality of NATO 

"Some people say that NATO is still essential to our country's security. Others 
say it is no longer essential. Which of these views is closer to your own? 11 1 

1981 :March2 
1980: October 
1978: March 
1977:Nov-Dec 

April 
March 

1976:Jul-Aug 
1973: Apr-May3 
1971 :July 
1969: Oct-Nov 
1967: Dec4 

February4 

1 981 : Ma rch2 
1980: October 
1978: March 
1977: Nov-Dec 

April 
March 

1976:Jul-Aug 
197 3: Apr-May3 
1971 :July 
1969: Oct-Nov 
1967: Dec4 

February4 

Britain 
Not 

Essen- Essen- No 
tial tial ..2El:E· 

70% 
79% 
70% 

75% 
73% 
69% 

81% 
68% 
59% 
66% 

15 
13 
10 

13 
8 

15 

12 
15 
15 
16 

West 
Germany 

Not 

15 
8 

20 

12 
19 
16 

7 
17 
26 
18 

Essen- Essen- No 
tial tial ..2El:E· 

62% 
88% 
84% 
82% 
82% 
79% 
85% 
73% 
84% 
76% 
67% 
59% 

20 
8 
5 

10 
9 
7 

10 
13 
11 
13 
17 
15 

19 
4 

11 
8 
9 

14 
5 

14 
5 

11 
16 
26 

France 
Not 

Es sen- Es sen- No 
tial tial ..2El:E· 

44% 
39% 

44% 
42% 
42% 
54% 
47% 
34% 
45% 

34 
35 

29 
35 
34 
35 
37 
30 
28 

Italy 
Not 

23 
26 

27 
23 
25 
11 
16 
36 
27 

Essen- Essen- No 
tial tial ..2El:E· 

62% 
59% 
58% 

54% 
58% 

66% 
37% 
52% 

27 
28 
22 

24 
30 

23 
12 
11 

12 
13 
20 

22 
12 

11 
51 
37 

1. Based on those aware of NATO (usually about four-fifths of the publics), 
unless otherwise noted. 

2. Question asked of all respondents. 

3. West German question: "Some people say that NATO is still important to West 
European security. others say it is no longer important. Which of these 
views is closer to your own?" (West German question asked of all respon
dents; French question asked only of those aware of NATO.) 

4. Question asked of all respondents: "Some people say that the Soviet Union 
does not pose a serious military threat to Western Europe and therefore there 
is not much need for NATO. others disagree and say that NATO is still essen
tial for West European security. Which of these views is closer to your 
opinion?" 



Table 4. Preferred Security Approach, March 1981 

"Regardless of how you feel about NATO, which of the statements on this card 
(Hand card) comes closest to your own view on h()\t{ (SURVEY COUNTRY) could 
best provide for its security?" 

1. '!be NATO (North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization) Alliance as it n()\t{ 
operates among the countries of 
Western Europe and the United 
States and canada 

2. NATO changed so that West Europe 
has more say in NATO in return 
for paying rrore of the costs 

3. Withdraw our military forces from 
NATO but otherwise remain in 
NATO for things such as policy 
consultations 

4. Establish an independent West 
European defense force not allied 
to the U.S. 

5. Rely on greater accommodation to 
the interests of the Soviet Union 

0 . Don't kn()\t{ 

UK 

35% 

16 

9 

15 

3 

24 

10% 

11 

28 

13 

7 

33 

FRG 

57% 

17 

8 

9 

6 

5 

NETH 

31% 

15 

11 

11 

6 

27 

NORWAY 

57% 

11 

6 

6 

2 

18 

* In France, option 3 reads: "To rely primarily on our armed forces and remain 
in the Western alliance." 



Table ·5. Desired Defense Spending 1\~ 
Britain France 

Keep No I Keep No 
Increase Decrease Same ~- I Increase Decrease Same ~ 

I 
1981 :Aprill 28% 20 47 5 I -----
1980:0ctober2 30% 16 47 7 I -----
1980: March3 48% 10 33 9 I 15% 22 50 13 
1979:JulS4 51% 10 31 8 I 19% 25 46 10 
· May ----- I 13% 23 43 21 

1972:June-July6 32% 20 38 10 I 7% 51 32 10 
1971 :July6 16% 26 40 18 I 7% 39 38 16 
1968:Spring7 15% 29 47 9 I 5% 38 47 10 

West Germani Ital~ 
Keep No Keep No 

Increase Decrease Same ~- Increase Decrease Same ~ 

1981 :Aprill ----- -----
1980: October2 22% 19 53 7 10% 39 36 
1980: March3 21% 13 51 15 -----
1979:JulS4 11% 11 54 24 -----

May 23% 10 66 1 -----
l 972:June-July6 12% 36 40 12 16% 27 17 
1971 :July6 11% 36 44 9 -----
1968: Spring 7 10% 33 50 7 11% 35 25 

1. "Bearing in mind the current international situation on the one hand and 
Britain's economic situation on the other, do you think we should be 
increasing military spending, or holding it at its present level, or 
should we cut it?" 

2. "In your opinion, should our defense spending in support of NATO be 
increased, decreased, or remain at the same level? (Asked only of 
those aware of NATO) 

16 

40 

29 

3. "Do you think that the level of (SURVEY COUNTRY'S) expenditures for military 
purposes should be increased, decreased, or left at about their present 
1 eve!?" 

4. "After the SALT II treaty has gone into effect, do you think that (SURVEY 
COUNTRY) should reduce its level of spending for defense, leave it at the 
present level, or increase spending for defense?" (Asked only of those 
aware of SALT II) 

5. "Do you think that the level of (SURVEY COUNTRY'S) expenditures for military 
purposes should be increased, decreased, or left at about their present 
1 eve!?" 

6. "At the present time, do you think (SURVEY COUNTRY) is spending too little, 
too Im.lCh, or about the right amount of money for national defense?" 

7. "In light of the current situation, do you personally feel that the amount of 
money our country is nc,.,., putting into defense should be increased, reduced, 
or kept at about the present level?" 



Table 6. Preferences for Cuts in Government Spending 
Among the West German Public, 1974 and 1980 

"The Minister of Finance has just said that the government must 
take steps toward economizing. If it were up to you to decide, 
in which areas should the government cut back first?" (Presentation 
-of a list.) 

Government employees' 
salaries 

Defense 

Development aid 

Subsidies for 
agriculture 

Road construction 

Promotion of sports 

Postal service 

Federal railroad 

Schools, universities 

Social benefits such as 
old-age pensions, child 
allowances and other 
welfare payments 

None of these 

Total* 

November/December 
1980 

54% 

44 

42 

38 

38 

24 

23 

20 

16 

6 

6 

311% 

November/December 
1974 

45% 

58 

67 

26 

20 

21 

29 

26 

12 

3 

7 

314% 

*Totals add to more than 100 percent because respondents 
could choose as many from the list as they wanted. 

Source: Institut fur Demoskopie Allensbach 

/2 



L 

~ 
Table4J. Confidence in US Defense Commitment 

Britain France 
Considerable/ Not very much/ None/ Co_nsiderable/ Not very much/ None/ Don't 

Great fair amount: little very little Don't know Great fair amount littl e verl little know 

1981:Harchl 361 38 15 4 6 191 47 16 5 
1980:Marchl 341 37 17 ·7 5 191 46 1A 5 
1979:July"l 341 34 22 6 4 181 40 24 8 
1978:Harch-April2 351 38 17 3 8 121 41 19 6 
1975:May-June3 221 41 22 7 8 91 40 23 11 
I 9 7 4: Oct-Nov4 511 33 9 2 5 311 41 3 5 
1972: Maich5 311 51 11 5 3 101 63 15 3 
1968: Spring6 391 28 10 4 19 181 32 24 6 

West Germany 
Considerable/ Not very much/ None/ I 

Great fair amount little very little Don't know I 
I 

1981 :Harchl 201 39 23 5 14 I 
1980:Marchl 161 50 22 3 9 I 
1979:Julyl 121 4 1 29 6 12 I 
1978:March-April2 151 46 24 4 11 I 
1975:May-June3 131 36 33 8 11 I 
1974: Oct-Nov4 211 51 18 2 8 I 
1972:MarchS 161 51 16 7 11 . , 

"1968: Spring6 221 31 31 10 6 I 

1. "In the event our country's security were threatened by a Soviet attack, how much confidence do you feel we can have in the 
United States to come to our defense -- a gre~t deal, a fair amount, not very much, or none at all?" (In July 1979, asked 
of those aware of the SALT Treaty, about 6~1 of the public in . each country.) 

2. "In the event Western Europe's security were threatened, how much confidence would you have in the United States to come 
to its defense-- . a great deal, a fair amount, not very much, or none at all?" 

3. "In the event our country's security were threatened by some other country, how much trust do you feel we can have in the 
United States to come to our defense -- a great deaf, _ a fair amount, not very much, or none at all?" 

4. "Let's suppose that at some time in the future the Soviet Union launched an attack aqainst Western F.urope ,· involvinq ' thie 
country, without attacking the United States directly. To what extent do you think we could rely on the United States 
to come to our defense with military force -- a great deal, a fair amount, not very much, or none at all ?~ 

5. "In the event our country's security were threatened by some other country, how much trust do you feel we can have in the 
United States to help us in our defense -- very great, considerable, little, or very little?" 

14 
3 

10 
22 
18 
14 

9 
20 

6. "Just supposing the Soviet Union did launch such an attack [an attack against Westrn F.urope, including (SURVEY COUNTRY), within 
the next five years), to what extent do you think we could trust the United States to come to Europe's defense -- a great deal, 
a fair amount, not very much, or not at all?" 

. . 
' ... f: . ... • t 

' I 
I 

I 



Table 8. Support for Unilateral Nuclear Disannament 
Among the British Public, September 1980-April 1981* 

September September 
1980 1980 October November April 

( MarElan) (GalluE) 1980 1980 1981 

Abandon Nuclear 
Weapons 28% 21% 35% 41% 23% 

Maintain Nuclear 
Weapons 65 67 52 53 74 

Don't Know 7 11 14 6 3 

Total 100% 99% 101% 100% 100% 

*The question v.,:,rding varied from survey to survey. The 
questions were as follows: 

September 1980 (Marplan) -- "In the absence of general nuclear 
disarmament, should Britain take the initiative and abandon 
nuclear weapons?" 

September 1980 (Gallup) -- "It has been suggested that Britain 
give up relying on nuclear weapons for defense, whatever other 
countries decide. Do you think this is a good idea or a bad 
idea?" 

qy 

October 1980 (MORI) (shortly after the conclusion of the Labour 
Party Conference) -- Respondents were asked whether they favored 
or opposed a series of policies adopted by the conference. One 
of these was unilateral nuclear disannament. 

November 1980 (Marplan) Should Britain take the lead and 
ban all nuclear weapons on British soil?" 

April 1981 (Marplan) -- "Should Britain a) abandon nuclear weapons 
altogether, no matter what other countries dor b) maintain its 
current nuclear capability; or c) improve it by spending more 
money on nuclear weapons? 11 In the table, for comparative purposes, 
options band c have been counted together. 
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Figure 1. 
ASSESSMENT OF RISK OF WAR IN NEXT TEN YEARS 

(Perc·ent of those expressing-·ari .. opfnion who con.sidered war 
--- "certain" or "more than 50/50 chanc;e") 
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Source: European Community Bulletin 7/8, 1980, 



Figure 2A. 
CONCERN OVER SOVIET MILITARY ATTACK ON WESTERN EUROPE 
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_ Figure 28. ~\ 
CONCERN OVER SOVIET POLITICAL PRESSURE ON SURVEY COUNTRY 
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Figure 3. 
. -- . . 

EXPECTED SHIFTS IN MILITARY BALANCE - MARCH/APRIL 1981 
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Figure 4. 
INFLUENCE OF US AND USSR ON WORLD EVENTS - MARCH/ APRIL 1981 

UK 

now 

in 5 years 

FRANCE 

now 
in 5 years 

FRG 
now 

in 5 years , 

NETHERLANDS 

now 
in 5 years 

NORWAY 
now 

in 5 years 

USSR Mo 

29 I 

25 

re Influence 

20 I 

I 
10 I 

22 r 
16 ' 

21 I 
12 I 

20 I 
11 I 

us More Influ 

121 
I 22 

18 
18 

121 

I 22 

I 20 
18 

1 

ence 

I 
26 

27 

Equal 

39 

30 

44 
36 

38 

35 

42 

36 

39 

35 

Don't 
Know · -

10 

28 

13 
36 

19 

26 

17 
35 

14 

28 


	Withdrawal 136901
	Withdrawal 136947



