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~SENSITIVE -TOP SECR ET-
September 10, 1987 

A™5 CCNlWL DEX:ISIOOS 

START. 

a. lvbbiles. The US will consider pennitting rrobile ICBMs in a START 
agreerrent at/near end-garre on the negotiations if needed to conclude an 
agreement that is otherwise in our interests and provided that the Soviets are 
prepared to work with us in good faith to agree on acceptable associated 
verification measures. 

While the US should not signal flexibility on rrobiles to the Soviet 
Union at this tilre, an internal assessm:nt should be done to detennine the 
best possible approaches for verifying limits on road and rail rrobile ICBMs. 

b. SUb-limits. The US will be prepared to respond to Soviet flexibility 
in START by showing sare flexibility on sub-lirni ts. There should be no 
flexibility shown on: 

6000 warheads on ballistic missiles & AI.ms (+ carpensation for 
banber weapons under the Reykjavik banber counting rule.) 

1600 total ballistic missiles and heavy banbers 
4800 warheads on ballistic missiles 
1540 warheads on heavy ICBMs 

In showing flexibility, the initial rrove should be the relaxing of 
our current proposal of a sub-limit of 3300 on total warheads on ICBMs to 3600 
warheads on ICBMs. (This sublimit should not be extended to apply to warheads 
on SLBMs as well) . 

c. SI.CM. The best the US can do in this area is to offer to !Pake 
unilateral staterrents about the existing and planned nuclear SI.CM forces of 
both sides. 

DEFENSE & SPACE 

a. Bottan Line. Protect the pranise of SDI at all costs. Regardless of 
whether the US forswears its µrrsuit of active defenses against ballistic 
missiles, none doubt that the Soviets are now and will continue to dig the 
massive, deep shelters that they are pennitted to build under the tenns of the 
APM Treaty. The Soviet Union will defend those things it values rrost. The 
issue for the future is whether the US will be penni tted to protect what it 
values. A future effective SDI deployment program (not merely the existence 
of an SDI research program) is the basis for a rrore secure future for the US 
and her Allies. 

b. No Franework Agreements. We should avoid any "frarrework agreements" 
that cover the STARI' and Defense and Space area since they will effectively 
put in place anticipated restrictions on SDI on us while not being sufficient 
to allow us to see START reductions begin. 

c. 6 .r-bnth Notification Prior to Deployrrent. As needed, we can add to 
our current position a provision calling for a 11 6 rronth notification of either 
side's intent to deploy defenses not currently pennitted" after 1 January 1995 
when each side can choose to deploy such defenses. 

Q w u: 
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INF 

a. overall. The INF Treaty is a major accanplishment. We should 
resolve the remaining "minor" issues as quickly as possible so that we can get 
this Treaty ratified and irrplarented while you are still in office. 

b. Status. We have resolved nost of the critical issues associated with 
this Treaty. While a lot of details still need to be ironed out (e.g., the 
schedule of reductions, details of verification, status of flight testing, 
etc.), the only remaining major issue between the US and Soviet Union has to 
do with the US warheads provided under an existing program of cooperation with 
the Federal Republic of Ge:rmmy for their Pershing IA missiles. 

c. US Warheads for German Pershing IA Missiles. We cannot undercut the 
basic principle that such existing programs of cooperation are net subject to 
bilateral negotiation. Provided that the Soviet Union can be satisfied by the 
stateirent made by Chancellor Kohl that the Ge:rmm PIAs will be eliminated, and 
the subsequent statenents by US spokesm:n that in such a cirClllllStance, the US 
warheads would be withdrawn, we should be able to conclude a Treaty in this 
area this fall. This being the case, we should do what we can to conclude 
this treaty . 

d. Reduction Schedule. We wanted to eliminate the missiles involved as 
quickly as possible. The current plan, proposed by the JCS and agreed by all 
agencies, ~uld have the missiles destroyed within 3 years. We are about to 
discuss the details with our allies. 

e. New Draft Treaty. We hope to be in a i;:osition to table a new treaty 
by next Monday. To do so, needed to make the following decisions: 

1. To clarify that this treaty only covers SRINF/LRINF missiles 
designed to attack targets on the surface of the earth (and not ABM, ASAT or 
ai r defense missiles that could fly to similar ranges). 

2. No flight testing after treaty is signed. This would include 
using the launching of these missiles (e.g., US Pershings) to "destroy" t hem. 
Therefore, we can't use Pershings for other testing, spacelaunch vehicles, or 
as targets for SDI experirrents. 

3. Permit research and develoµrent missiles for other pt.111X)Ses as 
long as they 

(1) are not existing types of SRINF/LRINF missiles; 
( 2) are limited in number; and 
(3) are not used to develop new SRINF/LRINF' missiles. 

4. Ban all anred ground launched cruise missiles (including those 
which are conventionally anred) beyond 500 kilareters. 'l'his is needed for 
verification, but it does foreclose future US/NATO opti ons for advanced 
conventionally arrred cruise missiles at these longer ranges. (SecDef objects 
strongly to this decision and it may cause canplaint fran sare conservatives.) 

.!!'OP ~/SENSITIVE 
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Nuclear Testing 

View A -- Step Back. 'Any restrictions on nuclear testing are not in the 
US interest. We should do what is needed to avoid unilateral restrictions 
being imposed upon us by Congress, but go no further. We should make it clear 
that negotiations on limits on testing beyond the 'I'IB'l'/PNI:."T could begin only 
after a STARI' Treaty was canpleted and inpleirented (when we fully understand 
the irrpact of the STARI' agreement and our security requirerrents under such a 
Treaty). 

View B -- Move Further. We are ccmnitted to pursue the ratification of 
the TTBT/PNEI'. We have told the Soviet Union and the Congress that, if the 
Soviets agree to work with us to satisfy our verification requirerrents 
associated with the TTBT/PNET, once this is done we will imne<liately negotiate 
on f-urther limitations on nuclear testing as part of a parallel program, 
parallel to nuclear force reductions. We have also agreed to an ultimate goal 
of a canplete and carprehensive test ban, albeit in the context of a world 
where nuclear weapons are no longer needed for our security. We have laid out 
this course in good faith. We should seek to make progress along this course 
with full vigor. We should actively press the Soviets to agree to the agenda 
for negotiations so that we can make progress, and we should pursue the idea 
of "joint verification experiments" as suggested by Shevardnadze to the 
Secretary of State in Moscow last April. We can make progress here if we are 
prepared to show scree creativity and flexiliility. 

View C -- Hold. Go no further than our current i:osition. This is one of 
the rrost important areas for you to consider. Feelings arrong your advisors 
run exceptionally high about this subject. This is appropriate because if the 
Soviet Union were able to constrain our nuclear test program, it could 
undercut our ability to sustain our nuclear deterrent. The principle that 
guides our position on testing limitations is that "as long as we require 
nuclear weapons for our security and that of our allies, we require the 
ability to test those weapons." This is a sound principle. 

Discussion. Those who would support View A would argue that it would be 
better to walk back the US position to sare degree. They feel that we are 
leaning too far fon✓ard in carmitrrents to negotiations on limitations beyond 
those of the 'fi13T/ PNEI' when we can identify no such limitation now that v.Duld 
be in the US interest. They are correct on this account. They fear that the 
US pursuit of our current position will carry us even further beyond that 
position. 

Those who support View B argue that we can't walk the US back in 
this area without risking unilateral Congressional restrictions on our 
program. They are also correct. 

Reccmrendation. The answer may lie in sinply holding the US position, 
prepared to rreet the carrnitrrents made if the Soviets accept the conditions 
which we have laid down, but not pursuing this area of our own accord. 

~SENSITIVE 
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Chemical Weapons 

View A -- Step Back. The current US position in this area is a mistake 
because the US Treaty that was tabled in 1984 is totally unverifiable. In 
addition, other hostile nations are now actively involved in chemical weapons, 
like Libya and Iran. There is no security in such an agreenent. Instead, the 
US needs to take those actions necessary to pennit the production of a 
stockpile of nod.em binary chemical weapons which can serve as a deterrent. 
Since a worldwide ban on chemical weapons can not be verified, the US rrust 
reverse itself, and instead pursue reductions of existing stocks of such 
weapons down to lower levels (pennitting the US to maintain such a stockpile). 

View B -- Hold Finn. We knew the difficulties involved in verifying a 
chemical weapons ban before the Vice President traveled to C-.eneva and tabled 
the US Treaty. Without the current US position, we would have been unable to 
sustain support for the US binary program in the Ccngress. Any backing away 
£ran the current US carmit:rrent to the goal of treaty banning chemical weapons 
can only lead to the death of the US chemical weapon rrodernization effort. No 
matter what happens, the current unitary chemical weapon stockpile will have 
to be destroyed within the next 5-10 years because of its age and for safety 
reasons. Therefore, even in the absence of a treaty, the US will face a 
situation where it is unable to produce and maintain a rrodem chemical 
deterrent while the Soviet Union is free to do so. For these reasons, it is 
better to continue to pursue our treaty in the belief that sare limits on 
Soviet chemical weapons are better than none since the US will likely not have 
a robust chemical weapon deterrent program in any event. 

Recomrendation. Harden the current US position. This is another ve:ry 
critical area for the United States. Chemical weapons are easy to produce and 
easy to hide. Any ban on the production of chemical weapons would be 
virtually ilrp:)ssible to verify. Relatively small arrounts can make a big 
difference in cCITibat. The treat:rrent of this issue is a matter of great 
concern to your rrost conservative supporters. They 'WOuld urge that the US 
revise its position in light of the unverifiability of a ban on chemical 
weapons, and that we pursue limits on chemical weapon stockpiles so that these 
limited stockpiles can provide a real basis for deterring the use of chemical 
weapons. This may be an area where, despite our desires to rid ourselves of 
the threat of these terrible weapons, the reality of the situation is that our 
current position is untenable. 

~ /SENSITIVE ~ENSITJ\IE 
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Conventional Arms 

View A -- Go Slow. Conventional arms reductions, even if larger for the 
Warsaw Pact than NATO, are not in US interest. Also, there is no way to 
engage in conventional reductions negotiations without the risk of having NATO 
nuclear forces of less than 500 kilcrreter range incorporated. Therefore, we 
must be prepared to "string out" the current procedural discussions, and block 
any substantive prcPJsals in the intra-NATO phase of deliberations. 

View B - Move Faster. Although the rmltilateral nature of conventional 
reductions negotiations makes them rrore difficult to manage than bilateral 
US-USSR talks, there is OPPJrtunity for substantial benefit fran conventional 
talks. The US can "take charge" of the NATO Alliance by being irraginative and 
forthcaning. We can keep the initiative in public diplanacy away fran the 
Soviets by "getting there first" with substantive reductions profOsals. We 
can forestall unilateral action by the US Congress and individual European 
Allies -- much the way MBFR blunted the Mansfield arren<lrrent. 'lb do this we 
must show sane flexibility on procedural issues (to assuage the French) and 
then start generating NATO support for substantive profOsals. 

RecarrrEndation. Hold firm on our current approach. The carplexity of 
conventional negotiations -- both in their multilateral construction and the 
variety of elerrents included in the negotiations - makes it unlikely any 
agreerrent could be forged in the next 15 rronths. Therefore the issues here 
are ones of Alliance managerrent and rraking sure our security interests are not 
foreclosed by the frarrework of the negotiation. CUr best course would be to 
pursue internal ~rk vigorously to determine what kir.d of substantive 
profOsals fit within our security interests, while exerting pressure on NATO 
~..llies to keep the terms of refere.~ce for the negct iations fccused away fran 
nuclear or dual-capable forces. 

-!IBP £.:~/SENSITIVE SENSITIVE 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

~CRFT' 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 25, 1987 

THE PRESIDENT 

FRANK C. CARLUCC~ 

Gramm-Rudman-Hol~gs 

Since Cap is in the Persian Gulf, I conveyed to him the general 
tenor of your meeting the other day with the Republican 
Leadership on Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. Cap asked that the 
following points be reaffirmed to you. 

1. You have always been on the side of deficit reductions. 
It is the continual Congressional refusal to accept your 
recommendations for non-defense reductions that has created 
the problem. 

2. Veto should be followed not by chaos, but by a quick 
debt extension bill. 

3. The thing most likely to "destroy" the Republican Party 
would be our abandonment of any pretense of an adequate 
defense budget. How would signing a bill that requires a 
38B, plus cut in defense "enable" them to do battle as a 
unified party. 

4. They should help you on this by supporting vetos on 
spending bills as a matter of simple adherence to Republican 
doctrine, not as a favor to the President. 

5. In any event, their support of vetos does not add one 
cent to defense. 

6 . All but one, or possible two of the Republican 
Congressional leaders who attended have supported tax 
increases. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is simply another means of 
trying to force you to ask for more taxes. 

SEeRET 
Declassify on: OADR 



MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WH IT E HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

September 25, 1987 

FOR THE PRESIDEN~_ 

FRANK C. CARLUC?J 

Senator McCain Amendment 

You asked this morning about the McCain ame ndment. McCain 
submitted an amendment to the DOD Authorization Bi ll which was 
adopted yesterday evening by the vote of 96 yea s 1 nay (Senator 
Simpson) - 3 not voting (Senators Biden, Gore and Simon). Sense 
of the Congress re Japan's contributions to global stability: It 
is the sense of Congress that the U.S. would welcome an 
initiative by Japan to assume a politically acceptable and 
sign i ficant global security role consistent with its economic 
status b y taking the following actions: 

1 . Increase its official development assistance program funding 
so that by 1992 it will be spe nding approxima tely 3% of its gross 
national product on such program. 

2. Devote increased official development as si stance expenditures 
primarily to regions of importance to global stability outside of 
East Asia, particular ly Oceania, Latin Amer ica , and the Caribbean 
and Mediterranean nations. 

3. Devote a ny increase in its official development assistance 
program primarily to concessional, untied grants and increa se the 
portion of t o tal expenditures made for such program for t hose 
multi l ateral financial institutions of whi ch Japan is a member. 

4. Designate t ho se nations that are t o be recipients of i ts 
increased development assi stance t h rough consultation with i ts 
security partners . 

5 . Expand its official developmen~ assi stance program without 
regaYd t o its expenditures on Defe~se, particularly expe~ditures 
:or comp:etion o: t~e 5 - year defe~se program : o~ FYs 198 6 ~h~oug~ 
:_99 0 . 



eOt~PIDEN'fIM 

PRESIDENT'S MEETING WITH DIRECTOR WEBSTER, KEN 
DUBERSTEIN AND FRANK CARLUCCI IN THE OVAL OFFICE 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 1987 

1. Zia's grandson going back. Story. 
2. Trip. Hospitable. Forthcoming. Concensus. Now 

that we are there in Gulf we should stay. Take out of 
Iranian ships was indicator we mean business. They like 
international mode. 

Afraid of Iranian victory. Great concern. 
fundamentalism. Mecca worked against Iran. 
Shiites expressed their outrage. 

Worried about 
Fahd said 

Saudis coming along in their sense of responsibility. 

Israelis happy to let Iran-Iraq war keep going. Arab 
countries restrained in their view of Israel. Want 
Palestinians at bargaining table. 

Afghanistan better picture. We are winning that war. 
Stinger has done it. Hit average 85% . 
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THE WH ITE H OUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

October 5, 1987 

Mr . President: 

In case you missed this. 
Ms . Suzman has been for 30 years 
the leading South Africa foe 
of apartheid . 

• ./ {,-
1 ~ /. / I._ ' 

/ ank Carlucci , _. 



Sanctions Won't End Apartheid 
By Helen Suzman 

CAPETOWN 

A.
ago the European Eco
nomic Community, 

1,:.., the Commonwealth 
ci:,untrlea and the 
United States Intro
duced economic sanc

tions against South Africa. The ef
fects of these sanctions are now 
under review. 

The Reagan Administration, which 
tried unsuccessfully to veto the com
prehensive anti-apartheid act ap
proved by Congress a year ago, be
lieves that the sanctions have been 
misguided and has rejected new pen
altJel. Other leaders share these 
cpibts. 

The European and Commonwealth 
sanctions are less extensive than the 
American sanctions, In part because 
of the determined opposition of the 
British Prime Minister, Margaret 
Thatcher, and the West German 
chancellor, Helmut Kohl, both of 
whom repudiate apartheid but be
lieve sanctions to be counter-produc
tive and Ineffective. 

The experience of the past year 
bears out this belief, the most compel

/. -~ ling evidence being the election last 
May for South Africa's white assem-

•· bly. This election produced a distinct 
swing to the right, following a cam
paign that played heavily on the se
curity concerns of the white minority 
while encouraging a burst of patriotic 
sentiment against "outside interfer
ence.'' 

These and other factors - includ
ing a virtual boycott by the radical 

1
, left - gave President P. W. Botha's 

National Party 123 seats out of 166 
and strengthened the far-right Con-

' aervative Party. The Conservatives 
won the support of 27 percent of the 
white electorate, captured 22 seats 
and displaced the anti-apartheid Pro
gressive Federal Party as the official 
opposition. 

Helen Suzman, the longest serving 
me~ber of Parliament in South Af
rica, is spokeswoman for the Pro
,ressive Federal Party. 

Mr. Botha has since reimposed the 
state of emergency, renewing and ex
tending the powers of detention with
out trial. Meanwhile, the army and 
police remain In force in the strife
ridden black and " coloured" wwn
ahlpa, press censorship has been 
tightened and reform measures have 
been put on the back burner. 

So much for the political value of 
economic sanctions. What of their 
economic effects? Here, sanctions 
have been effective. The question is 
whether they have been at all 
useful. 

The loss of export markets, such as 
the North American and Scandina
vian markets for fruit, will seriously 
jeopardize the labor market In the 
western Cape where fruit growers 
employ nearly a quarter of a million 
workers, all of whom are black or 
" coloured." Similarly, declining mar
kets for coal will affect the livelihood 
of about 30,000 black migrants from 
neighboring black territories. 

More broadly, the absence of for
eign investment capital and the with
drawal of foreign companies (espe
cially American firms fed up with the 
hassle factor and the threat of boy
cotts at home) have reduced the 
growth rate to less than the minimum 
required to keep job opportunities 
level with new job seekers. 

It is estimated that some two mil
lion people are presently unem
ployed, mostly unskilled black work
ers, and I.hat by the year 2000 the 
number will have risen to nearly 
eight million, without sanctions, and 
to almost 10 million with sanctions. 

There 
cannotbe 
democracy . 
1na 
wasteland. 

Economic . 
_expansion 
will promote 
change . 

And this is a nation without much of a 
social security safety net. 

Needless to say, whatever harm is 
done to South Africa's economy will 
certainly harm the economies of Its 
neighbors, for southern Africa Is one 
economic unit. All the neighboring 
black states depend on South Africa 
for jobs, markets, electricity and 
transport. And if South Africa's job
sustaining capacity is reduced, thou
sands of foreign workers will be repa
triated to the neighboring black 
states. 

One wonders, then, why leaders of 
the black states are so vociferous in 
their support of sanctions, and . why, 
since South African blacks are least 
able to sustain the mass increase In 
joblessness, their leaders also advo
cate sanctions and other punitive 
measures. 

The answer 10 the first question is 
thal lhe frontline states, while contin
uing to trade briskly with South Af
rica, see international pressure as the 
only way in which to bring down the 
Pretoria regime. They also rely on 
the West to make good any economic 
losses they sustain as a result of sanc
tions. The answer to the second is 
usually : "South African blacks are 
suffering so much already that any 
additional suffering caused by sanc
tions will make little difference to 
their lives." 

This contention is not borne out by 
the reality of joblessness in a country 
with no dole and no food stamps. 
There is, of course, a more sophisti
cated, if equally unrealistic, reply : 
Economic stress will bring on the 
revolull<>n and the downfall of lhe 
capital: ·, system, which is closely 
identifibd with apartheid. Such a view 

totally underestimates the strength, 
ferocity and determination of the 
armed forcea ln South Africa to main
tain the status quo. 

If there were any chance that sanc
tions would dismantle apartheid, I 
would be the first to support them.· 
But reducing South Africa to a waste
land would lead not to a nonracial 
democracy but to more oppressiol'l, 
and misery. No one should be under 
the delusion that things are so bad in 
South Africa that they could not gel 
worse. 

A little over a year ago, Archbishop 
Desmond Tutu said, "The onus Is on 
those who do not want sa:ctl s to 
provide us with a viable, olent 
strategy to force the dlsman ling of 
apartheid." 

While I disagree with ~ underly
Ing premise of this remark - that 
sanctlon·s provide such i,, strategy -
it Is relevant to ask whjlt alternative 
there is, and it is particularly rele
vant when the question comes from a 
man who cannot vote, despite the facl 
that he Is South African-born, the 
head of the Anglican <;:hurch in South 
Africa and a Nobel laureate. 

The sad truth of the matter is that 
there is no instant solution that will 
transform the South African scene. 
Despite all the pressures from within 
and wilhout the republic, the funda 
mentals of apartheid remain. The 
most effective instrument for change 
is economic expansion within thP 
country. This is the force that Jed in 
the first instance to those non-cos
metic changes that have taken place 
in the last 10 years - the opening of 
skilled jobs to blacks, inu>rovements 
In education and training, recognition 
of black trade unions, acceptance of a 
permanent black urban population 
and the abolition of the pass laws. 

The Western democracies, whose 
basic values are freedom and human 
rights, should continue to protest long 
and loud against all the mlserablP 
practices of apartheid and to use all 
positive measures to speed its demise. 
But moral indignation should not lead 
them to Impose punitive measures 
that will : wreck the economy of the 
country in which black South Africans 
will inevitably share. I I 
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T H E WHITE HO U SE 

WA SHINGTON 

October 8, 1987 

Mr. President: 
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it. You will not like the article but it 
expresses the point of view that is shared 
by a number of Europeans. 
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Kissinger: A New Era for NATQ, 
After an INF accord, creative diplomacy will be needed to save the alliance 

B y H E N R y A. K I s s I N G E R 

I 
was born in Europe and became secre
tary of state of the country that gave 
me refuge-an inconceivable eleva
tion anyw here else in the world. I 
have known both sides of the Atlantic 

intimately, and maintaining close ties be
tween them has always been a prior ity es
pecially close to my heart. And for a long 
period it was my good fortune to observe an 
American policy based on that same com
mitment. Americans have every reason to 
take pride in what their leaders have built 
in 40 years of bi partisan effort on Atlantic 
relations. America, the daughter of Eu
rope. repaid its heritage by contributing 
idealism and resources to the old Continent 
in its darkest hour. And it added to the 
values of human dignity a nd freedom that 
it inherited from Europe a n innocence a nd 
idealism that have made it a beacon to 
oppressed peoples everywhere. 

To be sure. like many Americans I have 
often been exasperated by shortsighted 
European actions and by the tendency 
a mong some of our a llies to sh ift the bu r
den of difficult decisions onto t he Un ited 
States. With t he passage of time. it has 
become increasingly evident that the alli
ance cannot live forever on the capital 
accumulated in the great decade of cre
a tivity that produced the Greek-Turkish 
aid program, the Marshall plan a nd the 
Atlantic alliance. While in office in 1973. I 
a ppealed fo r a rededication of the two 
sides of the Atlant ic. ""The next generation 
of leaders in Europe. Canada and Ameri
ca," I pointed out. '\viii have neit her the 
personal memory nor the emotional com
mitment to the . .\ t lan t ic alliance of its 
fo unders ... On both sides of the Atlantic. 
we are faced with the anoma lous si tuat ion 
in which the public mind ident ities fo r
eign-policy success increasingly with re la
tions with adversar ies .. . " 

That effort at renewal fo undered on Eu
ropean fear of American domina t ion a nd 
on tactical mistakes on my pa rt . But the 
situation I foresaw a decade a nd a ha lf ago 
is now upon us. A grave cr is is of co nfi
dence has developed. Concern about 
America 's intentions has always been in
herent in the military inequality between 
the two sides of the Atlant ic and their 
geographic separat ion. What is new about 
the cu r rent situa tion is t ha t America is 
being doubted not by its t radit ional crit ics 
but by its oldest frie nds. 

SYG~t:\ 

Pressure tactics: One of the German A:.1 , hing JA missiles slated for removal 

The crisis has been triggered by the im
minent agreement to eliminate medi um
a nd shorter-range nuclPa r mis:;iles from 
the a rsenalsofbothsuperpowers. lb pro\·i 
sions will no doubt be fu lly deba ted whe n it 
comes up for ra tificat ion before the St:'nate. 
But t he debate will miss a crucial ;ioi nt 
Domestic po li t ical support fo r ota t1oning 
American missiles on the Continent has 
disappea red in a ll the European countr ies. 
In tha t sense. the ne~otiations have al 
ready crea ted a ne\\. reali ty. Hence. nonrat
itica ti on is not a n option . 

!t wi ll be the t:b k of . .\merican 1·orei~n 
po licy to ti nd co nstruct i\·e ways of deal in ~ 
with that new rea lity. At t he mo ment. t he 
groups that have most con:;is tently sup
ported close . .\ t la ntic coope ration are in 
disa rray. For O\'er a ~enerat ion. the~· ha\·e 
accepted as a n urt ic le of fui t h t h::i t . .\ rne r i
can nuclear weapo ns were net'ded to co un
te rbabnce So\·iet co nventional ,uperior
ity- a nd that de ployment of . .\me rica n 
missile,; on the Continent wa::' , \11 t:'5:'en t ial 
co mpont'nt of that c-;tra teg\·. Tht'y no" · lind 
the mo,t c·o nsen·ati\·e L S. ,1dmii1i,tration 

of the postwar e ra st igma t izing nuclea r 
weapons with a re:uments all but ind ist in
gu ishable fro m the Comm ittee fo r \" uclt':lr 
Di,arma rnt'nt. 

The \· Pxpe rienced the :'hock of Re_\· kjJ. 
,·i~. \\·here th t' su per po wers were on the 
\·t' :·e:e of J_s; reei ng to acra p al l misc-; iles , in
c·!udi:'. ~ : h11st' ,if ou r :1llie;:; 1. The\· h,1\·e 0 t'e n 
enor1:10u,; p1·L•o;:;ure put on t he Federcil Re
publi c' •J r' ( ;e r 111u ny to ,1ccept the wit hd ra,.,·. 
.d nut ,;nl_\· oi' the . .\ merican med ium-ram:e 
m i,, i le ,; on its , oi! but ,1lsoof Per;: hinsr l X, . 
( IL·rm:rn-co nt rolit•d m1;:;:;iles loc:u ed the1·t' 
:,; r ,1 dec·ade ,rnd ;,i h,t! L The fa ct th .It th t' 
Li.-t t", rn1· \" . .\TO commanders a re the m
_• (:' !\'e:; deepiv c1neasy abou t the agreement 
compou nds the Eu ro pea ns· a nx iety . The 
interna l political debate withi n the a lli 
un ce wil l ne \·er be the ;ame again . 

The ::idminis tra tion justifies the pend i:1 ..: 
,1,!:t"Pement by pointing out that the Su\ 1-
t' tS will >?ive up more warheads than th e 
l. nited Sta tes . But the Sov iet L' nio n i;:; n,it 
in the ha bit of ma king unequa l :1>.:: :h-
:11t' nts. It ~ 4uid pro quo is a goal that t he 
' •"· ie ts ha\·e sought fo r a ge neratio n: ;;ep,l· 
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,.,: 111 , _-\ muica from its Eu ropean allies . 
T'i f is a pa rticular problem in th e Fed
.. lep u' ,lic of Germa ny I:\o other co un

: :·'- :;: 1 .. d> prt'ca rious a geographic. politi
,\1. and psychological posi tion . West 
(;nman,· is still a relati\'ely new state 
\\' ith an· a rtificial ca pital a nd essential ly 
,;rbit ra n · frontiers th at rose out of the 
, huch. a~d despair of a disastrous war. 
,\ cm,, mine tiel ds an d barbed \\' ire that 
ci11 ,cit' 1t from Eas t Germany. it faces ot 
lt'a5t 20 So,·iet di\·isions in a high state of 
prt:'part'dllt':-e. ~ o othe r countr,· so dt':-per
att'I\· net'ds steadiness an d se nsi t i\·it_\ 
from its allies. Frequent shocks threaten 
its frasrile self-co nfiden ce and hard-\,·on 
nt',,- ~ooring5 . An eminent European 
lt'ader said to me shortly afte r Reyh.ja,·ih.: 
"Tht' imedium -range ; missiles \\'ere a co r
St't tha t ties Germany to the \\"est. You art' 
no"' de:'troyin g tha t corset a nd "'e wil l 
haH• to pay the pr ice for it." 

In addit ion. if the presiden t pe rsis t;; in 
h is assault on nuclear weapons and estab
li~he,- denuclea r ization as a prf>-emi nent 
American objecti ve. a crisis with the Eu ro
pean nuclea r powers. Br itain and France. 
is ce rt ai n. They do not acce pt his proposi
tion tha t their secu r ity is en ha nced by 
eliminating all nuclear weapons : nor do 
they believe it is poss ible to defend Europe 
entire!_\· wit h conventional fo rces. Under 
the shock of Reykjavik. they a re acquiesc
ing in the withdrawal of American weap
ons stationed in Germ any-but primarily 
as a means of sta\·i ng off U.S. pressure 
to gi \'e up their own nuclear fo rces. If 
th nt calculati on pro,·es mistaken . they 
wi ll fierct'l ,· rt's is t a ny assault on their 
nuclea r forces . 

The ~ A TO cr isis cant hus be summed up 
as follo ws: 

■ The apparent change in a military doc
trine pursued by the past five administra
t io ns places the predominant burden of nu
clear defense on weapons based in the 
C nited States or at sea . This is occu rr ing at 
a t ime when congressional budgetar_\· pres
su res have put in doubt plans to de\'elop 
new weapons necessary for a more flexible 
strategy . 

■ In th e process. many Europeans a re 
con\' inced. a gap is being created that in 
time wil l ena ble the Soviet Union to threat
en Eu rope while sparin g the United States. 
In techni cal terms. the defenses of the two 
sides of th e ,\tlantic will be "decoupled ." 
■ This fear is all the greate r beca use the 

So\'iet convent ional supe r ivr it:,,· has not 
been reduced. Because of th at imbalance. 
adm inistration invocati ons of its hor ror of 
nuclear wa r send a sh udder through the 
Europeans. who worrv that America mav 
recoil before it s nucle~r commitments. • 

All thi s makes it proba ble that Europe 
will set-kn ew directions in the \'ears a head . 
Some count r ies will be tempt~d to maneu
n,r between East and \Vest a nd to extend 

th t' administration's denuclea riza t ion 
rht- to ric to ba ttlefield weapons. Others will 
go in the opposite direct ion a nd seek to 
bu ild up their own nuclea r forces . In either 
case. the old pattern of American tutelage 
will end . While America can no longe r pre
\'ent these trends. it should try to channel 
t hem in a co nstructive direction. It should 
endorse the ex isting European nuclear 
fo rces . support their coordination. and en
courage a greater European identity in de
fe nse and a rms-control mat ters. Where it is 
feasi ble. it ca n strengthen poli tical cooper
ation between the two sides of the Atlantic. 
\\" here it is not. it can at least limit the 
t- xt ent to which disagreements are pushed. 

How Did the Crisis Arise? 
Fro m the beginning. NATO has faced 

a fun damen ta l dilemma: it confronts a 
thrf:'a t from a single country, while the 
allia nce is composed of many !lately 161 
~o,·e re ign states. the strongest of which is 
5t:' parated from most oft he others by some 
4.000 miles . A coalition. no matter how 
close. ·ca n neve r be-or appear to be-as 
co hes ive as a si ngle state. America has 
ac ted as if a legal commitment could make 
I\' A TO a single unit . But Europeans, with 
the ir 1.- xperience of fragile alliances. have 
alw,11 - ~ought more tangible guarantees. 
Ew 1: . n t he early days of NA TO. when the 
Cn it• ; States possessed clear nuclear su
per i• , l y. the allies insisted on a substan
tia l .-\me r ican military presence on the 
Co nt inent . It made little sense in terms of 
the preva iling military doctr ine of "mas-

si ,·e nuclear reta liation": but it provided 
reassurance because it was believed-at 
least subconsc iously-that the United 
States would have no choice exce pt to de
fend its own fo rces. 

In the '60s, the Soviet Union began to 
edge toward parity, and in the '70s the 
United States and the Soviet Union en
tered into arms-control negotiations a imed 
at making nuclear attack mili tarily unpro
ductive. To some extent . they have succeed
ed in that end. But a nuclear standoff puts 
the side that can escape defeat only by the 
use of nuclear weapons at a clea r disadvan
tage. When nuclear war loses its military 
rationale. the inevitable question arises 
whether any na tion would risk national 
suicide for an ally-no matter how close 
their ties. 

The Europeans have never believed that 
conventional weapons. by themselves, are 
reliable deterrents: too many European 
wars have broken out when forces were 
roughly equal. NATO thus came to rely on 
American nuclear forces to offset a Soviet 
conventional threat beyond a certain 
threshold . But , insecure about relyi ng en
tirely on a United States arsenal located so 
far away . our allies sought a claim on 
American decision. making. For defense
minded Europeans, the issue has not been 
whether the United States had the techni
cal ability to reach Soviet territory from 
,.\ me rica or from the sea . It was whether 
.-\merica would use that capability in de
fense of Europea n interests a nd sur\'ival. 
:.\tla nticist Europeans reasoned that long-

Harsh memories: Waiting for a US. air drop durin{? the 1948 Berlin crisis 
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range nuclea r we:ipon~ in Euro pe ,,·ou ld 
prov ide the indispen,;a ble lin k between 
America n strategy a nd Eu rope::i n defe n,e. 

To be s ure. this point of ,·1ew " ·as neve r 
una nimous. A significant porti on of Euro
pea n opinion always believed t ha t Europe 
should rely less on the United States and 
instead mediate between East and West. 
The debate became virulent when Ameri
ca sought to deploy medium-ra nge . .\meri
can missiles in Europe in t he ea rl_v ·<s1)s . [n 
the e nd these miss iles we re introduced 
only after riots a nd de monst r::i t io ns t h ;.lt 
shook the domestic tranquillity of ma ny 
countr ies for months. It is imposs ibl e to 
understand the European reac ti on to the 
fo rthcoming INF agreement wi t ho ut co n
s idering what the current leaders went 
through when the missiles were installed. 
And the fact that the agreement is sup
ported by some American ha rd-liners with 
arguments first ad\·anced by the oppo
nents of missile deployment has added to 
the psychological havoc. 

Balance of power: The co nfusion and a nger 
have been particularly acute in the Federal 
Republic of Germa ny. Germany was the 
last major European sta te to be unified . It s 
founding was not the res u lt or a popular 
movement ; it was a decis ion ta ken by the 
princes of the various German sta tes. un
der the dominant intluence of Pruss ia. Pre
cisely because democracy a nd nationa lism 
were a t odds in Germany for the better part 
of a century. German populism has always 
had a n a bstract romantic quality a nd 
lac ked a sense of proportion . This turned 
the stra tegic proble ms produced by Germa
ny 's geographic locat ion into a permanent 
source of insta bil ity fo r Europe . Before uni
fication. Germany had fo r centuri es bee n 
the batt leground on whic h its neighbors 
fo ught to mai ntain the Eu ro pea n ba lance 
of power . ..\ fter unificat io n. Ge rma ny 
:'Ough t-unde rsta nda bl y, if unw i,;ely- to 
ach ie,·e secu ri ty a ~a inst al l its ne i)!hbors 
s imu lta neously. But this effort pa radoxi
cal ly produced Ge rm a n_,.·s " ·0 1·, t night
ma re: a coali tion of ne i~hbor i ns:: .-utes. For 
if Germa ny was st rnn s! enou~h £1J rie fe:1t a ll 
its neighbors s im ulta neo us! _,·. tt • .. 1·as clea r
ly strong enough to O\·e rwhel m t hem indi
vidua lly . Thus Germa ny·:; etfort to esca pe 
its strategic predica ment made the fi rst 
world war all but inevi ta ble . F'or ce ntu ries 
Ge rmany has been e it he r too wea k or too 
strong to e nsure peace in Eu ro pe . 

It was the West 's good fo rtu ne t hat in the 
period fo llowing World Wa r II t he new 
West German state was led by a t ru ly great 
man . Chancellor Konrad . .\de na uer . . .\de
nauer understood that Germany could find 
its emotional bea r ings a nd ove rco me the 
legacy of distrust onl~· by res isting the 
tempta tions of geogra phy an d a ttachin !,( 
itself firmly to the Weste rn Allia nce. He 
:1cted co urageously a nd pa in fullv. 1,·hil e 
the So\·iet Cn ion was turn ing t he eas te rn 

third ,Jf t he coun t ry into a communist out
post-,111d ,,·hde a pass ionate domestic op
pos it io n was acc usi ng h im of giving up the 
ll ption of unification in fa vor of the West
e rn . .\lliance and the American connection. 

Kurt Schumacher. t he leader of the So
cial Democratic Party ,SPD ,. was the chief 

What is new 
about this 
crisis is that 
America is 
being doubted 
by its oldest 
friends 

spokesman fo r that point of view. His party 
had heroically res isted the :'-iazis a nd in
c· luded svme of the most admirable men in 
Ge 1·man politics . But precisely beca use the 
SPD represented one of the few elements of 
historic co ntinuity. it advocated a policy 
that a mounted to dress in g up traditional 
na tiona lism in neutralist garb-that i, 
trading \\'estern ties for unification . 

The opponents of :'-l'ATO only g radua l! , 
came to terms with Ge rman integration 
into the West. Adenauer 's legacy proved so 
strong that in the '70s two distinguished 
Socia l Democratic chancellors . Willy 
Brandt and Helmut Schmidt . we re able to 
ma ke major contributions to Western poli
cy , in part because a sta unchly nro-West
ern core of German public opin ion fo rged 
during the bitter debates of the ·-50s pro \·id
ed a hedge against adwn t ur is m 1. 

Still. Schumacher 's legacy proved a l
moq as lasting as Aden a uer ·s . His disc iples 
ne,·e r completely O\·e rc:1me thei r doubt s. 
a nd when Chancel lor ::ich midt pro posed 
t he deployment of . .\merican medium
r;.rn~e miss iles on Germa n soi l. the up hea\' 
al in his party helped br ing him down . 
S in ce t hen . the SPD has pursued a n a_,renda 
much close r to the s pirit of its tirst leade r 
tha n of its last chance ll or-one that stress
es nationa l issues. a nt inuclear po licies and 
Ge rma n a utonomy . . .\nd s ince the third 
German pa rty-the Free Democrats-can 
sun·i,·e only by maneuve ring be tween the 
Chris tian Democrats a nd t he Social Demo
cra t, . a ny ,,·ea ke ning of the Chris tia n Dem
oc rats is bound to jeopard ize the .steady 
,·our,;e •>fG erman polic,· 

[ ha w known the l' h1· ist i:1 n De moc ra tic 
leaders who have res pon~i bili ty fo r fo re ign 
po l in· :111d de le n;;e for decades. After a I ife-

time of unquestionin g support fo r ,.\me ri
can polic ies. th e v hnd t he m,e h ·e, adri ft in 
a n unfamiliar world in which . .\ me r ica n 
briefers parrot the s log:rns of t heir a nt inu
clear adversar ies. They rese nt t he pres
sures tha t c::iused the m ro ~ive up t hei r own 
4-50-mile-ran l_(e mi ss il es. t he Pe rshing l.A. ·s . 
1To be sure . Was hington denied a pplyi ng 
any pressure. Howe\·e r. its cl ai m th a t it was 
on the verge of a histor ic a gree me nt impl ic
itly put the onus on c;ermany if the tal ks 
fa iled .I After the L\F agree ment goes into 
fo rce. the nuclear missiles le ft in Ge rmany 
will be unable to hit tan:ets outside Eas t or 
West Germany. '.\o gove rnme nt in Bonn is 
likely to sustain suppo rt fo r a stra tegy un
der which only Germa ns are threate ned by 
nuclear retaliation from German so il. 

As they grow more and more disillu
s ioned with America, heretofore pro-At
lantic Germans mav seek a n emotional 
outlet by promoting the so-called ··German 
question." To be sure. the Soviet L' n io n and 
its East European allies have no conceiv
a ble interest in actual un ification . But t hev 
do not need to agree to u111fication to infl~
ence German policy . The not io n t ha t the 
fate of Germany under co m mun ist rule 
should be eased is gaining momentum. By 
manipulating that slogan . t he co mmun is ts 
could discourage the Federa l Republ ic 
from making further pro-Weste rn moves 
without paying the price of actual 
unification . 

.\1ost European leaders sha re t h is :bsess
ment of the German s ituat ion . . .\ nd t he 
leaders of Britai n a nd France a re bo und to 
wonder whether if the START tal ks pro
gress their own nuclea r fo rces will eventu
a lly be subjected to t he ~a me pressures as 
the Pers hin !l." lXs in Germa ny . The disar
ray in the all ia nce will th en be cu mplete. 

What Should Be Done? 
'.\o 0ne ,hou ld pre tend tha t there 1s .1 

-i mp le ren, ed ,· to :1 ,-ri ,i,; tlut ha,; :iee11 
build1n~ fo r .1 dec:ir1e 1.1 1· r::u re. '.\ ,n ·., ill tht-
•Ji d , t.111d b_,. ;i r, ,ul : ::1 !_,·: n...'. .- t',L-- ur:1m·e,; 
1.,·ork .. -\ '.\ .\TO -u:nm1t - n"w he11, ~ di ,; 
c·u ,;~ed In \\" ·" hi :L:t,111 - ·.1 • ,,_Jici :,,·: .t, . 1 hr:et" 
t r;.11141n l1Le r .. it :Ot: , t. Be tll re tht- \ . .\ TO 
heads of s!ll ,·ernment tl'eL·t. ch.-, L"nited 
:3 t:ltes must 111:1 ke up 1t;; m;nd :ib,,ut 11·hat tt 
,q,;hesto -;a,· .1n d ho •.,· it c·an L· ii,· :! .1 rt> liable 
1011~-,e rm : ,; 1, 't>nsu, . 

.\ fe ,1· pr inc·iple,; ,·an be -,.iteJ ::.·rl'. 
■ It / .; ::11pt' r u /i1 ,. 1;, ,. •l1 , · r ·,u.-,·,I ., ·•,; !, ·, : 11 

L'.<la h/1.;h (I n-iu / iun, 11 !fl ',t'f I< 1'('/1 ! / ., ,.,, , ·: . , ,.., 

// /Ir/ 1/:; .-/ ru!t'~.\ . Ullu° !Jct:, <'t ' I / / / ., )l'[L"/1 ,t ' 

u nd (l/" lllS·1 ·1111/ r n / ;iu /1,·i ,•,·. P 1·t>• idf:'!lt RL",l · 
,!:rn ca nnot kt•e- p repl·:1t in ,! t h t-> ~v:rl, ,!.denu
c·lear izi n,; the wor ld ·.,·1 t hnut !°'.1rtht-r l·r0d-
1n \( rhe ..\ :rns r iL·:111 nucle:1 r c· •> rnm i£:1 ;t--11 · , 
Europe . \l11n,1JV€' 1" . -•J!:J ehoJ,· · nc1 , , ; ,1,: t- ·.!1,· 
l°Jl't th:1t , J.,~.111:; o t" ,.len ucle:11·11,ltr»r, . Ire· 

impo~5ible to rultil l- .1nd he nce ir :·,._ ,,., r>:· 
bl e. So man,· nuc lea r ,,·ea pons h.,, ,. :w,.·: · 
prnduced a nd t he terTitor· ,· u l h,,th -:1pt•t·· 
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powers is so vast that it would be impossible 
to ensure that all these weapons have been 
eliminated. No arms agreement could do 
awav with the knowledge of how to make 
these weapons . Any negotiation would 
have to take into account open as well as 
clandestine programs in new nuclear coun
tries. In short . it cannot be in the interest of 
the democracies to keep avowing objectives 
more sentimental than realistic-and to 
stigmatize the weapons on which the de
fense of the West must for the fo reseeable 
future be based. 
■ The popular sport of Europe-bash inf! 

must end. This is not the time to settle old 
scores. however real. America · st rad it ional 
friends need reassuring. not lecturing. In 
particular. a time of nuclear withdrawal is 
not the occasion to push for so-ca lled "" bur
den-sharing" by threatening to remo\·e 
conventional forces . \Vhat is most lack ing. 
after all. is an agreement on precisely what 
burden is supposed to be shared . 

■ It is urgent that allied strategic doc
trine be ret·iewed. The relationsh ip between 
conventional and nuclear fo rces is in the 
process of being lost. I have argued for 30 
years that the threshold at which nuclear 
weapons have to be used should be raised 
much higher. But a few realities must be 
faced : the United States will not restore the 
draft . And no Western nation will substan
tially increase its defense budget (indeed. 
the trend is in the opposite direction I. The 
practical problem. therefore. is to define 
a realistic threshold for conventional 
forces-and for once to meet it . 

At the moment. the potential for distrust 
between the two sides of the Atlantic is 
paralyzingly deep. An increasing number 
of Europeans. especially in Germany. want 
to remove battlefield nuclear -weapons 
from their soil. The practical implication of 
that would be to shift the risks of nuclear 
deterrence from the most threatened coun
try entirely to the most distant ally . By the 
same token , the administration ·s sugges
tion that battlefield weapons can substi
tute for medium-range missiles creates the 
reverse impression in many European 
minds-namely. that America seeks to 
confine nuclear devastation to European 
territory . The alliance can no longer avoid 
a precise definition of who. in times of cri
sis, has what nuc:lear responsibil ities and 
in what time frame . 
■ The American nuclear forces assi{med 

to the NATO commander should be more 
precisely defined. Now tha t a ny major nu
clear response to Soviet aggression against 
NATO will have to come from the seas or 
from America. some of the weapons ear
marked for that purpose should be placed 
more immediatelv and visiblv under 
:'iATO control. The America n ·strategic 
weapons "assigned" to NATO now belong 
to the alliance in name onh· . A defined 
number of warheads fall into that catego ry. 
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bu t no specific submarines-and the sub
marines on which the wa rheads are sta
tioned are constantly being rotated. But as 
fo rmer~ A TO commander Bernard Rogers 
has pointed out. there will be no way for the 
Soviets to distinguish NA TO-assigned 
forces from the overall U.S. strategic force. 

The Soviets 
will not be 
stupidly 
impatient The 
democracies 
need to save 
themselves 

A flexible nuclear response is therefore 
bt>coming almost impossible. Some con
cret e measures that give the NATO com
m,1:1der a greater and continuing role in 
on·rseeing the weapons earmarked for Eu
ru ;•c- ::rn defense are essential. as well as 
so:· ,e method ofclarifyingwhich part of the 
C .::i. strategic forces serves the purpose of 
flexible response. 
■ Defense policy must be related to arms

control policy. It is quite predictable that 
the Soviet Union will appl:, the Reykjavik 
model to conventional forces-and sooner 
rather than later. A numerical scheme 
seemingly advantageous to the United 
States will be put forward-say. to start 
with, the withdrawal of two So,·iet divi
sions for one American di,·ision . But no 
such scheme can alter the geog ra phic reali
ty of Soviet proximit~· to Europe. And the 
inevitable corollary would be a freeze on 
NATO's remaining co nventional forces. 
Unless carefully designed. such schemes 
could enhance the SO\·iet conventiona l ad
vantage by forc ing smaller'.'\ A TO forces to 
be stretched thin against an aggressor with 
the option of concentrating its fo rces.u ntil 
there is an alliance agreement on a desir
able conventional threshold. no criteri a ex
ist for assessing conventional reductions. 

Similarlv. it is certain that pressure for 
denuclearized zones within the alliance 
will mount . In m~· ,·iew. the denucleariza
tion of central Europe would open the 
floodgates of neutralism . encouraging no
first-use doctrines that impl:v that the 
alliance prefers to be defeated by conven
tional forces than to use nuclear weapons. 
This is undoubtedly why Prime '.\1in is ter 
Margaret Thatcher has rE-jected anv fu r
ther nuclear redu ctions in Eu rope until 

allied and Soviet-bloc conventional and 
chemical weapons are brought into bal
ance. She has seen the alliance drifting 
perilously close to self-imposed military 
impotence in which ST ART negotiations 
remove the rationale for retaliation with 
strategic weapons. INF negotiations pre
vent retaliation from European territory 
and conventional ta lks threaten to freeze 
an unfavorable conventional equation. 

■ The United States should encourage a 
greater European sense of identity in de
fense matters. In the wa ke of Reykjavik and 
the tentative INF agreement. the Europe
ans are sure to seek greater self-reliance. 
The only open question is whether those 
efforts ta ke the form of neutralism or of 
common Europea n defense. The current 
governments in Britain and France will 
almost certainly accelerate their nuclear 
buildups. giving that priority over conven
tional reinforcement; the defense-minded 
element in the rest of Europe will strive to 
foster a specifically European conception 
of security. The United States should en
courage these trends. for the alternative is 
neutralism. 

European identity: Allowing Europe to as
sume greater responsibility for its own de
fense will in the long run strengthen Atlan
tic ties and help Germany overcome its 
sense of isolation. Washington for a genera
tion has supported the Common Market . 
which inherently involves competition 
with America. It should therefore abandon 
its historic reserve and welcome a Europe
an identity in defense, which in the end is 
bound to spur Atlantic cooperation. There 
is no foreseeable East-West conflict in 
which Europe will not be better off without 
American support . This is why. if the Brit
ish and French can agree on coordinating 
their nuclear forces. the United States 
should encourage it as a n important first 
step toward a greater European role in 
nuclear defense. 

To symbolize its confidence m the new 
a rrange ment . America could allow the 
'.'\.-'I.TO mil ita ry commander to be a Europe
a n. '.\1eanwhile. the secretary-genera l. the 
political representative of NATO. might be 
American- a reversal of traditional roles 
that would demonstrate that the alliance is 
adapting to new political conditions. 

A few weeks ago. a European in a senior 
position of responsibility told me that 
though he agreed with my analysis. he had 
concluded tha t opposition to what was in
e,·itable would reduce his effectiveness . 
" Remember ." he said. "" that even Churchill 
would have go ne down in flames had Hitler 
not been st upidly impatient. " 

:\ly wise European friend had a point. 
The Soviets " ·il l not be 5tupidly impatient . 
The democraciE-s ,,·ill have to save them
SE:'lves . By dt:-alini.: with the new realities 
crt:-uti,·eh·. thE:',. can _,·et revitalize their 
alliance· • 
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The Nicaraguan Resistance has decided that they should try to 
return to Nicaragua to pressure the Sandinistas to negotiate a 
cease fire with them. 

Three Resistance Director (most likely Calero, 
Ferrey, Chomorro) will travel to Managua accompanied by top aides 
of the other three members (Rebelo, Cesar, Sanchez), 
representatives of the private sector and labor from the 
Resistance Assembly and members of the Resistance Cease-Fire 
Commission. 

They will try to get US Congressmen and Latin 
and Central American and other prominent indivials to fly en the 
plane to Managua with them. 

They will request that the Central American 
democracies provide protection for them when the_y are there. 

The specific purposes of their trip would be: 

To show their support for the Guatemala Agreements by 
taking a large risk on behalf of national reconiliation. 

To demonstrate their seriousness about negotiating a 
cease fire. 

To take the initiative away from the Sandinistas and 
pressure them. 

The following will have to be consulted in order for the plan to 
be implemented successfully: 

Central American Democracies: to offer protection 

Internal Opposition: to support initiative. 
(Cerezo's Christian Democratic Party is hosting a 

conference on internal oppositions early next week which will be 
attended by major internal opposition figures. Calero will be 
there to speak with them about this initiative) 

Church: The Resistance would use Cardinal Obando y Bravo as 
mediator. He is currently in Rome and would have to be 
approached to secure his agreement to play this role. 

Congress: To agree to accompany the Resistance and to agree 
to have the funding legislation sent formally to the Hill before 
they leave for Managua. 

rSECfts-4'/SENSITIVE 
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NEGOTIATIONS: In order to gain support for this 
initiative from the Congress and the Central American 
democracies, we would announce our willingness to enter into 
regional discussions, including the Sandinistas, on security 
issues. 
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October 

9 

10-11 

12 

12-13 

14 

15-16 

17 

20 
Guatemala ) 

22-23 

25 

TIMETABLE 

PRG on date to introduce legislation 

NOR sees Arias, briefs Bermudez 

NDR sees Azcona 

NDR approaches Internal Opposition in Guatemala 
NOR sees Cerezo 

NOR sees Duarte in Washington; talks to 
Congressment 

Busby travel to see Arias, Azcona, Cerezo to 
support initiative & discuss US role in regional 
security negotiations 

Busby, Friers, Tillman meet with NOR in Miami 

NDR announces initiative (probably from 

Administration send Funding Request to Hill 

Return to Managua 
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FM FR ANK CARLUCCI ABOARD AIRCRAFT 

TO WH ITE HOUSE FOR THE PRESIDENT 
I NF O WH I TE HOUSE 

TOPS EC RE I / SENSITIVE 

0000 

WH I TE HOUSE I NF O E YE S ON L Y F OR : SEN ATOR BAKER 
COL I N PO WE LL 

FOLLOW ING IS MY INFORMAL MEMORANDUM ON TODAY'S CONVERSATION 
WITH GORBACHEV: 

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 

PART ICI PANTS : MIKHAIL GORBACHEV 

. EDUARD SHEVARDNADZE 

GEORGE SHULTZ 
FRANK CARLUCCI 

ATTEND EES . BUT NOT PARTICIPANTS: 

INTRODUCTION : 

OCTOBER 23 , 1987 

AMBASSADOR DOBRYNIN 
MARSHAL AKHROMEYEV 
AMBASSADOR DUBININ 
MR. BESSMYRTNYKN , DEPUTY 

FOREIGN MINISTER 

AMB . NITZE 
AMB. MATLOCK 

AMB. RIDGWAY 
MR. PARRIS, DEPT OF STATE 

(NOTE TAKER) 

MR. CHERNAYEV, AIDE TO 

GORBACHEV 

l. GORBACHEV ASKED SHEVARDNADZE AND SHULTZ TO CLARIFY WHERE 

T II E I R D I SC U S S I ON S STOOD . BOTH MADE A FACTUAL REPORT . 

/ 
DECLASSIFIED 

,; NLRR fflVZr /33¾"'111~ 

BY {Zl)j NARA DATE lr~:1-10 
fOP SECRET 
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GOR BAC HEV THEN COMMENTED THE THE IMPROVED ATMOSPHERE BET WEEN 
OUR TWO COUNTRIES IS A RESULT OF THE POST-GENEV A PERIOD . 
THEY HAO MADE ONE MORE STEP THAN WE HAD . ( IT WA SN ' T CLEAR 
WHAT HE WAS REFERRING TO . ) THIS HAD GENERATED GRE AT EXPEC TA -
TIONS . WE WERE NOW APPROACHING THE RESULTS STAGE . IF WE 

DO NOT COMPLETE AN ARMS CONTROL DEAL THERE WILL BE POLIT ICA L 
LOSSES FOR BOTH THE U. S. AND U. S. S. R. 

2. GORBACHEV STATED HIS IMPRESSION THAT WE CAN SOON 

COMPLETE INF . HE AGREED THAT THE FUNDAMENTALS SHOULD BE 

SOLVED THERE & THEN IN MOSCOW RATHER THAN IN GENEVA . IN THIS 
CONNECTION HE PROPOSED A JOINT MORATORIUM ON INF DEPLOYMENTS 
EFFECT I VE NOVEMBER 1. 

3 . G O R B A C H E V C O N S I D E R E D S T A R T T H E MO S T I M_P O R T A N T Q U E S T I O N . " L E T ' S 
FIND ACCEPTABLE SOLUTIONS . " THE BASIC FORMULA OF 50 PERCENT 

AND 10 YEAR NON-WITHDRAWAL WAS ESTABLISHED AT REYKJAVIK . WHA T 
HAS HAPPENED SINCE THEN HAS BEEN "HORS£ TRADING ." 

4. HE (GORBACHEV) HAD BEEN THINKING OF WHAT ELSE TO DO . 

PUTT I NG AS I DE THE DETAILS , THERE ARE TWO BIG PROBLEMS : 

Al STRICT COMPLIANCE WI TH THE ABM TREATY . ANO 
B) OPTIMAL FORMULATION OF THE TRIAD . 

5. ON THE FIRST HE HAD PROPOSED THAT BOTH SIDES NOT WITHDRAW 

FROM THE ABM TREATY FOR 10 YEARS. WE THEN CAN DISCUSS WHAT 
CAN AND CAN'T BE PUT IN SPACE. HE IS AWAITING OUR RESPONSE. 

6. ON THE SECOND QUESTION, THE KEY IS TO HAVE AN OPTIMUM 

CORRELATION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENT ELEMENTS OF THE TRIADS OF BOTH 
SIDES . ACCORDINGLY, HE IS PROPOSING A NEW FORMULA BASED ON 

DISTRIBUTION LEVELS OF THE THREE ELEMENTS OF THE STRATEGIC TRIAD. 
WITHIN A LEVEL OF 6,000 WARHEADS, THE NUMBER OF WARHEADS ON ICBMS 
WOULD BE NO MORE THAN 3,000 TO 3,300. THE NUMBER FOR SLBMS \'IOULD 
BE L 800 TO 2,000. THERE COULD BE 800 TO 900 AL CMS. 

7. SUCH MOVEMENT COULD PROPEL US VERY SOON TO THE "KEY PROVISION ," 

HE SAID . THE NEXT STEP WOULD BE TO REACH AN AGREEMENT. GORBACHEV 

PROPOSED A 12-MONTH "MORATORIUM" ON KRASNOYARSK CONSTRUCTION. 

HE EXPECTS A SIMILAR REACTION FROM US ON CONSTRUCTION AT THULE 
AND FLYINGDALES RADARS. 

-fflP SECRET 
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8. SECR ETARY SHULTZ WELCOMED HIS COMME NTS ON INF ANO SAI D WE WOULD 
PUSH THE NEGOTI ATIONS RAPID LY. 

9. ON ABM AND REL ATED QUESTIONS . THE SE CRET ARY WA NTED TO CL ARI FY 
I'/ H A T G O R B A C H E V WA S P R O P O S I N G . H E WO U L D R E S T A T E I T \'I I T H O U T 
I MPL YIN G THE PRESIDENT AGREED SINCE THIS WA S A SENSITIVE 
I S SU E: 

10 YEAR WITHDRAWAL . AND 

COMPL I ANGE WI TH THE ABM TRE ATV . ACCORD I NG TO 
THE NARROW INTERPRETATION (THAT IS , AS DEFINED 
IN THE MARCH 1985 DOD REPORT ). 

10. GORBACHEV RESPONDED THAT HE HAD TOLD THE PRESIDENT AT REYKJ AVIK 
THA T HE WOULD HELP HIM DEAL WITH THE SDI PROBLEM. HE WOULD DO 
TH I S B Y DE F I N I_ NG WHAT CAN AND CANNOT GO I NT O SP ACE . BUT A LL OF 

THI S WOULD BE SUBJECT TO THE 10 YEAR NON-WITHDRAWAL PROVISION . 
RESE ARCH COULD BE CONDUCTED UNDER THIS OPTION . THE IDEA , 
HOWEVER . IS TH.AT WEAPONS SHOULD NOT BE IN SPACE . 

11. SECRE TAR Y SHULTZ ASKED AGAIN TO CLARIFY. WITHOUT I NFERRING THAT 

HE ACCEPTED THE PROPOSAL : 10 YEAR NON - WITHDRAWAL. INTERPRET ATIO N 
AS TR ADITIONALLY UNDERSTOOD. THIS WOULD BE SUPPLEMENTED 

BY ACTIVIT I ES IN SPACE WITHIN THE CONFINES OF CERTAIN THRESH-
HOLDS . NOTHING WOULD ALLOW DEPLOYMENT. GORBACHEV ADDED THA T 
THERE WOULD BE NO TESTING OF WEAPONS IN SPACE . 

12. SECRETARY SHULTZ THEN TURNED TO HOW TO MAKE THE 50-PERCENT 

CUT OPE RAT I VE. PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE. HE PROPOSED AN 

ALTER NA TIVE TO GORBACHEV'S PROPOSAL . RECOGNIZING TH AT SOME 
LIMITS ARE A PROBLEM. WE HAVE AGREED ON THE FOLLOWING : 

6,009 WARHEADS ; 

1, 600 LAUNCHERS AND BOMBERS ; 

1, 540 WARHEADS ON HEAVY Ml SSL ES ; 
BOMBER COUNTING RULE ; AND 

THROWWEIGHT REDUCED BY 50 PERCENT (WE ARE STILL 
SEEKING TO CODIFY THIS). 

13 . WE HAVE PROPOSED TO LIMIT ICBM WARHEADS TO 3,300 . IN WASHINGTON 
THE SOVIETS MADE THIS 3, 600 AND APPLIED IT TO ALL THREE LEGS . WE 

FEEL THE BIGGEST DISTINCTION IS BETWEEN BALLISTIC MISSLES AND 
AIR - DELIVERED WARHEADS -- BALLISTIC VERSUS NON-BALLISITC . 

T-SP SEERE-r 
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\'IE ARE WI LL I NG TO DROP THE SUBL I Ml T IN VOLVING ICBMS AN D 
S L B M S I N E X C H A N G E F O R A 4 . 8 0 0 L I M I T O N A L L B A L L I S T I C M I S S L E VI A R -
HE ADS . EACH SIDE WOULD HAVE A MIX SUITED TO ITS OW N FORCE 
STRUCTURE. 

14 . REGARDING MOBILES . THERE IS A QUESTION OF HAV I NG CONFIDENCE 
IN VERIFICATION. WE ARE WILLING TO LISTEN . '" IF \'I E CAN FI ND 
A SOLUTION ON THE ENTIRE PACKAGE. THEN MOBILES CAN BE 
RESOLVED ." 

15 . GORBACHEV SAi D THE U.S . HAS CONCERNS . " WE DO TOO . WE DO NOT 

WANT YOU TO FEEL LESS SECURE BY FORCING TOO MANY REDUCTIONS ON 

YOU . I F WE F ORCE YOU TO RE CON F I GU RE YOUR F ORCE S. YOU WI LL F I ND 
A WAY OUT." 

16 . SECRETARY SHULTZ NOTED THAT GORBACHEV HAD MADE THE SAME POINT IN 
GENEVA ; THAT IS, ONE SIDE CAN'T MAKE THE OTHER CONFORM TO ITS 

IDEA. OF FORCE STRUCTURE. LET'S PUT A CAP ON BALLISTIC MISSLES , 
BUT LEAVE THE OTHER SIDE TO STRUCTURE ITS MIX AS IT 
CHOOSES . WE WOULD HAVE PACKAGES THAT MAKE GAINS TOWARD 
S T A B I L I T Y B U T D O N ' T T R Y T O D O E V E R Y T .H I N G . 

17 . GORBACHEV SAID WE HAVE A BASIS TO WORK TOWARD " KEY PROVISIONS . " 
THIS WOULD·BE THE CENTRAL THEME AT THE WASHINGTON SUMMIT. 
THE MOST IMPORTANT RESULT, HE REPEATED, WOULD BE "KEY 

PROVISIONS. " THEY WOULD THEN BE USED TO GIVE INSTRUCTIONS 

TO THE DELEGATES. WHEN THE PRESIDENT CAME TO MOSCOW NEXT SUMMER. 
HE COULD SIGN THE TREATY. GORBACHEV THEN SAID, "LET ME MAKE ONE 
POINT." GIVE SOME THOUGHT TO IT. RECENTLY HEARD SOME 

REMARKS BY MAX KAMPELMAN SAYING THAT WE SHOULD COME TO GRIPS 
WITH START. THEN WE CAN DEAL WITH SPACE. NOT SO! WE HAVE 
TO RESOLVE START AND SPACE IN THE TOTALITY OF THEIR 
INTERRELATIONSHIPS . 

18. SECRETARY SHULTZ RESPONDED THAT WE HAVE SHOWN FLEXIBILITY 

ON SOME OF THE START NUMBERS. PERHAPS GENEVA CAN'T DO MUCH, 
BUT I T CAN L A Y THE GROUNDWORK FOR A FR U I TF UL SU MM I T. HE 
HAD SEVERAL SUGGESTIONS: 

ll GENE VA CO UL D WORK ON VER I F I CAT I ON, PART I CUL ARLY 
MOBILES ; 

THP SECRET 
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2l REGARDING THE POSITIONS TH AT HAVE BEEN TAKEN . 
THE GENEVA NEGOTIATORS CAN CLARIFY THEM 
AND 

3l THEY SHOULD CONTINUE TO TRY TO EL I Ml NATE BRACKETS 
SO THAT A SUMMIT WOULD END UP WITH INSTRUCTIONS 
TO OUR NEGOTIATORS . 

I 9 . G OR B AC H E V SAW WE AK NE SSE S I N S H UL T Z ' S SU G G E S T I ON . H E H AD N OT 
MENTIONED SPACE . IF THIS IS SET ASIDE THEN MOVEMENT I N 

OTHER MATTERS MAKES· NO SENSE . "WHY HAVE YOU AVOIDED DISCUSSION 
ON SPACE . PARTICULARLY OUR LATEST PROPOSALS >" LET ME ALSO 

SAY . HE ADDED, THAT I SENSE AN EFFORT TO REJECT OUR IDEAS . THE 
KEV PROVISIONS MUST BE DEVELOPED IN TIME FOR THE SUMMIT . 
YOUR PURPOSE SEEMS TO BE VAGUE, AND NEGATES THE SOVIET _EFFORT. 
SOME OF YOUR PEOPLE HAVE TO WORK ON THE KEY PROVISIONS OR 
IT WON'T MAKE SENSE . IF NOT , WE WILL HAVE TO POSTPONE ALL 
THIS UNTIL YOUR ADMINISTRATION IS OUT OF OFFICE. 

20. SECRETARY SHULTZ RESPONDED BY REVIEWING POSSIBLE SCENARIOS 
FOR THE SUMMIT (1, 2, 5 DAY TR I PS) AND DI SC USS I NG VENUES . 

GORBACHEV WENT .BACK TO THE THEME OF COMBINING START ANO D&S . 
ARGUING FOR A PUSH TO COMPLETE WORK BY NEXT SPRING . 

21. SECRETARY SHULTZ ASKED CARLUCCI FOR HIS COMMENTS. CARLUCCI 

SAID THAT HE FOUND LINKAGE TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE. GORBACHEV HAD 
DESCRIBED AN ABM TREATY INTERPRETATION THAT WAS INCONSISTENT 
WITH THE PRESIDENT'S GOALS FOR SDI. AS LONG AS THIS TYPE 

OF LINKAGE WAS MAINTAINED. HE SAW LITTLE CHANCE FOR PROGRESS . 
"YOU ARE ON A COURSE THAT WILL CONSTRAIN SOI AND THAT IS 
UNACCEPTABLE." AFTER A SOMEWHAT STUNNED PAUSE, GORBACHEV 
RESPONDED . "WELL. IS IT ALL A WASTED EFFORT>" 

22. SECRETARY SHULTZ SAID THAT, IF HE FELT THAT WAY. PERHAPS THE INF 
AGREEMENT COULD BE SIGNED BY THE NEGOTIATORS. YOU WANT AN 
AGREEMENT ON SDI AND SPACE. THAT IS THE ESSENSE OF YOUR 

POSITION . FRANK HAS DESCRIBED THE PRESIDENT'S VIEW. YOU KNOW 

I T AS WEL L. I S I T POSS I BL E TO F I ND A FOR MU L AT I ON THAT G I VE S YOU 
THE ASSURANCES YOU WANT ON PREDICTABILITY WHILE ALLOWING THE 
PRESIDENT TO MAINTAIN THE THRUST OF THE RESEARCH PROGRAM 

·f ftP S E E R E T 
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UNDERWAY > 

23. GORB ACHEV SAi D HE WAS COMING BACK TO THE AGENDA NOT BEC AU SE 

HE DIDN ' T WA NT TO VISIT THE U. S. HE DID . BUT . WE HAVE TO 
DECIDE . WE CAN ' T HAVE A MEETING WITHOUT MOVEMENT . .. I WA NT SOM E 
MOVEMENT IN AMERICA . " I HOPE THAT IN THE NEXT MONTH SOME 

CONCLUSIVE PROPOSALS CAN BE PREPARED IN GENEVA . PERH APS A 
SUMMIT COULD BE HELD LATE IN DECEMBER . SUCH A MEETING IS 
NECESSARY. BUT WE MUST THINK IN TERMS OF RESULTS . ., I AM NO T 

MANEUVERING . I HAVE BOTH A HUMAN ANO A POLITICAL INTEREST . BUT 
THE LATTER IS MORE IMPORTANT ." THAT IS WHY l ' M INSISTING 
ON " KEY PROVISIONS" FOR START AND SPACE . I BELIEVE WE HAVE AN 
ACCUMULATION OF QUANTITATIVE ASSETS THAT MAKES A OUAL ITATIVE 
RESULT POSSIBLE. 

2 4. I WO UL D NOT E X CL UDE THE POSS I B I L I TY. HE WENT ON, THAT THERE ARE 
CERTAIN QUESTIONS ONLY THE PRESIDENT AND I CAN RESOLVE. BUT . 
" KE Y PROV I S I ON S" I S A WO R. TH WH I LE APPROACH. ANY PROGRAM OF 
FURTHER CONTACTS PRESUPPOSES SUCH AN APPROACH . 

25. SECRETARY SHULTZ RESPONDED THAT IT WASN'T THE FORMAT OF 

GORBACHEV' S SUGGESTIONS THAT MADE US CAUTIOUS . IT WAS THE 

CONTENT. IN TERMS OF TI Ml NG , IF WE GO PAST EARLY DECEMBER 
A VISIT BECOMES DIFFICULT. 

26. GORBACHEV RESPONDED THAT MANY THINGS HAD BECOME CLEARER 

ANO HE NEEDED TO DO SOME THINKING. THE SECRETARY AND FRANK 
CARLUCCI HAD ONLY TO REPORT TO ONE MAN, BUT HE HAD TO REPORT 
"TO MANY ." WE SHOULD REPORT AND HE WOULD REPORT. 

27. THE SECRETARY NOTED THAT IT WOULD BE GOOD IF THE LEADERS OF 
THE U. S. S. R. AND U.S. COULD MEET IN A NORMAL WAY FOR A 
FULL ROUND OF DISCUSSIONS. GORBACHEV AGREED BUT . 

UNFORTUNATELY, A LOT OF EXPECTATIONS HAD BEEN AROUSED. 
28. THE SECRETARY SAID WE HAD HAD QUITE A DISCUSSION ON STRATEGIC 

AND SPACE ISSUES. BUT HE DID NOT SEE AN IMMEDIATE PROSPECT 
FOR AN AGREEMENT ON SPACE. IT WAS HIS UNDERSTANDING THAT 

UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES THE GENERAL SECRETARY WOULD NOT FEEL 

COMFORTABLE ESTABLISHING A TIME FOR THE VISIT. IN THE 
MEANTIME, HE WILL CONTINUE WORKING THESE AREAS. 

29. GORBACHEV AGREED. WITH THE ADDED COMMENT THAT HE INTENDED TO 

fBP SECRET 



~rop SECRET-

WHITE HOUSE SITUATION ROOM 

PAG E 07 OF 08 

WRITE THE PRESIDENT A LETTER ON ALL OF THIS . HE ALS O 
NO TED TH AT HE NEEDED TO KEEP THE PROCESS MOVING . INF WA S A 
DIST I NCT POSSIBILITY . IT REPRESENTED GREAT CONTRIBUT ION S 
BY SECRETARY SHULTZ AND FOREIGN MINISTER SHEV ARDNA DZE . IT 

WILL ALSO PROVIDE A GOOD EXPERIENCE BASE FOR START . 
30. SECRETARY SHULTZ ASKED HOW THEN SHOULD WE SIGN THE INF 

AGREEMENT > GORBACHEV REPLIED THAT WE STILL HAVE TIME TO 
WE I GH EVERYTHING . AND EXPLORE WAYS TO WA RD A COMPROMISE 

ON THE MAIN PROBLEM. WE SHOULD BE ABLE TO DO THIS BY FALL 
OR T HE E ND OF T H E YE AR. " I WI L L WR I T E TO T H E P R E S I D E N T . I 
ST Ill TH INK THERE I S T I ME TO WORK TH I S OUT AND THEN WE 

COULD HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL AGENDA FOR A VISIT TO WASHINGTON." 
31. SECRETARY SHULTZ SAID , "I HOPE YOU ARE RIGHT . BUT I DOUBT 

IT ." GORBACHEV RESPONDED, IF YOU, CARLUCCI AND NITZE GET 
YOUR HE ADS TOGE THE R. " I WI l l WORK WI TH THE PRE S I DE NT. " 
IT CAN HAPPEN. 

32. SECRETARY SHULTZ WARNED THAT GORBACHEV NEEDED TO WEIGH CARE-

FULLY WHAT HE MEANT BY SAYING THAT EVERYTHING DEPENDS ON SD I, 
BECAUSE THIS COULD WELL FOREGO FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS AS FAR AS 
THIS ADMINISTRATION IS CONCERNED. 

3 3. SHE VAR D N·A DZ E RESPONDED, " I F THERE I S NOTH I NG TO SAY ABOUT 

SPACE THEN TELL ME." SECRETARY SHULTZ SAID THIS WAS NOT THE 

CASE AND CAREFULLY LAID OUT FOR SHEVARDNADZE THE AGREED-UPON 
AM ERICAN POSITION : SEVEN-YEAR NON-WITHDRAWAL UNTIL 1994. 

3 4. GORBACHEV CON CL U OED THAT EVE RY TH I NG WAS NOW CLE AR . HE WOULD 

CONSIDER IT AND EVALUATE IT. "OUR EXCHANGES ON START AND 
SP ACE ARE NOT O VE R AND I WI L L WR I TE T HE P RE S I DE NT . I 

STILL HAVE A MONTH AND A HALF , AND I HAVE A DESIRE TO 
CO ME OVER TO THE U. S. " 

NB: THE ABOVE SUMMARIZES A FOUR-AND-A-HALF HOUR CONVERSATION , 

BUT OMITS GORBACHEV' S POLEMICS ON A STATE DEPARTMENT PUBLICATION 
WHICH HE PRODUCED AND COMPLAINED ABOUT. HIS DIATRIBE 

ON THIS SUBJECT TOOK APPROXIMATELY ONE-HALF HOUR . NEITHER 
SHULTZ NOR I HAD SEEN THE PUBLICATION. 

REGARDS . FRANK . 

-lBP S-ECRET 
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