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ESSAY William Safire

"Weakness [s Strength’

WASHINGTON

t the Moscow summit of 1974, a

A Soviet leader did what he could

to sustain an American Presi-

dent in the waning days of his power.

With the shoe now on the other foot,

we will see again how little one super-

power can affect the internal turmoil
of the other.

Unlike Mr. Nixon, however, Mr.
Gorbachev has been using his na-
tion’s economic desperation and his
own political weakness as the key-
stone of his negotiating strategy:

Unless you help me with trade, he
suggests, and stop supporting the
breakaway Baltic States; unless you
permit me to modernize my heavy
missiles, and delay the withdrawal of
my troops from Eastern Europe until
Germany is neutralized, perhaps
through a security component to
C.S.C.E., my replacement for NATO
— I will fail and be overthrown by a
Stalinist villain.

The latest wrinkle in this Marshal
Foch strategy is the Weimar anal-
ogy: If you add to our humiliation by
making us give up our conquests, you
will stimulate resentment that will be
exploited by a Soviet Hitler.

Fearful of a who-lost-Gorbachev
charge, the Bush Administration
seemed on the brink of giving up its
position of strength. In Moscow two
weeks ago, Secretary Baker accepted
a change of priority from the historic
ending of Red Army occupation to an-
other nuclear treaty; until Mr. Bush
turned to Brent Scowcroft and Robert

Gates, it seemed we would offer the

desired package of economic aid de-

spite strangulation of the Baltics.

Then came the election of Boris
Yeltsin to the presidency of the Rus-
sian republic. Overnight, the nature
of the threatened alternative to Gor-
bachev changed.

No longer would we be helping Gor-
bachev the reformer against the
imagined evil emperors of Commu-
nist reaction; by making concessions
to Gorbachev, we would be helping a
dictator remain in place who resists a
free-market economy and insists on
continued army occupation and
heavy-missile advantage.

The most likely alternative is no Sa-
kharov (whom Mr. Bush properly
quoted in his welcome), and has as
many anti-Semitic- connections as
does one of Mr. Gorbachev’s recent
appointees. But he is not the anti-re-
form poltergeist so often conjured.

On the contrary, says a name-drop-
ping Soviet correspondent hanging
around the lobby of the Madison Hotel
here, ‘“‘Boris Nikolayevich is much
more radical than Mikhail Sergeye-
vich.”

Boris Yeltsin has been accusing the
present regime of half-measures
when drastic action is needed, while
‘‘Measure seven times, cut once” is
the go-slow Gorbachev adage.

Gorbachev’s
strategy
backfires.

On Baltic independence, Mr. Yel-
tsin is the Russian Jefferson Davis;
his first acts were to assert Russian
sovereignty and to announce interest
in direct negotiations with these inde-
pendent Baltic nations, undermining
the Gorbachev sanctions even as the
Soviet leader was threatening ‘‘more
strict measures.”’

Nobody knows which way the cat of
Kremlin control will jump, but our
policy makers now know this: The
Russian people, not the apparatchiks
or the generals, have changed the
likeliest alternative to Gorbachev in a
way that removes our impetus to
“help Gorbachev.”

We should continue to say, as Mr.
Bush does so often, that ‘‘we want
perestroika to succeed,” because a
prosperous free market in Russia and
its confederated republics are in
everyone’s interest. The bone in the
Kremlin’s throat is giving up central
control.

Mikhail Sergeyevich, for all his elo-
quence about the pain of transition, is
not the man of the future because he
is a specialist in the inside acquisition
of control. A physicist-economist
brought into town this week to push

Soviet economic weakness blurted-

out the truth: “Only a popular gov-
ernment can undertake unpopular
measures.”’

That was untrue for 70 years, but
it's true today: leaders who draw
their support directly from popular
majorities in elections can impose
temporarily unpopular policies; the
people will grumble but will bear the
burden without revolt because the
choice was their own.

Gorbachev fears elections because
he is not one who delivers. He broke
the sclerotic grip of the Communist
Party, but shrinks from delivering
the free system that would have put
bread on the table; he abandoned the
corrupt puppets of the Soviet empire,
but has not delivered the end of Red
Army occupation.

After a decade of gaining complete
personal control, the great improvi-
sationist could not differentiate be-
tween stability and stagnation. The
Soviet leader deserves gratitude for
shaking up his world, but not the help
he demands to relieve the pressure
for more freedom.

‘“Weakness is strength’” was this
too-cautious compromiser’s most
daring maneuver. Some of us have
begun to miss him already. O
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Faces of the Summit: The Supporting Cast

AMERICAN SIDE

| Brent Scowcroft

President Bush's national
security adviser and the pre-
eminent White House staft
official on foreign affairs. Retired
Air Force general. A habitually
cautious man who tries to avoid
the spotlight, ceding dominance
in toreign policy to Secretary of State James A.
Baker 3d. Was thrust into a political controversy for
his trip to China, soon after the violence in
Tiananmen Square, to try to improve relations. 65
years old.

Robert M. Gates

Deputy national security adviser
in the White House. Supervises
day-to- day operations of the
National Security Council staff.
A former Deputy Director of
Central intelligence and a

‘ jongtime analyst of intelligence
about the Soviet Union. Has generally advocated a
caltious approach toward President Mikhail S.
Gorbachev. 46 years old. Joined the C.LA. in 1966.
Then, from 1974 to 1979, worked on the National
Security Council staff.

| Condoleezza Rice

Senior director for Soviet affairs
on the National Security Council
staff. A former associate
professor of political science at
Stanford University. At the age
of 35, one of the youngest
senior officials in the White
House and one of the few women to hold a senior
position there. Assigned to travel with Mr.
Gorbachev to Minneapolis and San Francisco. Has
q doctoral degree in international studies from the
Urliversity of Denver. Worked on strategic nuclear
policy at the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1986-87.

Paul Wolfowitz

Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy. Has played a central role
in reorganizing U.S. military
forces to confront a changing

! world and a shrinking budget.
46 years old. Was Assistant
Secretary of State for East Asia
and Pacific Affairs from 1982-1986. Held arms
control posts in the 1970's. Was Ambassador to
Indonesia in the Reagan Administration.

Dennis B. Ross

Director of policy planning at the
State Department. A member of
Mr. Baker’s inner circle. Came
to the Administration from the
Bush Presidential campaign,
where he was senior foreign

policy adviser. 41 years old.
Former deputy director of the Pentagon office that
compares Soviet and American military capabilities.

John H. Sununu

White House chief of staff.
Widely viewed as the link
between Mr. Bush's pragmatic,
split-the-difference .
Administration and conservative
Republicans. Former Governor
. of New Hampshire, 50 years
old. Runs the White House’s day-to-day operations,
making his influence felt most strongly on domestic
issues.

Yevgeny M. Primakov
Member of the Presidential
Council. Former chairman of the
Council of the Union, one of
Parliament's two chambers.
Former director of imemo, the
institute of World Economics
and International Relations, one
of the most influential research institutes in the
Soviet Union. Adviser to Mr. Gorbachev on the
press, parliamentary relations and numerous other
topics, he has day-to-day contact with Mr.
Gorbachev on a wide range of issues. 60 years old.
A graduate of the Institute of Oriental Studies in
Moscow. A Pravda correspondent in the Middie
East from 1966 to 1970.

Anatoly S. Chernyayev An aide to Mr. Gorbachev
on foreign affairs. A longtime member of the
International Department of the Communist Party
and a specialist in Western Europe, with some
expertise in American affairs. Does coordinating for
Mr. Gorbachev's meetings with foreign delegations.
69 years old. Served in the Soviet Army during
World War |1. Has a history degree from Moscow
State University.

3N Arkady A. Maslennikov

Mr. Gorbachev's new chief

spokesman. For more than 20

years a correspondent for

§ Pravda, including a long tour in

India and tours in London and

| New York. An economist by
training.

Col. Gen. Bronislav A.
s Omelichey
* First deputy chief of staff of the
Soviet Army since 1989. The
g wmost visible uniformed man in
4 the arms control talks, he
represents the military’s
interests, unlike Marshal Sergei
F. Akhromeyev, Mr. Gorbachev's personal adviser
on military matters. A rising star, say Americans
who saw him during the Soviet-American talks in




SUPPLEMENT: FRIDAY, June 1, 1990

NEW YORK TIMES

CAST. . .CONTINUED June 1, 1990 -

Pg. DI6

| Moscow in May. Born in 1935. Member of the’
Communist Party and member of the Congress of * Food Sent to Russian Astronauts
People’s Deputies in Turkmenia, in Soviet Gentral MOSCOW, May 31 (Reuters) — The
Asia. Soviet Union said today that it had
launched an unmanned spacecraft to.
Valentin M. Falin

ferry equipment, food and drinking
The main Communist Party water to two astronauts aboard the or-
specialist on German issues

biting Mir space station.
5 .. A special Kristall module aboard the
and head of the mternational
Department of the Communist

Proton rocket is scheduled to dock with
Party. Ambassador to West

Mir on Wednesday, the official Tass
press agency said.

: : Germany 1971-78. 64 years old.

! Was an aide to Andrei A. .

. Insulation on a Soyuz spacecraft car-
rying the astronauts, Anatoly Solovyov

on

two years.

the 1950’s.

_Gromyko. A former spokesman on arms control
issues and an lzvestia political commentator, he
later headed the Novosti press feature syndicate for

Anatoly F. Dobrynin
Consultant to the Foreign
Ministry on American-Soviet
relations. Something of an
ambassador emeritus adviser to
the Soviet leadership on
American-Soviet relations.
Soviet Ambassador to the
United States from 1962 to 1986, during the
tenures of six Presidents and nine Secretaries of
State. 70 years old. Worked at the United Nations in

and Alexander Balandin, to Mir was
damaged during its launching Feb. 11,
raising fears that the two could be
stranded.

. The American trade journal Aviation
Week and Space Technology,-quoting a
visiting Soviet astronaut, reporged two
weeks ago that the two astronauts on
the space station were left “without a
reliable vehicle in the event of an emer-
gency.” Soviet space officials said
there was no danger to the astronauts.
But they said-a space walk was planned
to aliow the astronauts to repair the
damage.

Tass said a special docking port on
the Kristall module was designed to ac-
eommodate the Soviet Union’s Buran
space shuttle, which is to fly to the
space station next year.

WALL STREET JOURNAL

And Away We Go
To the Moon, Alice!
Any Bright 1deas?

NASA Would Like to Hear
Far-Out Flight Strategies,
But You Won't Get Rich

By Bog Davis
Staff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL
WASHINGTON—Space nuts take note:
The! National Aeronautics and Space Ad-

ministration is looking for new ideas to get .

to Mars. :

But it isn't paying for them.

The space agency said it would spend
$4.5 million to canvass the public, aero-
space companies and students for innova-
tive technologies to send astronauts to the
moon again-and off to Mars. NASA Admin-
istrator Richard Truly said he planned to
Wri|te letters this month to universities and

June 1, 1990

professional societies asking them to make
suggestions. He even plans to set up an 80C
number to field proposals.

“We're trying to look at the big picture,
big strategy and big technologies,” said
Arnold Aldrich, NASA's exploration chief.
But he said he won't pay now for the sug-
gestions, even if they eventually result in
new spaceships. The payoff would come in
contracts to formally study or build space
equipment—which won't be awarded for

“geveral years, if then.

NASA is. reaching out for proposals at
the behest of Vice President Dan Quayle.
who heads the National Space Council and
who directed the agency to ‘‘cast our net
widely™ in searching for new space tech-
nology. The initiative also might drum up
interest in President Bush's plan to send
astronauts to Mars within 30 years, which
so far has drawn yawns from the public
and derision from Congress.

The space agency could certainly use
some help. Its plan to ‘explore the moon
and Mars comes with a $500 billion price
tag, making it a political non-starter. But
the alternatives proposed so far—launch-
ing rockets from the ocean, placing inflat-
able space stations in orbit—have seemed

Pg. BI9B

kind of silly and naive.

Of course. with Space exploration.
imagination is crucial. Yesterday. for in-
stance, the Commerce Department re-
Jeased a report chiding big aerospace con-
cerns for lacking vision and failing to in
vest in commercial space ventures.
“Larger U.S. companies could lose critical
know-how to foreign competitors as small.
entrepreneurial U.S. companies turn over-
seas for corporate support.” the report
warned.

For its part, NASA is trying to-branch
out from its usual reliance on big contrac-
tors to come up with space hardware. At a
news conference yesterday. Mr. Truly ap-

" pointed former Apollo astronaut Thomas

Stafford to head a panel that would review
outside suggestions, along with govern-
ment studies, and make recommendations
for the design of the exploration program
angd the technologies to emphasize.

High on NASA's most-wanted list are
proposals for new propulsion technologies.
Using conventional rockets, a flight to
Mars would take a year—enough time
without gravity to incapacitate an astro-

_ naut. Mr. Aldrich said he expected Mr.

‘Stafford's panel to recommend nuclear
power to speed the flight.

A 20
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Attends Veteran Dedication

Scowcroft Calls E. Europe Top Summit Topic

—Tribune Staft Photo by Kristan Jacobsen
Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft, presidential national security ad-
viser, previewed upcoming superpower summit during dedi-

cation of a new veterans memorial park at Camp Williams. -

By Walt Schaffer
Tribune Staff Writer

CAMP WILLIAMS — The most
important discussions this week be-
tween President George Bush and
Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev
will focus on the political future of
Europe, Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft,
the president’s national security ad-
viser, said Monday after dedication
ceremonies for a veterans’ cemetery
at Camp Williams.

Gen. Scowcroft called the chang-
ing events involving governments
around the world “nothing short of a
revolution and a remarkable time as
a transition period in history.”

“We see changes taking place in
the Soviet Union, in Eastern Europe
where the Cold War really began,
with the unification of Germany and
less dramatic, the unification of
Western Europe,” he said.

Gen. Scowcroft said there will be
agreements made and further pro-
gress on Europe as a result of the
summit in Washington.

He also said he expects a united
Germany to eventually be a part of
NATO.

“It makes sense for the U.S., West-
ern Europe and the Soviet Union as
well,” he said. ‘It will be a difficult
thing for them [the Soviets], but we
need to profit from history. Such a
move would be for the Soviets' best
interest for future stability.”

When asked by 7The Tribune if it’s
too early for massive defense budget
cuts as suggested by some members
of Congress, Gen. Scowcroft said it’s
too early for such cuts, but the Unit-

ed States is already making some re-
ductions in Europe since the threat
of a massive attack by the Warsaw
Pact nations has decreased.

“But, there are a number of other
areas in the world where problems
still exist and we cught to use care
and caution.”

He said as things continue to
change armed forces in Europe may
be further reduced.

When asked if the U.5 was giving
too much away in current arms con-
trol negotiations, Gen. Scowcroft
said that’s not the case.

“We're negotiating in our own best
interest and in the interest of the re-
duction of arms,” he said. “We
haven't given anything away, and we
won't give anything away.”

As for whether the U.S. will pro-
vide economic help to the Soviets,
the national security adviser said any
such aid must be preceded by a num-
ber of changes in Soviet policies.

“The Soviets still offer significant
support and forces to countries
around that world that constitute
threats to freedom, such as Cuba,”
he said.

Gen. Scowcroft said the Soviet
Union is going through a difficult pe-
riod, and whatever the outcome the
country will never be the same again.

He said president Gorbachev must
get much of the credit for setting the
changes in motion.

Gen. Scowcroft is an Ogden native
who attended the U.S. Military Acad-
emy and served in both the Army and
Air Force. He has been national se-
curity adviser to two presidents.
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NEWSMAKER SUNDAY (CNN) - June 3, 199¢

MR. BIERBAUER: Welcome to "Newsmaker Sunday". In
Washington, I'm Charles Bierbauer. Mikhail Gorbachev has left
Washington for‘a quick'crogs-country tour of the U.S. Have Presidents
Gorbaohev and Bush achieved a rapport that goes beyond just signing
documents to solving problems? And how do the two superpowers
address their continuing differénces over German unification and
Lithuanian independence? Questions for President Bush's national
security adviser, Brent Scowcroft,‘today, on "Newsmaker Sunday."

MR. BIERBAUER (on tape):. For all they achieved, all the
agreements and promises; Presidents Gorbachev and Bush have also
underscored the differences that remain. Lithuanian independence.

PRESIDENT BUSH: I'm not sure anything has changed. I
don't recall placing it that my patience is nearing an end. I've
tried to make clear to everybody tﬁat we have not recognized the
incorporation of these Baltic states 1nto the Soviet Unlon, and

~therefore, we have a dlfference with the Sov1et Union.

MR. BIERBAUER: German membership in NATO.

PRESIDENT GORBACHEV (through 1nterpreter) I cannot say
that we have reached agreement, but that does not mean that our
efforFs were futile. Many new arguments emerged as a result of
these discussionS'and new possible perspéctives.'

- MR. BIERBAUER: At a White House gews conference, Gorbachev
‘was- also reminded of his political challenger back home-—Ruééiaﬁ
President Boris Yeltsin. _

PRESIDENT GORBACHEV (through interpreter): 1I don't think
you have chosen the best place for clarifying our internal problems.

MR. BIERBAUER' Gorbachev invited Bush to Moscow. They
hope to turn this week's Pledge into an actual treaty by year's end
to cut nuclear weapons. '

The two leaders achieved a personal rapport that each

-feels will contribute to the future relationship of the two super-
powers.

PRESIDENT BUSH: 1In my view, we've moved a long, long way
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from the depths-of the Cold War. We've moved towards a--I don't
quite know how to quantify it for you, cut we could never have had
the discussions at Camp David yesterday or as we sat in the Oval
Office a couple of days before with President Gorbachev 28 years

ago. We all know that.

- e e
 —

MR. BIERBAUER: General Scowcroft, I'm sure you barely
caught your breath from these four busy'days, but thank you for
Jo1n1ng us from over there at the White House. '

The successes of this summit are certalnly going to be
well documented, but I'd like to talk about what s left, and I'd
like to start with German unification; a question on which there
are certainly differences between the two presidents. - |

Mr. Bush at his‘news conference says things have not
narrowed, and Mr. Gorbachev said on the other hand, things are not
futile. : _

Did.you hear anything .in the way of perspectives--as
Gorbachev called them, that is new or huanceful? '

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I think we have to put this issue
in perspective. This is the first U.S.-Soviet summit at which the
political map, the future political map of Europe was being di scussed.
It is not- something which these"two leaders can resolve by themselves,
and it's not anything that's going to be-resolved in three days of.
It's a very, very seminally important issue for the
future of Europe, indeed for the world. _

Now, the two had in-depth discussions on it. I think
they clearly understand each other's hopes and fears for it. I

believe there is, you know, a psychological advance that has been

made, very little in substance. Although the two did agree that
the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act of 1975, that all signatories
could belong to whatever alliances they wisﬁ, should be operative.

MR. BIERBAUER: Well, if that is operative, then how does
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he get away--Mr. Gorbachev with saying Germany can't stay in NATO?

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I think what he believes is that
while he has been supportive of a U.S. presence in Europe, and he
was again this morning, that NATO is an anachronism, in the new
Europe. 5 '

MR. BIERBAUER: What do you mean supportive of a U.S.
presence in Europe?

MR. SCOWCROFT- I think what he: sa1d th1s morning, if you
recall, was that neither the United States nor the Soviet Un1on
should be isolated from Europe.

MR. BIERBAUER: So does that go to. include the presence
of U.S. troops over there? Does that go to include any kind of an
alliance? ' ,

MR. SCOWCROFT: I wouldn't want to put words in his
mouth, but I think it is significant that he does seem to feel that
U.S. presence in Europe would have a stabilizing 1nf1uence.

MR. BIERBAUER:. Both sides have urged completing the CFE
treaty, the conventional force treaty, talking about doinghit by
the end of this year in time for a European summit. ) .

How do you get to that point'if you don't resolve the
German question, I»doh't believe you can?. ‘

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well; there's no question that the two
are linked. But I think there are pressures. And interests on the
part of the Soviet Union to complete a CFE treaty because that is
a precondition for holdxng a Hels1nk1 meeting, a CSCE meetxng later
on in the year, wh1ch the Soviets very much want.

MR. BIERBAUER:' And concurrent with that, you really do
have .to resolve the Germaﬁ—éuestion, do youﬂnot? . '

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, you have to resolve the major
elements of it. 'Actually it wouldn't be necessary to. We're quite
comfortable proceeding with CFE at its own timetable. But I think
the Soviets, since CFE would deal with the issue of Soviet troops
in Eastern Europe, would like to like the two.

MR. BIERBAUER: Well, beyond these :alks'on’conventional
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forces, you're-also going to have a little conversation with West
Qerman'Chancellor Kohl by the end of this week. He's due in
Washington Friday. |

MR. SCOWCROFT: Yes.

MR. BIERBAUER: WhatdoesPresidentBushtelltheChancellor,
just pﬁsh 6h, proceed as you were on the presumption that this
matter will be resolved, or that in effect he'll wind up with a
fait accompli to present Mr. Gorbachev?

MR. SCOWCROFT: I think he will tell Chancellor Kohl that
as always we.have been firm, unequivocal. supporters of Gérmany
reunification. And we think it ought to proceed at ité own pace,
and that that pace is to be determined by the two Germanys.

MR. BIERBAUER: And the U.S. and Soviet Union can only
counsel from the sidelines? _ ‘

MR. SCOWCROFT: That is our position, yes.

MR. BIERBAUER: All right. General, we want to take a
break here. When we come back I'd like to shift to the subject of
Lithuania, give you two minutes to get ready for it. We'll be
right back. ‘ '

(Announcements)

MR. BIERBAUER: General Scowcroft, coming into this
summit, we're moving into_Lithuania.now; coming in there was at
least an informal link that had been voiced by the presideqt
himself between the granting of most-favored-nation status on-trade
with the Soviet Union and the absence in this case of a dialogue
with Lithuania. ‘

That has been dropped. The president himself said so.
What convinced him to make that change? ‘ ‘

' MR. SCOWCROET: The president.;emains as concerned as he
ever wés about Lithuania. But he also on analyzing the merits of
the trade agreement, he felt that after all the negotiations, the
two sides have arrived at a good agreement, and it was useful to
'lock in the provisions of that agreement. -

} And further, that just’in the last week or ten days the
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Soviets have announced some significant‘economic--inauguration of
their economic progrém, and he thohght it was useful to show
support for their efforts to move toward a market economy.

MR. BIERBAUER: Even thougn'the blockade on Lithuania
continues, even though as the president himself said, he didn't
hear anything change with regard to the proposal: that he has made
and others, of a dialogue. .

MR. SCOWCROFT: He has again made very ciear to President
Gorbachev our views on Lithuania,'and our views that the Baltic
states are different than any other constituent parts of the Soviet
Union. And he made those poidts very forcefully.-

We have to remembér thdugh, that success, that is selff
determination for the Baltic states, can only take place with the
sufferance of the Soviet Union. and therefore it is important to
try to work with the Soviet Union to get that accomplished.

MR. BIERBAUER: Was Mr. Gorbachev persuasive on this, did
he make the final twist that convinced the president? .

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I think it was really the president's
evaluation of where U.S. interests lay that convinced him to go
ahead with the trade agreement. "

MR. BIERBAUER: But this trade agreement by all assessments
that I'm hearing here doesn't mean all that much when you measure
it up in dollars and ;dblesQ - :

MR. SCOWCROFT: As a matter of fact, {i‘doesn't mean that
much. Because it is simply a step toward the granting. of most-
favored-nation. '

What it deals with--it deals with .intellectual property
rights. And then it deals mostly with arrangements for U.S.
businessmen, you know, setting up offices, the kind of practical
things that would be necessary were MFN to be granted. '

MR. BIERBAUER: You have heard as well as we that members
of Congress have told the president either directly or publiciy,

don't send this to us until Lithuania's resolved. Will you sit on
it? ' ‘
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MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, the president has said we'll take
no further steps until the Soviets have completed their legislation
providing in law for free eﬁigration.

MR. BIERBAUER: Yes. But the question is will you sit on
it until Lithuania is resolved. We uhderstand the steps necessary
on MFN.

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, as the president said, let's take
one step at a time. And thatfé the next step, and we won't take
that--the next step-is'up to the Soviéts{- And we won't do anything
until they move.

MR. BIERBAUER: But let's assume, and it's not really
hypothetical, it is a process, that they pa#s the emigration law,
you waive Jackson-Vanik. Now you're at a point where you've got to
decide whether to send MFN up there. And you still have Lithuania
unresolved. | -

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I don't want to prejudge what the
president would do. But I think at the time--and the reason he
doesn't want to prejudge it is because this is a rapidly moving
world. But that-~you have described the process which is before
us, yes. .
MR. BIERBAUER: Mr. Gorbachev's world seems to be‘moving
rapidly too. He was asked about Boris Yeltsin today, the man who's
been elected president of tHhe Russian Republic, the largest within
the. Soviet Union. ‘

He said and it caught everyone with some amusement, that
this was not the best élace to discuss Yeltsin. | -

' I would presume that there was some discussion of Yeltsin
and his role, was there? | .

MR. SCOWCROFT: Yes, there was.

MR. BIERBAUER: And?

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I--you know, I don't want to go
into the details of the private conversations of the two presidents.
But there was a discussion. And since it involves personalities
among other things, I think I'll just let it pass.
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MR. BIERBAUER: Well, Mr. Yeltsin is prepared to talk
with the Lithuanians even if Mr. Gorbachev is not. Is he undermining
Gorbachev, is that Gorbachev's concern?‘

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, Mr. Yeltsin has in fact already
sboken to the Lithuanians. And what his motivations are are not
clear from here. And I think as President Gorbachev indicated in
the answer to the question, his motivations may not be clear to Mr.
Gorbachev. '

MR. BIERBAUER: What is the U.S.'s assessment of Yeltsin?

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I don't know that we have made an

‘assessment of Mr. Yeltsin. He was over here for a visit. And 1

met with him and the president did drop by to meet him. There's no
question ihat he is a very dynamic individual with a lot of charisma
and good political instincts.

MR. BIERBAUER: Are there good political instincts he's
showing now? l ' ‘

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, they're certainly getting him
publicity and a following in some quarters. '

MR. BIERBAUER: We need to take another break. We'll be
back with more for General Scowcroft. o

(Announcements) _

MR. BIERBAUER: On "Newsmaker Sunday" from Washington,
I'm Charles Bierbauer. Joining us from the White House, General

 Brent Scowcroft, the national security adviser to President Bush.

General, it's a year and a day since we what we know as

.the Tiananmen massacre took place. China, I presume, was discussed-

-although Mr. Gorbachev mentioned it only in passing. But where
are you a year and a day after Tiananmen? - _

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, we're not in a very satisfactory
position. I think what's going on in China is a struggle, if you
will, to determine leadership, what individual will replace Deng as
the supreme leader--Deng Xiaoping. But also it's a struggle
between perspectives, bétween a China that looks inward--the China
that we knew during the 50s and 68s--or a China that is beginning
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to look out and to rejoin the world. And‘that has greatly complicated
our policies with China. \

MR. BIERBAUER: That suggests that the best you can do
now is wait it out and see what happens over there?

MR. SCOWCROFT: I think we have only limited influence on
the outcome, yes. . |

MR. BIERBAUER: So you're waiting f:: the change in
leadership, whenever it may come?

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I don't know that we're Just
wa1t1ng for a change in leadership. But we are doing whatever we
can to influence the Chinese to resume a course toward the outside.
ﬁorld, rather than the closed society that they had been.

| MR. B1ERBAUER: Does that mean discussions of any sort at
any level? 1Is there anything out there,-other than public encourage-
ment?

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, right now there's no indication
that that would be fru1tful. And our policy is right now, until
they make some addxtlonal moves, that there is nothing to be gained
by high-level dlalogue.

MR, BIERBAUER: So that means there are no secret missions
going on, no secret deals? 1I'm not takihg this--1I hope you'rg not
taking this personally, but it's a serious queétion. There's
nothing going on, it sounds like,; behind the scenes.

MR. SCOWCROFT: Not- rlght now. -

MR. BIERBAUER: Even though the president extended most-
favored-nation trade status to the Chinese a short while ago, is
there anythihg that is linked to that? 1Is there anything coincident’
with that, or is that simply an extension process? _

" MR. SCOWCROFT:. No. And that was in no sense condoning
Chinese behavior at all. It was a careful determination on his
part that continuing the waiver on most-favored nation was  very
much in the economic interests of the United States.

We have a big bilateral trade with China; and that trade
Particularly benefits in China those interested in having China
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look outward, in having China resume its progressive course--so
that the president decided that that's what he wanted to do.
'~ MR. BIERBAUER: What did Mr. Gorbachev have to say about

.China?

MR. SCOWCROFT: China was discussed; but it was not a

core feature. There was nothing of unusual interest.

MR. BIERBAUER: Does he--he shares the frustrafion?

MR. SCOWCROFT: He didn't indicate any sentiments like
that. _ o ' _ '

MR. BIERBAUER: Over the weekend, there was a report out
of Beijing in reference to the dissident, Fang Lizhi, who's been in
the American Embassy for a year in sanctuary there, suggesting that
the Italians would be happy to take him in. I'm sure there are

others. But- is there anything going that suggests a solution to

the Fang problem?

MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, we continue to believe that he
should be released to leave the country and go wherever he wishes.

MR. BIERBAUER: And 1 take that answer as meaning no,
nothing is happening. '

MR. SCOWCROFT: Not so far as I know at the moment.

MR. BIERBAUER: Let me, before we wrap up this ségment,
change, change to a question about the Palest1n1ans. It came up
today at the president's news conference. A :

In light of the incident which he cited--these raids on
israel--is the PLO terrorist or not?.

- MR. SCOWCROFT: That's a very--it's a‘very serious
question. As you know, we resumed a dialogue with the PLO on the
condition that they renounce térrorism and denounce any terrorist
acts, That now is under serious question as a result of this

attempted assault last week.

MR. BIERBAUER: What precisely does that mean—-that it's
under discussion, under consideration? - Could you--
' MR. SCOWCROFT: Well, I'm not sure we haQe the final word
yet, Charles; but we're reviewing it very, very carefully.' And if

\
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it is true that Arafat or the PLO have renounced, if you will, by
their actions that agreement, then there will be consequences on

\

our side.

MR. BIERBAUER: All righnt. We need to take a final.

break. We'll be back to wrap up 1n just a moment. Stay with us,
please. =
(Announcements)

MR. BIERBAUER: General Scowcroft, he did it again: Mr.

Gorbachev took the streets, charmed the American public--people,A

screaming as if he were a rdck'star. What is it about this guy?
~ MR. SCOWCROFT: Cr;ar,le's,‘ he's aAvéry‘ exuberant personality;
he's very outgoing, very efférvescent,'very dynamic. “He obviously
likes peoplé, enjoys mingling with them. I think he enjoys his
encounters with the press. Quite a man. |
MR. BIERBAUER: And .the day at Camp David, both men
seemed in particularly good spirits coming out.of that.

_ "~ MR. SCOWCROFT: They had really good discussions, and it
was not that the issues got any easier or that they resolved them
all by any meaqs. But what they did is estabiish an environment in
which they could dischss fhese things frankly, openly, in a relaxed
fashion. And that helps a lot when you re dea11ng with some of the
kinds of problems they're facing. ' .

o MR. BIERBAUER:——Well, was_that a different environment
than at the White House? R ' _ B
' - MR. SCOWCROFT: Yes, I think.it was. I think the whole
ambience of Camp David facilitates the kind of casualness that lets
people let down their guard and discuss things openly.
MR. BIERBAUER: Golf carts and horseshoes?
MR. SCOWCROFT: Golf carts and horseshoes.
'MR. BIERBAUER: All right. Now, what's the real truth?
Was it his first p1tch of a horseshoe, and was it a r1nger°
MR. SCOWCROFT. I wasn't there. But, yes, horseshoes is

not a Soviet sport. And it's my understanding that he was working -
by the horseshoe pit--he picked up a horseshoe and threw it and got

19
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a ringer on his first throw.

MR. BIERBAUER: Aand thgre weren't any sucker bets, like,
if I make this, you get ridg éf all your cruise missiles?

MR. SCOWCROFT: (Laughs) No, the president wasn't even
there, I don't think. '

A MR. BIERBAUER: Oh, so this was a--he was just practicing,
warming up for the horseshoe tournament? i

MR. SCOWCROFT: That's right.

MR. BIERBAUER: Was does George Bush feel coming out of
this? What does he do next? I mean, you've got this promise of a
START treaty, a strategic arms treaty. Is it there? ,

MR. SCOWCROFT: I think--1 think it's there. I think
what we do next is to go back now, roll up our éleeves, and get
busy on all of the issues that were discussed, taking advantage of
the nuances, pressing them home so that we can complete a START
treaty, we can complete a CFE treaty, wWe can make progress on the
issue of Germany and so on.

MR. BIERBAUER: Then we drop into Moscow later in the
year. ' )

General Scowcroft, thank you very much for being with
us. Enjoy what's left of the weekend. Mr. Bush doesn't give any
of us much of a weekend. Thank you for joining us on "Néwsmaker Sunday
in Washington.” 1I'm Charles Bierbauer.

11
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.MSQ STAHL: Welcome to "Face the Nation," I'm Lesley
Stahl. | ‘ )

Mikhail Gorbachev came to the summit to take advantage
of President Bush's desire to help him succeed. Weak at home,
Gorbachev got what he wanted in Washington.

PRESIDENT GORBACHEV (through interpreter): Hence, the
question of how long will Gorbachev stay in his office, and how
this whole perestroika will end, and so and so forth--even this, I
think, fits into this process of profodnd changé.

PRESIDENT BUSH: May I simply add that the United States
is not trylng to deal from strength or weakness.

PRESIDENT GORBACHEV' (through interpreter): 1I'm looking
at you, looking at the Americans. I feel really at home.

MS. STAHL: On the surface, Gorbachev was the picture of
confidence--his old, self-assured style on display. But in private
meetings with the president, even at thé state dinner, he came
close to doing what he said he wouldn't do--beg for the trade
treaty he heeds'to bring home to a country on the verge of economic
collapse. ‘ | |

' PRESIDENT GORBACHEV (through interpreter): ...not yet
put in place a working system, a new system. And our ship has
lost anchor; and, therefore, we're all a little sick.

--A favorable gesture from the U.S. Congress on trade
would, I am sure, be very h;lpful—-mostlj, I would say, politically.

Mé STAHL: He scored with his sarcastiC'referencezfs Mr.
Bush's granting special trade status to China, while denylng it to
him because of Lithuania.

- PRESIDENT GORBACHEV (through interpreter): Maybe we
should introduce presidenﬁial rule in the Baltics, and fire some
rounds in the Baltics.

MS. STAHL: Mr. Bush finally signed the trade treaty
without any assurances on Lithuania. “He said he'd ask for MFN,
most~favored-nation trade status, ‘as sbon as the Soviets pass an
emigration law, which is considered imminent.
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_ PRESIDENT BUSH: I looked at the overall relationship.
1f somebody wants to argue with me, fine; we'll take them on. I'm
doing what I think is in the best interest of the United States of
America.

MS. STAHL: While Mr. Bush was helping Gorbachev, his
rival back in Moscow was poking him in the eye. Newly-elected
president of the Russian Republic, Boris Yeltsin, held his own
summit with the president of Lithuania.

In Washington, the two leaders signed fifteen separate
agreements and protocols, and a statement on approval of the main
points of a strategic nuclear arms treaty.

PRESIDENT BUSH: The agreements we record today and those
yet to come will advance the cause of peace.

MS. STAHL: Will the summit. give Gorbachev a boost at
home? We'll ask Soviet central committeeman Georgi Arbatov and
national security advisor Brent Scowcroft.

PRESIDENT GORBACHEV (through interpreter): And I set
high store by the personal relationship that the president, myself,
have established--a personal rapport between us.

MS., STAHL: Improving super-power relations--is the enemy
image gone? An issue facing the nation.

' ANNOUNCER: From CBS News, Washington, "Face the Nation
with Lesley Stahl." _

This issue of "Face the Nation with Lesley Stahl" is
sponsored by the Archer Daniels Midland Company, ADM, supermarket

" to the world; and by_McDonnell-Douglas} a company of leaders.

(Announcements) ) _
MS. STAHL: President Gorbachev is just about to leave
the back of the White House, the Mall area. Secretary of State

‘Baker is with him. He is about to get on a helicopter to go to
_Andrews Air Force Base, and then on to Minneapolis, and later

tonight on to San Francisco. And we will proceéd with our broadcast,

but we'll bring you these pictures of him departing.

Sitting beside me is Georgi Arbatov, a member of the
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Soviet Central Committee. Welcome to "Face the Nation," Mr.
Arbatov. I think the first question I'd like to ask you is about
this emigration law. President Bush says he's going to hold up
most-favored-nation trading status until you-pass it. What's
holding it up? | '

MR. ARBATOV: Mainly bureaucratic procedures in the
Supreme Soviet; and also tgg very nature of it. You know, our
parliament hasn't worked in the proper way for a long time; so
there is a succession of laws demanded by perestroika on freedom of
the press, not less important than emigration.

MS. STAHL: Well, let me interrupt. On emigration, it's
hard to believe, frankly, that it’s being held up for that. If you
have free emigratidn, how concerned is the Kremlin that peoﬁle will
flood out the way they left Eastern Europe?

Aren't you more afraid of that, rand isn't that really
what's holding up this law?

_ | MR. ARBATOV: But, you know, it doesn't affect--the
absence of the law doesn't affect the emigration. Practically
everybody who will be let out under the law is being let out now.

_ MS. STAHL: Well, what about people. who just want:to
travel--want to go to the Wést? They can't just do that now.

MR, ARBATOV: And they, a lot of them, you know, they are
more-held up by the absence of airplane tickets. So I think this
will be a very important agr.;ementn ''''' :

' MS. STAHL: Well, what about getting in a car and crossing
the border? You still can't do that, can you, as a citizen of the
Soviet Union?

MR. ARBATOV: Well, you can; you can, you can. There are
sonme procedures,'but you can.

- .But, you know, this is really so--~that the major issue is
this. There are some--in the discussion around the law, there are
some other things mentioned. One of them is by the bureaucrats and
wﬁo‘will péy. You will have to--our ruble is not convertible.

MS. STAHL: You'll take--
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'MR.AARBATOV: So if millions of people go, you have to
change who will pay. This money is needed for medicine, for some
other needs. And this is a question which has to be resolved.

MS. STAHL: And the brain drain.

MR. ARBATOV: And the brain drain.

MS. STAHL: Meaning? ‘

MR. ARBATOV: Brain drain meaning, you™know, not eveﬂ
emigration. We cannot stop it with those who want to emigrate
already now--but those who go on contract for two, three years, et
cetera, - ‘

MS. STAHL: You know, Boris Yeltsin, who was just elected.
president of the Russian Republic, had a meeting with the head of

Lithuania. He says he's going to try and open economic relations

~ between Lithuania and Russia--maybe even to help break that embargo.

What kind of a threat is Boris Yeltsin right now to
Gorbachev's authority, popularity?

MRg.ARBATOV: See, I really hope that both gentlemen--
Yeltsin and Gorbachev--and it looks that Gorbachev understands it,
maybe Yeltsin also--will understand very good that the state of
affairs which exist now in the country, there is major need,
overfidihg need, for their cooperation, not for their rivalry. And
they have to do it. ©Otherwise, I think the public will turn away
from those of the gentlemen whose fault it was.

It is understood, 1I thihE, even by those who voted for
Yeltsin~--most of those, and those who support Gorbachev;'this is
really not the time for squabbles., 1It's a very serious time; we
have serious problems--they have to be dealt with.

MS. STAHL: Can Yeltsin have his own foreign policy for
the Russian Republic, or is there a way to stop him? Or will he go
forward and-- 4 ‘ '

MR. ARBATOV: You see, according to the constitution, it
is--he has pagtiélly——he has.a minister of foreign affairs. But.
the major things have to be resolved by the Union. But there will
be a new law on the Union; and what will be there, I don't know.
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MS.

light of Gorbachev's survivability.

STAHL: Let me ask you about what you just said, in

You said if these two men

squabble, then you suggested they both should go.

" How

does Gorbachev go, if it's decided that his economic

plan after tive years is a failure, which it looks like; if it's

decided he's
whatever?
MR,

squabbling and not handling Lithuania correctly,

How does--what's the mechanism?

ARBATOV: No, no. I hope he will not gd. He has

four-and-a-half years before him, according to the constitution, of

the presidentship--even a little bit more.

stay.
' MS.
MR,

test is before Yeltsin still.

I don*t see an acceptable successor.

And I hope he will
But, you know-- '
STAHL:

ARBATOV

Even Yeltsin you don't see.as a successor?
I don't see.in him-~-and this is-~the major
You know, it is one thing to be in

a position. When you get in office, you have to deliver. And this

remains to be
MS.
has some kind
MR.

Gorbachev was

.Gorbachev was

MS .

MR.

- MS.
question. Is

seen.
STAHL: But, you know, he was elected; and, therefore,
of a mandate. Gorbachev's never been elected.

ARBATOV:
elected.

Here he was elected just in the same way as
He was elected by the Russian parliament;
elected by the all-Union parliament. .
STAHL: Well, but he was elected into the parliament.
ARBATOV: And with more votes. '

STAHL: all right.
the economic plan that was just put fo:ward.a couple

Let me ask you quickly another

of weeks ago dead--dead on arrival, as we say?

MR,

ARBATOV: You know, I think what our council of

ministers does~-it's actually, they call it the government, we call

it the government, but it's not completely the government because

the major ministers are in the presidential cabinet now.

But

it was a failure, a deep failure; and I think they

have proven already that they cannot deliver.

MS.
MR,

STAHL:
ARBATOV:

So. what’ happens now?

I don't know. It would be--for me, I would



FACE THE NATION WITH LESLEY STAHL - JUNE 3, 1990

be very radical. But Mr. Gorbachev' and the Supreme Soviet have to
decide. 1, as a member of--

MS. STAHL: Is it in Mr. Gorbachev's head to be radical,
or is he .going to continue the half measures?

MRQAARBATovﬁ Mr. Gorbachev promised to be radical,
especially in the economic field. But this, what was proposed to
him by Ryzhkov, is a wrong kind of radicalism.-. '

_ MS. STAHL: I hear a lot of distancing of this plan from
Gorbachev. I also sénse some criticism of GorbachevAfromquu
here. Are you disappointed. in him?

MR, ARBATOV: No, no.

MS. STAHL: You sound it. _

MR. ARBATOV: I support him; I don't see any alternative
to Gorbachev. '

MS. STAHL: Okay. ,

MR. ARBATOV: But it doesn't prevent me from voicing some
criticism. I think in economic affairs, it's a bit too slowly.

MS. STAHL: Okay, Mr. Arbatov, thank you for being our
.guest, We will be right back with national security advisor Brent
Scowcroft--from the White House.

(Announcements)

MS. STAHL: Joining us live from the White House, from
the Roosevelt Room right across from the Oval Office, General Brent
Scowcroft, naticnal security adViser to the presidggt° General
Séowcrofﬁ, welcome to "Face the Nation" from the White Houée.

'~ GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Good morning, Lesley.

MS; STAHL: Good to see .you.

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Thank you.

MS. STAHL: As you know, tomorrow is the first annivérsary
of . the Tianénmep Square massacre. In the last two weeks, twenty
‘people have Been executed. The Chinese have no emigration law.- |

Why ié the administration giving the Chinese most-favored
-nation trade status, and not the Soviet Union?

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think the issue in China is that it
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is in the interests of the United States to continue the most-

favored-nation exception. There are about $18 billion in trade

between the United States and China. Indeed, just a couplé of days
ago the Chinese signed an agreement with Boeing Aircraft which
could amount to as much as $4 billion more. 1In addition, the
people who are on the Chinese side of the moét-favored nation are
the people that we're trying'to help te- support--the progreséives
looking outward. There's just no question that the MOst-f;;oréa—
--nation treatment for China is in the U.S. national interest and
in the interest of broadening the Chinese and keeping them facing
toward the United States. '

MS. STAHL: Since we granted or renewed MFN to China,
they have done these executions and tightened up. Speak about
where human rights fits into Mr. Bush's whole policy--because, if
the Soviets do come through with their emigration law, you say
you're going to ask forAmost—favoréd nation for them, despite
Lithuania.

; So human rights is being taken out of this equation, I
gather. Apd gxplain‘thé policy to the public.
' . GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Well,‘the emigration--the Jackson-
Vanik restriction on most-favored nation deals specifically'with
emigrétionu Now, of course, emigration is a part of human rights.
Emlgratlon has never been a partlcular problem with the Chinese;
and therefore that treatment is different from the Soviet Union.

But the pres1dent has made it qulte clear his abhorrence

of some of ‘the human rights practices of the Chinese. Indeed, they

have been condemned officially in our annual report on that. So

that is really quite clear. .

What we're talking about is an.issue which is of undoubted
economic benefit to the United States. '

MS. STAHL: But even 'in Lithuania, can"t Mr. Gorbachev go
home and say, 1ook, my policy in Lithuania is in no way a penalty;
it's not in any way hurtihg my relationship with the West? And is
that really what we want him to g0 home and feel and say?
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GENERAL SCOWCROFT: DMost-favored nation for the Soviets
is a prospective issue, not an ongoing one, as it is with the
Chinese. There is virtually no trade with the Soviet Union at the
present time.

The reason that the president signed the trade bill is
that the negotiations have gone on, hard negotiations were worked
out,. it is a good treaty—-good-;éréement; and he wanted to lock in
the provisions. - Now,'he will not move forward with that until the
Soviet Union completes its emigration legislation, because, in the
Soviet Union, emigration has in the past been used as a political
lever. And that's the difference. A

MS. STAHL: Well, now you heard Mr. Gorbachev in the news.
conference just a few minutes ago say that he may suspend the exit
visas for the Soviet Jews if Israel doesn't agree immediately to
stop allowing Jews to settle in the occupied territories.

Does it concern you'that they'll be.using emigration as
théir own policy? ' :

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Of course--and I think that's why the
president has said we have signed the tfade agreement; it will not
be sent to the Congress until the emigration pdlicy is clarified
and legalized in the Soviet Union.

But he has also made quite clear our policy on Lithuania,
the Baltic states, and reiterated it over and over again to President
Gorbachev. So there's no doubt about that. -

MS. STAHL: I want to get onto the other subjects of the
summit, but one more on China.

You went over just about a year ago and made that toast.
Do you regret, in light of what's happened in'the last year, that
toast? . ' _

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Most of what I regret about the toast
is that no one has printed the whole text of the toast, including
the part where I criticized them severely for the perfdrmance at
Tiananmen Sguare.

M5. STAHL: So-~-no regrets?
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GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Well, you.knéw, one practices diplomacy
in certain ways. And I think you cannot have a dialogue if you're
not to practice the civility that goes along with having a dialogue.

MS. STAHL: Okay. On the summit, tell us, if you will,
where we all stand on what was supposed to be the central gquestion
of Germany, a united Germany, in NATO? What's your impression of
how this was left and where we go .from here? -

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think it was basically left that,
first of all, these two leéders cannot resolve the queétioh'of_
Gerﬁany by themselveé° it is a question for, first, the four
powers, a question for the NATO alliance, and a question for all of
BEurope. This is a major issue. What we're doiﬂg,is remaking the
political map of Europe, and it's not surprising‘that<it is going
slowly.

I think that the two sides understand each other much
better. I think that the statement the president made that both
sides agree with the Helsinki Final Accord in 1975, that Germany
and all states are free to choose their alliances, is a step
forward. And I think negotiations and consultations will continue.

; MS . STAHL: If there really were a vote on this.issue’
about alliances and the Soviets put forward the notion of neither
alliance as something for the German people to vote on, are you
that confident that a united Germany would vote to stay in NATO or
any alliance? o ‘ @

‘ GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Yes.
MS. STAHL: You're confident?
GENERAL SCOWCROFT: VYes.

Ms. STAHL: Okay. The larger goal, though, the primary

tm—

major goal of the West, as I understand it, is to get Soviet troops
out of Eastern Europe completely and out of East Germany.

Do you have a feeling that you moVed.any closer td~that'
goal at this summit?

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Yes, I think we did. I think, you

know, these things again are not going to be solved in one guick
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meeting. We did have an agreed statement on troops in Europe, on
the CFE negotiations° And both sides agreed that we should push
forward: on them--and that a CSCE, a Helsinki- -type conference, would
not be held before the completion of this agreement°

So, I think, yes, we made some progress.

MS, STAHL, All right. We may show you some plctures of
Mr. Gorbachev s helicopter overhead as he_ leaves for Andrews Air
Force Base while we talk. So don't be startled by that. Here it
comes.

| GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Surely. 4
MS. - STAHL: Okay. I wanted to ask you about our attitudes

toward Gorbachev. There's been a lot written about the policy of

trying to help him, or save him. He seems to be somecne in the

Soviet Union that's trying to reform communism rather than dismantle

it.
Has there been any shift away from this focus of trying
to help him, perpetuate him, in light of his policies?

‘GENERAL SCOWCROFT: The United States does not and really

cannot gear its policy to .one individual. We have to'gear our
policy to U.S. national interests and to the Soviet system as a
whole,

Now, there has been much good that has happened in the
Sov1et Union since President Gorbachev has been in office. It is
a significantly different system; and what has happened has largely
been in the interests of the West. ‘Therefore, we hope for a
continuation of those kinos~of policies. 1hasmuch as they do at
the present time reflect President Gorbachev, then there is a
convergence of our interests on Mr. Gorbachev and on the Soviet
Union itself, _

MS. STAHL: 1Is it_true, as has been reported, that there
is a gnawing feeling, a growing feelihg, in the White House that he
may not be able to make it because of all the problems at home, and
particularly because of this election of Yeltsin to the head of the
Russian Republic, that Mr. Gorbachev, you know, could be'teplaced—
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- -not by a communist, but by a so-called democrat--as has happened

in Pungary and Poland and so forth?

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Well, I'm not aware of a gnawing
feeling in the White House, Lesley.

I think there is a realistic appraisal, not only in the
White House but in the Kremlin, of the enormous problems that
President Gorbachev faézg.» Indeed, he outlined them in his press
conference this morning--remaking the Soviet society, remaking the
political system, remaking the economic system. That is an enormous
challenge° :
MS. STAHL: Yes, but all within communism, right? He's
not out there trying to dismantle that system; he's trying to
reform it. i

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: President Gorbachev this morn1ng used
the terms "freedom" and "democracy" as the hallmark of the reform.
I'l1l leave it to him to describe it, but those are pretty good

MS. STAHL: Quickly let®s switch .to the Middle East.
Arafat--he refuses to condemn that térrorisf action by a PLO
faction. Does this mean that we are going to end our dialogue with
the PLO? | | | '

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Well, it's a serious problem because,

—-1if you remember in late 1988 when Arafat not only renounced térrorism

but indicated he would condemn it, we then resumed a dialogue with
the PLO. | ' |

If he is, in fact, going back on those conditions--

MS. STAHL: Hasn‘t he? |

GENERAL‘SCOWCROFT:, --then we will have a serious problem.
Wé're:still discussing with him. I don't think we have the last
word yet. ‘ ‘ '

MS. STAHL: bkay., Thank you very much, General Brent
Scowcroft. We will be back with a final word.

PRESIDENT BUSH: I pride myself as a horseshoe player.
And Pre51dent Gorbachev plcked up the horseshoe, never having

11
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played the game, to my knowledge, and literally--literally, all you
horseshoe players out there, threw a ringer thé first time.

(AnnounCements)

MS. STAHL: Our final word is from Barbara Bush.

MRS. BUSH: . Whatever the era, whatever the times, one
thing will never change. Fathers and mothers, if you have children,.
they must come fi}ét, You must read to’ your children, and you
must hug your children, and you must love your children. Your
success as a family, our success as.a society, depends not on what
happens in the White House, but on what happens inside your house.
| Who knows? ‘Someone out in this audience may even be
someone who will one day follow in my footsteps énd preside over
the White BHouse as the president's spouse--and I wish him well.

(Laughtex) V

MS. STAHL: Barbara Bush, speaking at Wellesley College.

Thanks for joining us. See you again next Sunday. .

ANNOUNCER: This portion of "Face the Nation with Lesley
Stahl" was sponsored by the Archer Daniels Midland Company--ADM,
supermarket to the world; and by McDonnell-Douglas, a company of
leaders, . '

To purchase a videocassette‘of today's edition of "Face
the Nation with Lesley Stahl," call 1-800-542-5621. This broadcast
was produced by CBS News, which is solely responsible for the
selection of today's guests and tbopics., It origdinated in Washington,
D.C.
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Top-Level Defense Report Receives Little Attention

By PHILIP FINNEGAN
Detense News Staff Writer

WASHINGTON — Despite a
year and a, half in the White
House, the Bush administration
has failed to take action on rec-
ommendations made by top-level
defense strategists before the
presidential election.

One of those strategists, Brent
Scowcroft, is U.S. President
George Bush's national security
adviser. The other, James Wool-
sey, i8 the chief U.S. negotiator to
the Conventional Forces Europe
talks in Vienna.

The recommendations, under
the title the American Agenda,
were issued in late 1988. They
were not binding but simply re-
garded as sound advice for the
incoming administration.

The American Agenda was part

of a bipartisan project headed by

former presidents Gerald Ford
and Jimmy Carter.

The recommendations includ-
ed moving a number of forces
from active to reserve status,
making greater use of simulators
and relying more on smaller
ships or submarines, rather than
aircraft carriers.

The change in naval strategy is
based on the belief that subma-
rines and smaller ships, armed
with cruise missiles, can be de-
ployed to world trouble spots
cheaper than aircraft carriers.

“There certainly has not been
any major movement [on their
proposals},” says one congres-
sional defense analyst.

“These two have not moved
the glacier much. It shows that
even if you are the national secu-
rity adviser, you can’t move the
Department of Defense much."”

The proposal to move troops
from the active forces to the re-
serves has received little support
from the military services. In its
six-year spending plan for 1992-
1997, the Navy has proposed
greater reliance on the active
forces.

The American Agenda recom-
mended operating some carriers
with reserve air squadrons. In-
stead, the Navy has proposed re-
tiring two carriers but would con-
tinue to have the same 13 active
air wings and two reserve wings.

The Army and Navy, in their
six-year spending plans, do pro-
pose greater reliance on re-
serves, But that will be the result
of cutting active forces more than
cutting reserves, not in shifting
IMISSIONS.

“Scowcroft feels a lot more
strongly about relying on the re-
serves than anyone over here.”
concludes one Pentagor. official.

Defense analysts say the Amer-
ican Agenda recommendation on
greater use of unmanned aerial
vehicles (UAVs) has fallen by the
wayside.

“I don’t see that the Scowcroft .
report has done anything 10T
UAVs, plus or minus,” says Bob
Roy. president of Sunnyvale.
Calif.-based RJR Associates. a
marketing research firm.

Although there is general
agreement that UAVs should be
used more. budget cuts at the
Pentagon have slowed projected
increases in funds for UAVs.

“Progress is disappointingly
slow.”” Roy said. )

Regarding the American Agen-
da recommendation to use more
simulators in military exercises.
Robert Reed, head of the Nation-
al Training Systems Association
in Arlington. Va., said there has
been “a lot of ferment but no ac-
ton yet."

He says the increased interest
in trainers and simulators has
been ‘driven more by economics
than by what they had in their
report.”

Although he says “'nothung has
happened as yet' in the overall
implementation of the Scowcroft-
Woolsey proposals, Barry Bleck-
man, a former assistant director
of the U.S. Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, thinks these
are directions in which the muli-
tary services will be forced to
move in the future.
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Conventional Arms Pact,
Germany (Question Tied

By R. Jeffrey Smith
Washingtoz Post Staff Writer

The decision by U.S. and Soviet leaders
not to grapple extensively during the sum-
mit with the security questions raised by
the unification of Germany leaves much to
be done if a new treaty on conventional
arms reductions is to be signed before the
end of 1990, U.S. and Soviet officials said
yesterday.

The officials acknowledged yesterday
that although a new treaty reducing Euro-
pean conventional forces has not been of-
ficially linked with an accord on Germany,
the two issues are inescapably intertwined
in political terms.

Previously, the United States had re-
jected the Soviet contention that Moscow
could not participate in any demilitarization
of the continent unless Germany’s future
military capabilities have been satisfactorily
limited. But the public and private remarks
of Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev on
this score evidently won some grudging
U.S. acceptance.

“We're quite comfortable proceeding
with . . . [a new treaty on European conven-
tional forces] at its own timetable,” national
security adviser Brent Scowcroft said on
Cable News Network. “But I think the So-
viets, since [the treaty] would deal with the
issue of Soviet troops in Eastern Europe,
would like to link the two.”

Marshal Sergei Akhromeyev, a senior
adviser to Gorbachev on arms matters who
took part in many of Gorbachev’s discus-

sions with Bush last week explained the

Soviet position in an interview yesterday.
“At this point, we do not link the Vienna
talks with a solution of the German question
because we do not want to interfere with
the completion of the agreement,” Akhro-
meyev said. “But once we do have a treaty
prepared for signing, I personally cannot
imagine how Gorbachev could sign the pre-
pared treaty without a solution” to the Ger-
man question.

Gorbachev said at a joint news confer-
ence with Bush that the conventional arms
negotiations in Vienna could be slowed, if
not halted, if the West imposed its own view
that a unified German state must join the
existing Morth Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO). “Then we should go back and see
where we are: What’s happening to our se-
curity? What should we be doing with our
armed forces? What should we do about Vi-
enna?” he asked.

U.S. officials interpreted this allusion to a
potential withdrawal of past Soviet commit-
ments for sweeping new arms reductions as

and allow German membership in a Western
alliance structured to consider “purely” po-
litical issues. Under such an arrangement,
there would be “no need for [alliance] mili-
tary doctrines—they would disappear.”

He said an alternative solution might be
found in the proposal of West Germany’s
minority Social Democratic party, to estab-
lish a unified European military alliance
with just five members: the United States,
the Soviet Union, Germany, Britain and
France. Military officers from each country
would be assigned to work in a headquar-
ters at a site to be determined later.

Asked if Bush demonstrated an appreci-
ation of Gorbachev’s concerns about a poten-
tial Russian backlash to Germany’s member-
ship in NATO, Akhromeyev said: “Bush has a
position of his own. He tries to convince us
that the U.S. position would be beneficial for
the Soviet Union.” Although this is a mistake,
Akhromeyev said, the two sides laid the foun-
dation at the summit for further work that
can lead to accommodation.

a sign that Gorbachev wants additional lev-
erage in negotiations with the West.

Akhromeyev said he could not accept a
Western view that the process of German
reunification is “out of control” and beyond
any influence by Soviet leaders distracted
by immense domestic problems or under-
mined by defecting Warsaw Pact allies. He
cited his nation’s continued, post-war right
to station troops in East Germany as anoth-
er potent lever in the debate.

U.S. officials said the two sides may con-
sequently be forced to settle simultaneoustv

the issue of Germany’s potential member-
ship in the Western alliance, the future
character of the alliance, the possibility of
some constraints on German and allied
Western troops, and the myriad details as-
sociated with a new arms accord between

23 nations. Gorbachev reiterated yesterday
that he hopes to sign such an agreement at
a summit involving the 35 participants in
the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion before the end of the year.

Akhromeyeyv, reflecting comments by Gor-
bachev and other Soviet officials, said at one
point that Moscow “could not abide” the in-
tegration of German military forces into the
unified NATO military command—an act
that would essentially place them under U.S.
control. He said this was unacceptable even
as a short term solution while NATO was
undergoing reform, citing a Russian proverb:
“There is nothing as permanent as something
that is considered to be temporary.”

But Akhromeyev also said, “What we do
need is a show of goodwill,” hinting, along
with other Soviet officials, that a compromise
may be possible if Gorbachev can tell his do-
mestic critics of a Western concession. In-
dicating some new Soviet flexibility, he said
“one option” may be to eliminate the military

component of NATO’s command structure,
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threats. He also said that by
the end of the century there
will be 15 or 16 Third World
countries with ballistic mis-
siles tipped by nuclear,
chemical or biological
warheads. (Reuter)

MARINES GIRD FOR BUDGET WAR:
Even as 2,100 U.S. Marines
awaited orders off the coast
of Liberia, top military of-
ficials at home faced perhaps
their bloodiest battle ever--
the budget war. with the U.S.
Army honing its own mobile
attack units in shifting from
the prospect of war in Europe
to terrorism and Third World

conflicts, the question was
whether the Marine Corps
itself would be protected.
Joint Chiefs Chairman Gen.

Colin Powell said in testimony
before Congress that there is
a need for flexibility and
that there is not major
duplications of missions.
(Reuter)

OFFICIALS TESTIFY:
Administration officials will
defend their $307 billion
proposal for U.S. military
expenditures before Congres-
sional budget negotiators
today, but they face tough
opposition from key members of
Congress. The White House and
congressional negotiators will

Top Bush

hear from Defense Secretary
Dick Cheney and National
Security Adviser Brent
Scowcroft. Sen. Sam Nunn (D.-

Ga.), chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, will
speak against them and for a

reduction to $290 biliion.
(Reuter)
NO ROLE IN LIBERIA: The

American military has "no role
to play” in Liberia's internal
conflict even though more than
2,000 marines are poised to

help evacuate U.S. citizens
from the African nation, of-
ficials said yesterday.

Despite pleas, officials have
rejected the idea of involving
U.S. servicemen in the West
African nation's civil strife.
A four-ship flotilla 1is in
international waters off the
coast on a contingency basis
in case it becomes necessary
to evacuate American citizens.
(AP)

FIXING THE SHUTTLES: Engineer
are prepared to pump rocket

fuel aboard the shuttle
Columbia today in a last ditch
effort to pinpoint a leak that

threatens to ground the ship
until August. In addition,
technicians are inspecting the
shuttle Discovery after that
craft was damaged during an
accident Monday. 1In that ac-

cident, the right-hand payload

door was pulled up more than
10 inches when a crane was
moved. The Columbia was sup-
posed to launch in May. The
Discovery is slated for an

October launch date.

DELAY AT ROCKY FLATS URGED: An
advisory committee has recom-
mended delaying a restart in
production of nuclear weapons
components at the Rocky Flats
plant near Denver until at
least October, an Energy
Department officaal said
yesterday. The Energy Depart-
ment had hoped to restart the
plant this month. Rocky Flats
is the only source of
plutonium triggers for nuclear
weapons. The committee,
chaired by former Nuclear
Regulatory Commission member
John Ahearne, believes changes
in the plant and in training
will not be finished in time.
(AP)

(UPI)

CHANGES MADE TO COUNTER COUPS:
The Philippine armed forces
have made internal changes to

counter the threat of another
coup attempt by army rebels
and to improve combat ef-
fectiveness, said Defense
Secretary Fidel Ramos,
yesterday. Ramos said "value-
formation and reorientation
activities" were being
undertaken with officers and

men to strengthen their com-

mitment to the government and

the constitution. (Reuter)

BUSH PRAISES NEW GI BILL:
President George Bush paid
tribute yesterday to the
peacetime GI Bill and credited
the bill's college benefits
for helping the armed forces
attract better recruits. Bush
said it serves as an
"important component in the
success of America's all-
volunteer force." Defense
Secretary Dick Cheney said the
bill is crucial for recruiting

and retention. The Rose Garden

ceremony was held to honor the

program as the number of
participants reached one mil-
lion since it started in 1984.
(AP)

U.S. LEASED F-86F JET CRASH:

A U.S. civilian-owned single-
seater F-86F Sabre jet leased
by the U.S. Air Force crashed
off Okinawa yesterday,
Japanese Defense officials
said. The pilot ejected safely
and was rescued by a Japanese
air self-defense force
helicopter. The accident
occurred inside an air force
training zone over the East
China Sea about 137 kilometers

north-northwest of the U.S.
Kadena Air Force Base, where
the plane was based. The
aircraft crashed after
developing engine trouble
during a training operation,
313rd Air Division Public
Affairs Chief Lt. Col.
Winkelmann said. (Combined
Wires) ~

FRANCE - SAUDI ARABIA: France

and Saudi Arabia yesterday
signed an investment agreement
linked to a wider accord under
which Paris 1is to provide
Riyadh with three Lafayette
anti-air attack frigates. The
agreement covers an "offset
program" of French investment
in Saudi Arabia to
counterbalance the purchase of
the frigates. The investment
will include a high proportion
of high technology projects,
French officials said. The
investment deal forms part of
an overall $3.1 billion
frigate deal agreed to 1last
June. The frigates are part of
Saudi Arabia's Sawari program
to modernize its navy.

(Summarized from wire
Source material
CNARS,

copy.
available at
Room 4C881.)
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On the defense

British sources, quoting insiders
at the U.S. Defense Department,
suggest Dick Cheney will be out in
six month to a year for several
reasons, including being on the los-
ing end of power struggles with
Jim Baker and Brent Scowcroft.
Mr. Cheney is also said to be in-
creasingly caught up in squabbles
with top military brass. And, if
that’s net enough, he is described
as losing influence on Capitol Hill.
One possible ploy would be to move
Mr. Cheney over to Interior, where
Manuel Lujan is just barely rock-
ing along. What might save the for-
mer Wyoming congressman would
be that he is not particularly close
to President Bush. So Mr. Baker
and Mr. Scowcroft would not want
risk his being replaced by someone
with more influence, the sources
say.
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LEXINGTON

Who is the fairest of them all?

TWO vignettes from the summit encapsulated the fickle way
in which public esteem settles or does not on the presidency.
Both concern first ladies. On the morning of June 2nd, at Camp
David, the press had just finished bawling questions to Presi-
dents Bush and Gorbachev, who had driven away in a golf cart.
A second golf cart tore back, one rider in it. It was Mrs Barbara
Bush, returned to pick up Ranger, one of her spaniels, which had
been left behind. Billing and cooing, the White House press
corps, which includes some of the most hard-bitten men in
America (and you should see the women) fussed around the na-
tion’s granny like chicks round a hen.

Second vignette. It is San Francisco, and the scheduled
breakfast meeting between the Gorbachevs and the Reagans has
been put back an hour. Why might that be? One ru-
mour (quite unfounded, but never mind) has it that
Mrs Nancy Reagan is determined to reduce the time
that President Gorbachev is to spend at Stanford
University, where he is due later in the morning.
Stanford, you see, embarrassed her husband by turn-
ing down the chance to
house his papers.

Poor Mrs Reagan can do
no right; nice Mrs Bush,
whom one recent poll found
the most popular person in
America, can do no wrong.
These judgments are not
baseless. Mrs Bush’s speech
at the graduation ceremony
at Wellesley University, to
which she took Mrs Gorba-
chev, really was a model of its
kind; affecting, wise, and
funny. Its triumph was all
the greater because some
feminists on the campus had
doubted whether this quint-
essential wife and mother
was a satisfactory role model.

As for Mrs Reagan, that
breakfast must have been
terrible, whatever she said af-
terwards. In Mrs Reagan’s
book “My Turn”, Mrs Gor-
bachev is variously called rude, condescending, too talkative, in-
sensitive, impolite, and looking “like a prison matron”.

The inevitable comparisons between Mrs Bush and her
predecessor echo the contrasts between their husbands’ admin-
istrations. During the week of the summit, Mr Oliver North was
back before a grand jury, with Mr Brendan Sullivan, his lawyer,
screaming at the prosecution lawyers once more. How long ago it
all seems. Those angry thrifty men from the South and the west
who came to Washington to take their revenge on government:
where are they now?

Of competence and ideology

Replaced by impeccably competent grey-haired graduates, whose
forte is sorting out the messes left by the now thrift-enriched
men. The figure of Mr Brent Scowcroft, national security adviser
and competence personified, so ubiquitously close to the presi-
dent all week, would never have looked so at home in the Reagan
White House. The people around Mr Bush prize themselves

more on their ability to manage policy than to create it. Even the
more ideological ones, such as Mr John Sununu, chief of staff
and guardian of the conservative flame, are apostles of techno-
cratic competence. There are plenty of incompetents in the cabi-
net and below; but none of them has the singleminded zeal—call
it ideology—of those who epitomised those madcap years of the
1980s.

The comparisons with the Reagan presidency can be over-
done (and not only because Mr Bush and Mr James Baker,
among many others, were and are central to both presidencies).
At least two, mutually contradictory arguments are made against
the idea that Washington has seen a seachange of attitude from
flaky incompetence to stern managerialism.

The first—from the
left—is that the Bush admin-
istration only looks compe-
tent by comparison with its
immediate predecessor. The
bloodless aspects of Mr
Bush’s presidency that are
now praised, says Mr Mi-
chael Kinsley, a liberal col-
umnist, are precisely those
for which President Jimmy
Carter (to say nothing of Mr
Michael Dukakis) was ex-
coriated. From the right
comes the argument that Mr
Reagan was anything but in-
competent. His central goals
for the presidency were to
cut public spending on wel-
fare programmes, challenge
communism and build up
America’s armed forces. He
achieved all three.

If competence, not ideol-
ogy, pervades the adminis-
tration, then it follows that
the president’s popularity
stands or falls with his
achievements. So however
well Mr Bush may do in the
opinion  polls—and  at
present he stands far above the levels reached by his two prede-
cessors at the same points in their terms of office—the pundits
refuse to believe that there is sufficient affection for him in the
country at large to carry him through difficult times. So far, man-
aging has served him well. His main task has been to direct
America’s reactions to great events, like the revolutions in Eu-
rope, which have not been directly of its making. But neither he
nor his grey men can read the future, can spot what exigencies
will require something more than the qualities for which he has
won respect.

Presidents who, like Mr Reagan, inspire strong feelings in
their detractors sometimes seem also to be more secure in their
support. Mr Bush’s easy popularity, one might think, may one
day vanish like snow in the spring. Yet Mr Bush has his diehard
supporters and will fall no farther in the polls than events and
recessions dictate. And he has one thing going for him: being
married to a woman whose sheer old-fashioned niceness casts a
brilliant light on all around her.
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WASHINGTON UPDATE

Policy and Politics in Brief

THE OTHER
SUMMIT IS
STALLED

BY LAWRENCE J. HAAS

uack, quack?
Last year, it was Office of Man-
agement and Budget (OMB) direc-
tor Richard G. Darman’s duck test (“If it
looks like a duck . . . "), which he used to
rule out new taxes, that prompted a few
smiles as Washington struggled over an
otherwise grim chore—cobbling together
a fiscal 1990 budget.

This year, it’s a lame duck that is at-
tracting attention. With Congress and the
White House facing the politically awe-
some task of cutting the 1991 deficit to
$74 billion to avoid across-the-board
spending cuts, and the newly launched
budget summit currently heading no-
where, more policy makers are talking
openly if grudgingly about the need for a
lame-duck congressional session that
would be devoted to drafting a budget.

Sen. Bob Packwood of Oregon, the Fi-
nance Committee’s senior Republican
who has been involved in the budget talks
with the White House, made such a fore-
cast recently on CNN's Evans and Novak.
“We will come back in session shortly af-
ter Thanksgiving,” he said, “and reach a
budget conclusion at about Christmas.”

Other key lawmakers seem to be get-
ting used to the notion of a callback, al-
though House Speaker Thomas S. Foley,
D-Wash., wants to avoid reconvening af-
ter Election Day. Rep. Lee H. Hamilton,
D-Ind., the chairman of the congressional
Joint Economic Committee, has made it
known he expects a lame-duck session.

The lame-duck talk comes amid con-
tinuing discomfort about the summit.
Along with well-known differences be-
tween the political parties on fiscal mat-
ters, and personal animosities between
key negotiators that go back to last year,
there is a widespread belief that the sum-
mit was awkwardly timed to begin with.
“We're sort of at this half-baked stage,” a
top House aide said.

In part, that view reflects the compet-
ing theories among budget experts about

how a big deficit-cutting deal could work.
One theory suggests that a deficit reduc-
ing plan should be constructed gradually,
over months of study, with White House
and congressional leaders building sup-
port for it around the country. The second
suggests that the deal can take shape only
in an atmosphere of crisis, when lawmak-
ers can point to a tangible economic prob-
lem—such as a sharp jump in interest
rates—to convingce skeptical voters that
they must pay higher taxes.

This budget summit does not seem to
fall under either approach. Rather than

using the potential opening accorded

when House Ways and Means Committee
chairman Dan Rostenkowski, D-IIL., un-
veiled a five-year deficit cutting plan in
early March, President Bush waited two
months before calling for high-level bud-
get talks. That delay pushed the negotia-
tions even closer to the midterm elections
that will impede bold decision making.

On the other hand, there is no tangible
economic crisis driving the summit. The
economy, although sluggish, is not ex-
pected to slip into recession any time
soon. The stock market, which inspired
the 1987 budget summit after a record-
breaking crash, continued in early June to
reach dizzying heights.

Not even the prospect of deep spending
cuts under the 1985 Balanced Budget Act
is likely to conjure up a crisis atmosphere.
Faced with difficult targets in 1987 (be-

Senate Finance Committee member Bob Packwood, R-Ore.

fore the stock market crash), Congress,
with the Reagan Administration’s con-
currence, simply changed the deficit tar-
gets. That Congress and the White House
will do so again is considered a foregone
conclusion, according to lawmakers and
White House aides.

At the same time, a notable electoral
scare has sent a shudder through the
House. Members are expected to be extra
careful to avoid unpopular preelection
votes after Rep. John P. Murtha, D-Pa., a
supposedly unbeatable 16-year veteran,
won just 51 per cent of the vote in his May
15 primary. Other incumbents have also
faced primary problems.

All of this may explain the somnam-
bulistic pace of the summit. Two weeks of
talks in May produced nothing but spar-
ring over the size of the deficit problem.
The third week, coming after a recess for
Memorial Day, was scheduled to consist
of walk-throughs, nicknamed “budget
seminar 101,” on major spending and tax
categories. Experts were to address the
20-odd lawmakers and White House
aides. Leading the talks on defense, for
instance, would be Defense Secretary
Dick Cheney, White House national secu-
rity adviser Brent Scowcroft, House
Armed Services Committee chairman Les
Aspin, D-Wis., and his Senate counter-
part, Sam Nunn, D-Ga. Nobody knew
where the summit would go after that.

At the same time, the House Appropri-

Richard A. Bloom

He’s among those predicting a lame-duck session devoted to drafting a budget.
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ations Committee is planning to move
ahead on fiscal 1991 spending bills,
guided by the budget resolution that the
House passed on May 1. Senate Demo-
cratic leaders—pressured by Appropria-
tions Committee chairman Robert C.
Byrd, D-W.Va., who wants some action
on his panel’s bills—are thinking about
moving their Budget Committee-passed
resolution to the Senate floor. Both devel-
opments are expected to complicate the

summit, if only because key members will
have to keep an eye on House and Senate
floor matters.

Assuming they hope to avoid contro-
versy before the elections, lawmakers
need to finesse a few challenges. The most
imposing will come on Oct. 15, when
OMB almost certainly will report that
Congress’s failure to reach fiscal 1991’s
deficit target will trigger the huge, across-
the-board spending cuts.

At that point, Congress and the White
House could let the cuts take effect, with
the promise of overturning them with a
more rational deficit cutting approach in
a lame-duck session. Or, with the same
promise, they could suspend the Balanced
Budget Act for a couple of months. Or
they could avoid the issue by revising the
deficit targets sometime before then and
adopting a modest budget deal that
largely avoids the deficit problem. ]

MEANTIME, BACK IN THE SOVIET UNION . . .

BY ROCHELLE L. STANFIELD

resident Bush gave Soviet President

Mikhail S. Gorbachev a political

present by signing a trade agreement
on June | at the Washington summit. But
for now, the agreement is little more than
a symbol. Bush does not plan to submit
-the pact to Congress until the Soviet legis-
lature approves a new emigration mea-
sure.

Even if the trade agreement is imple-
mented, it would not do much for the
Soviet Union for years. The Soviet econ-
omy is in such a shambles that the coun-
try couldn’t increase its exports to the
United States by much. -(The United
States had a $3.5 billion trade surplus
with the Soviet Union in 1989.)

Nonetheless, Gorbachev needed a tro-
phy from the summit to help him con-

front the political opposition of newly
elected Russian Republic President Boris
N. Yeltsin, the continued ethnic and na-
tionalistic pressure in the republics and
what is probably the most dangerous cri-
sis he faces, the further disintegration of
the Soviet economy. During the first
quarter of 1990, Soviet national income
diminished, industrial output went down,
inflation rose and consumer goods be-
came even scarcer than before.

A lot more than symbolic gestures will
be required to turn the Soviet economy
around.

Soviet officials, for their part, insist
tRey are serious about making changes.

"“What is happening in the Soviet Union,

the change in the political system, the
change in the economy—all American
specialists know exactly what is going on
over there,” Lev Spiridonov, Pravda’s
deputy editor in
chief, said in a late-
May interview
with  National
Journal reporters.
“I think it gives
plenty of indica-
tion as to the seri-
ousness of our di-
rection and just
what our leader-
ship is all about,
what our country
is looking for in
terms of resolving
our own prob-
lems.”

Even Soviet
economists con-
cede that it has

taken five years of perestroika (restructur-
ing) for Moscow to institute economic
changes. “This transition to a market
economy is long overdue in the Soviet
Union, yet practical steps toward carrying
out this reform are only about to be made
at present,” Vladen Martynov, director of
the Soviet Academy of Sciences’ Institute
of World Economics and International
Relations, told a summit-related news
conference in Washington. “Everything
we have done so far were half-measures or
one step forward, two steps backwards, to
use Lenin’s famous phrase.”

But many American specialists ques-
tion how effective Moscow’s current re-
form plans will be and whether the Soviet
population will allow them to go through.
“Gorbachev wasted five years during
which he could have done something,”
Ed A. Hewitt, a senior fellow at the
Brookings Institution and an expert on
the Soviet economy, said. “Now as they
debate a coherent strategy [for economic
change], the population has lost faith. If
they say it will be painful but beneficial,
the population believes only that it will be
painful.”

In fact, Hewitt argues, the changes an-
nounced before Gorbachev’s departure
for Washington won’t be painful enough.
They would triple bread prices on July |
and raise prices on other commodities on
Jan. 1 if a referendum approves the move,
but compensate workers by increasing
their salaries. Over time, the plan would
decontrol prices on most goods,
Martynov said.

“The idea is to avoid shock therapy
that was chosen by, say, Poland when
they shifted to market economy,” he said.
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AmericaAbroad
Strobe Talbott

For He’s a Jolly Fellow

ightweight, demagogue, buffoon, windbag. At best naive, at worst dangerous.

Those were among the put-downs of the newly elected president of the Rus-
sian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic that came sluicing anonymously out of
the U.S. Government on the eve of last week’s summit. The name-calling stemmed
in part from memories of Boris Yeltsin’s visit to Washington in September.

Yeltsin called on Brent Scowcroft at the White House. “What is the objective of
your visit?” asked the National Security Adviser. With no more encouragement
than that, Yeltsin launched into a hortatory rhapsody about how U.S. business
could “rescue” perestroika by building 1 million apartments and an entire service
sector for the Soviet economy; he also plugged a joint mission to Mars. He talked
virtually nonstop for a full hour.

Just as Scowcroft’s patience was giving out, George Bush stopped by to say hel-
lo and, as quickly as possible, goodbye. Asked about Yeltsin later, the President
paused, smiled and said he had found him “a jolly fellow.”

In the eight months since, American policymakers have frequently cited Yeltsin
as living proof that there is no “serious” alternative to Mikhail Gorbachev. It is cru-
cial to Gorbachev’s strategy in dealing with the U.S. that Americans worry about

Yeltsin's visit to the U.S. last year left official Washington distinctly unimpressed

his being replaced by a neo-Brezhnevite, if not a neo-Stalinist. Now along comes
Yeltsin to pose the tantalizing possibility of a Soviet leader who would be more ac-
commodating on a wide range of issues. He has indicated, for example, that he
might give back to Japan islands occupied since the last days of World War II. Still,
his victory last week was at first taken as little more than further evidence of how
unhinged the Soviet Union is these days.

Ironically and significantly, some of the Soviets who accompanied Gorbachev
to Washington last week wasted no time in buttonholing their American counter-
parts and privately urging a little constructive revisionism in the Yeltsin case. Their
argument went like this:

‘Whatever his foibles, Yeltsin seems dedicated to all that is most welcome (if not
most promising) in perestroika. Therefore he is a natural ally for Gorbachev. Even
the disagreements between them constitute a tactical opportunity for Gorbachev.
In dealing with his conservative constituencies in the military and the party appara-
tus, he can point to Yeltsin over his left shoulder and say, Do business with me or
you may end up with that guy instead.

Several of Gorbachev’s advisers added that they were concerned about his thin
skin and his tendency to personalize political disputes. Hence they were upset to
find the U.S. press awash in what they took to be officially instigated presummit
Yeltsin bashing.

“We have a big job ahead of us,” said one Gorbachev associate to an American
who is close to Bush. “We must persuade our leader to make common cause with
Yeltsin. It’s in your best interests that we succeed. So don’t play to Gorbachev’s
sense of his own indispensability.”

All perfectly reasonable, but also perfectly extraordinary. Soviet officials used
to chastise Americans for “interference in the internal affairs of the U.S.S.R.” Now
they solicit help in teaching their boss the ways of democratic politics. =
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WHY CAP IS WRONG

ROBERT C. McFARLANE

OR MOST of our history we
F have been able to count on pub-

lic figures to contribute to our
political maturation through memoirs
dealing with their stewardship in of-
fice. Such records are necessarily bi-
ased, for they describe events from one
person’s perspective. Yet, because
most of our statesmen have been just
that, and honest as well, such modest
exaggerations and even errors as their
testaments may include are forgiva-
ble. Paul Nitze’s recently published
memoir of the cold war is an especially
praiseworthy example of the genre. It
provides a rich and instructive tableau
of the evolution of both policy and
process in our government during the
past fifty years. George Kennan and
Henry Kissinger made equally valua-
ble contributions of serious scholar-
ship. Not so for former Secretary of
Defense Caspar Weinberger.

The decade of the Eighties, during
which Mr. Weinberger served, encom-
passed the most sweeping ideological
change since the Russian Revolution,
as well as countless lesser events de-
serving treatment by those involved.
There is much to learn from Cabinet-
level perspectives on the collapse of

Mr. McFarlane was National Security Advi-
sor in the Reagan Administration.

Communism and the spread of democ-
racy in the Eighties, or even from such
ignominious episodes as the Iran—Con-
tra affair. The latter event is treated
in an excerpt from the secretary’s
memoir, Fighting for Peace, in the
May 14 issue of NATIONAL REVIEW. The
article is an astonishing, anti-intellec-
tual, ad hominem tract; a mean-spir-
ited assemblage of distortions and fal-
sities, of which I am the chief though
not the only target.

But it takes a second reading to ab-
sorb that the defamations are only tac-
tical devices, libelous provocations put
forth to distract the reader and allow
the author to evade the central issues
that any public official is obligated to
address in a memoir: “How well or
poorly did our institutions function
during your service? What was your
role? What can we learn from your ex-
perience?”

One or two examples illustrate this ,

article’s consistent use of slander as a
device for evading responsibility. The
secretary implies in one reference that
I urged offering Egypt “‘several’ . . .
American supporting divisions, to in-
vade Libya.” Elsewhere, regarding the
tragic U.S. involvement in Beirut, he
states that I “demanded that we com-
mit more troops and military re-
sources, presumably to ‘save’ Beirut.”

Both references are simply and verifi-
ably false.

Concerning the value of providing
Egypt with some confidence that we
would not stand idly by if Qaddafi car-
ried out one of his persistent threats to
attack Sudan, Egypt, or Chad, it re-
quired years to get Secretary Wein-
berger to accede to even minimal con-
tingency planning with Egyptian
forces. The resultant plans—which
emerged from sensitive diplomacy car-
ried out by Admiral Poindexter, the
State Department, and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff—were extremely effec-
tive both in deterring such Libyan at-
tacks and in rallying Egyptian confi-
dence. By contrast, in Beirut, such
time was not available. My reporting
cables from Beirut presented the fol-
lowing facts so that the President and
his Cabinet in Washington could use
them in making decisions: Both our
Marine forces and our diplomatic pres-
ence in Beirut were vulnerable to al-
most daily artillery shelling. Yet coun-
terattack by our forces, if we were
seen to be taking sides, risked compro-
mising our role as arbiters. The Presi-
dent deserved to know those facts if he
was to forge a sensible politico-mili-
tary strategy for walking that fine
line. But my cables were far less im-
portant in this decision process than
what happened to them back in Wash-
ington. Because of Secretary Wein-
berger’s obstructionist tactics, no such
strategy was ever devised. I expect
this to be thoroughly treated in the
forthcoming memoir of former Secre-
tary of State George Shultz.

Sitting Ducks

NE CAN argue whether sr not
the U.S. ought to have become
engaged in our prolonged
nightmare in Lebanon. Indeed Judge
Clark and I believed from the start
that the eight months between Sep-
tember 1982 and May 1983, spent in
an effort to help secure the aborted
May 17 agreement, was a poor invest-
ment of U.S. political capital. But once
the U.S. committed our political
weight and our forces (along with the
French, British, and Italians), they
ought to have been engaged in some
useful peacekeeping purpose such as
acting as buffers to separate the with-
drawing forces, not left as sitting
ducks at the airport.
There are other examples of Mr.
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Wembergers using the tactic of diver-
sion to mask the more fundamental
issue. Regarding the Iranian affair,
Mr. Weinberger alleges variously that
I gave intelligence on Iraqi positions
to the Iramans, that President Reagan

never approved the Israeli transfer of
arms startmg in August 1985; and
that he (Weinberger) was unaware
that any American was engaged in
meetings with Israelis on the subject
of establishing contact with Iranian
pragmatists, until he read of it in
intelligence reports which started in

Septetnber of 1985.

Who Knew?

HE FIRST CHARGE—that I
I 1 passed intelligence on Iraqi po-
sitions to Iran—is an outright
lie. It|is interesting, however, to note
that throughout these years, Secretary
Weinberger was a frequent advocate of
a US. “ilt” toward Irag and suc-
ceedec in persuadmg President Rea-
gan to allow the CIA to pass intelli-
gence* to Iraq concerning Iranian
forces In his book, the secretary char-
acterizes the Iragi regime as having
ratlonal limited aims. This is the
same IIraq led by Saddam Hussein,
who recently notified the world, with
murderous pride, that he had the
means and the will to use ballistic
missiles and other weapons of mass
destruction against his neighbors.
The secretary’s second point, regard-
ing Presxdent Reagan’s approval of the
Israeh transfer, was explored thor-
oughly by the Tower Board and the
Joint [Congressional Committee. Both
believed that: t.he President did in fact
approye the pohcy ‘Secretary Wein-
berger ignores the very existence of
these tverdlcts Instead he deceives the
reader by referring to President Rea-

1
i
|
i
'

gan’s letter to the Tower Board, after
the President was tutored by Don

-Regan, to make his readers believe .
. that the President could not remember

whether he had approved the transfer

or not. Mr. Weinberger conveniently -,

ignores the President’s answer when
he was first questioned by the Tower
Board (and before Regan intervened).
He welcomed the Board to his office
by presenting them with a copy of my
testimony before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committée in which I had
presented the entire history of the
President’s approval. He had read the
full transcript and made annotations
in the margin. His comment to the
Board, according to one of those pres-
ent at the meeting, was essentially,
“Here, read this, Bud’s laid it out just
as it happened.” This original recollec-

tion of the President is buttressed by -

simple logic. Is it sensible to expect

that I would have approved Israel’s -

selling missiles which could only be re-
placed by Secretary Weinberger’s Pen-
tagon, when I knew that he was op-

-'posed to it? Not likely.

The secretary’s last pomt,-—that he
was unaware of my meetings with
David Kimche, Director General of the
Israeli Foreign Ministry, or the basic
plan until September—is also false.
The secretary acknowledges, later in
the piece, that he was present at the
meeting in the White House of August
6, 1985, where the entire Israeli pro-
posal was explained. To his credit, he

opposed it, but he was surely aware of .

the original idea and its key antece-
dents (e.g., the Kimche meetings, the
involvement of Ghorbanifar). Follow-
ing that White House meeting, the
secretary acknowledges that he re-
ceived the intelligence reports which
treated the entire dialogue between
Ghorbanifar and his henchmen in

Teheran. For almost a year after I left

government, the secretary continued
to receive these reports. If he felt as

!

strongly as he states, he could have
offered to resign and, if necessary,
resigned. His justification—that he
could not have affected anything by
such action—is ridiculous.

What are the real issues behind the
abortive attempt to restore a dialogue
with Iran? Was it reasonable in 1985
to attempt to determine whether or
not there were any pragmatists in

.Teheran? Should we not have been in-

terested in denying to the Soviet
Union (which at the time had over one
hundred thousand troops next door in

' Afghanistan) a prize whose oil and ge-

ographic proximity to the largest oil
deposits in the world, if lost, could
bring the international economy to its
knees? Of course we should. Were
there not several reasons to expect
that there might be an emerging circle °
of leaders in Teheran (headed by then-
Speaker, now-President Rafsanjani)
who had tired of a brutal war with no
apparent end in sight, which threat-
ened economic and social chaos? Was
it not even reasonable to be willing to
provide arms to truly anti-Khomeini
forces if that’s what it took to dislodge
such a tyrant? Of course it was. More
often than not, that's how govern-
ments change in the Middle East. We
cannot count on dealing with paragons
of liberal philosophy as we seek to de-
fend our interests and promote democ-
racy. Bear in mind that 19 years ago,
during our secret diplomacy which
preceded the U.S. opening to China,
that country was still emerging from a
revolution in which it had murdered
huge numbers of its own citizens—just
like in Iran in 1985. China was also
contributing directly to the death of
American servicemen in Vietnam. But
President Nixon had the ‘wisdom to

-gee that we had larger interests which

warranted talking to Chou En-lai. And
therein lies the central difference. The
glaring error of the Iran affair—my

" error and the President’'s—was in al-
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lowing arms to be introduced into the
equation before it was clear that those
with whom we were dealing were both
committed to changing Iranian poli-
cies and strong enough to do so. Nei-
ther requirement was met in 1985,
and it was for that reason that I rec-
ommended to President Reagan in De-
cember 1985 as I left government, and
again in May 1986 after the trip to
Teheran that he had asked me to un-
dertake, that the opening to Iran be
closed. Secretary Weinberger knows
this, for he was at the December 10
briefing in the Oval Office sitting
across from me and next to the Presi-
dent. At the end of my debriefing to
President Reagan, in which I recom-
mended that he break off the contacts,
Mr. Weinberger interrupted and said,
“Mr. President, Bud is right, we must
bring this effort to a close; it is simply
too risky.” This is almost a verbatim
quote. As I have stated many times
over the past three years, the error of
this initiative was mine. But there is
no doubt in my mind that if Mr. Wein-
berger had expressed the depth of his
apparent conviction by an offer to re-
sign or by resigning, the operation
would have come to a halt.

By drawing you in with these sensa-
tional charges, Mr. Weinberger avoids
treatment of the relevant question:
“Was the Reagan Administration ca-
pable of developing and implementing
coherent politico-military strategy?”’
In most cases, the answer was no, as
a direct consequence of Secretary
Weinberger’s personal animus toward
Secretaries of State Alexander Haig
and George Shultz and his ambition to
succeed them.

There is a book to be written about
Mr. Weinberger’s stewardship in the
Reagan Administration, but it is un-
likely to be written. For what would it
say? It ought to treat his record in
handling the two fundamental respon-
sibilities of the Secretary of Defense:
defining an effective strategy for using
our military forces to keep the peace,
and managing the expenditure of huge
sums with prudence and efficiency.
Never in seven years did Mr. Wein-
berger show the least qualification to
do either. This is not my verdict alone
but that of Senators John Tower, Sam
Nunn, Bob Dole, and Howard Baker,
Chairman Les Aspin, Bill Dickinson,
Sam Stratton, former Secretary James
Schlesinger, Brent Scowcroft, and
many others who have helped to shape

national-security policy through the
years. Indeed matters became so cha-
otic that the President had to appoint
two commissions to do those two basic
jobs—one to define a sensible nuclear
strategy, another to restore order from
the chaos Mr. Weinberger had in-
flicted on the Pentagon in four years’
time. I suppose one could say that
there already is a book on the former

“secretary—in fact, there are two. One

is the Scowcroft Commission report on
nuclear strategy and the other is the
Packard Commission report on Penta-
gon management. They express all one
needs to know about Mr. Weinberger’s
record.

When I voluntarily testified in the
Iran—Contra hearings and before the
Tower Board, I told everything I knew.
I described the paralysis that affected
foreign-policy planning in the Reagan
Administration because of the per-
sonal and policy struggle between the
State and Defense Departments’ lead-
ership. It is well known in Washington
that Mr. Weinberger was the official

most to blame for this struggle and
therefore most responsible for the in-
ability of the Administration to de-
velop policy. in an orderly and coherent
way. His b8ok presents his own self-
interested version of this history. In
Mr. Weinberger’s view, each position
he took was unarguably correct and
everyone else’s was invariably wrong.
The history of difficult public events is
always infinitely more complicated.

Enough Blame to Go Around

E SHOULD all be trying to
léarn from Iran—Contra,
dnd there is enough blame

to go around. Prose written out of
pride t6 redeem a dubious public
record, like Mr. Weinberger’s version
of Iran—Contra, makes this almost im-
possible. He was party to our getting
into this quagmire. Now he refuses to
help get us out of it. Instead, he offers
his readers a scapegoat. Well, if Mr.
Weinberger wants a public debate on
this subject, I am happy to oblige. O

MR. WEINBERGER REPLIES

R. McFARLANE has a new

scriptwriter, and so the

prose is slightly more pene-
trable. But the facts cannot be
changed no matter how much is omit-
ted and distorted.

Mr. McFarlane’s prior record and
sadly unfortunate problems, and his
difficulties in recalling the truth as
displayed in his testimony in the vari-
ous Iran—Contra trials, make it unnec-
essary to refute in detail all of the new
recollections and petulant foot-stamp-
ing used in this outburst.

Particularly unfortunate are his
continuing attacks on the President
whom he served so badly. This is most
evident when, in the middle of one of
McFarlane’s many confessions, he con-
tends that the President was also
guilty of McFarlane’s “glaring error.”
He is quite willing to create remarks
that I never heard uttered by the Pres-
ident to support his case. However,
when the President’s remarks are on
the record denying McFarlane’s ver-

Mr. Weinberger was Secretary of Defense in
the Reagan Administration.

sion, then he says that Don Regan
“tutored” the President. And so it goes.

One final point demonstrates why it
is 80 unnecessary to spend time cor-
recting each of the vast number of er-
rors in this newest tirade. That is the
absurd and breathtakingly wrong
statement that I was “party to our get-
ting into this quagmire.” This is the
same quagmire that George Shultz
and I opposed from beginning to end
with all the fervor at our command;
the same quagmire that McFarlane
confesses was his doing; and the
same quagmire that he compound-
ed by trying (successfully for a time)
to keep me from seeing the intelli-
gence reports which disclosed the
ridiculous and very dangerous game
McFarlane was playing in, and with,
Iran.

Even a new scriptwriter using
“quotes” we doubt were ever quoted
cannot change what really happened.
And no diversionary dust in the form
of easily refutable charges about the
record of others can change the history
1 set forth in Fighting for Peace.

—CaspPar W. WEINBERGER
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Tests for ‘big monsters’

Oshkosh, GM hope to win defense contract
for mobile tactical truck, despite budget cuts

Army drivers are 10 mon-
ster trucks built in -Oshkosh through
tests this month that could keep Wis-
consin’s major contractor in the mili-
tary business for years to come.

Despite the billions of dollars be-
ing cut from the defense contract, the
military still needs the basics, like
trucks.

“Cutbacks in defense spending will
have much less effect on Wisconsin
people than the people in other states
‘where they are in the aerospace busi-
ness or making guns and bullets,”
said Pres Grove, who keeps-track of
Oshkosh Truck Corp. defense con-
tracts here.

+ Few firms in Wheondn shared -in

ithe contracts let m&b@m;

®f missiles and sophisti

and planes that would be used in a
strategic or nuclear war with the
Soviet Union. As a result, defense
cuts won't have much impact there,
pompated with aerospace centers in
{Califor 1ia, Texas and Massachusetts.

Oshkosh and General Motors are
in the final stages of competition for
a new class of heavy trucks that will
use a palietized loading system. A
single driver - in one case at Aber-
deen, Md., proving grounds a - 95-
pound woman — can load and unload
pallets filled with equipment.

On the present trucks, including
the Oshkosh Heavy Mobility Tactical
Trucks (HEMTT), loading and un-
. Joading is a time-consuming chore
.that requires heavy lifting and many
+" - Vshkosh and GM received $10 mil-
lion contracts to design and build the
test trucks. Oshkosh built 10 test
trucks and a spare, Grove said, and
has been told that the test results wiil
e made public by the end of June. .

' Defense Secretary Richard Cheney

By RICHARD BRADEE
Sentinel Washington Bureau

has already ordered cuts in spending
by all the services, including the Ar-

my, and the budget summit between

‘Preffdent Jush and congressional
leaders is expected to call for more.

Oshkosh bas built about 13,000 of
the HEMMT trucks In the last de-
cade. The project received national
notoriety when Bush, during his 1988
campaign, put it at the top of his list
of congressionally promoted pro-
grams to be eliminated.

Despite Bush’s comments during a
televised presidential debate, the Ar-
my is still ordering HEMMTs with
money .that Rep. Les Aspin (D-Wis.),
chairman of the House Armed Ser-
vices committee, Sen. Robert W.
Kasten Jr. (R-Wis.), member of the

Defense Appropriations sub-
committee, and other friends of Ogh-
kosh put in the defense budget over
the past several years.

Grove said the Army and other
services still need more of the
HEMTT trucks for tankers and for
recovery vehicles.

The for the new trucks
has not escaped budget cuts com-
pletely. -

The original program called for

the purchase of 4,300 trucks which
have been cut to 2,700, Grove said.
But even at the scaled-back level, the
contract would keep the plant in
Wisconsin occupied for two gf three
years. That would generate hundreds
of millions of dollars worth of busi-
ness.

So far, Cheney has tried to save

.money in the future by reducing

force strength and by scaling back
expensive projects like the B-2 bomb-
er, cut $14 billion so far. The Navy's
aircraft carrier plan has been cut
from 15 carriers on duty to 12 since
Bush took office.

Arms control negotiations with
the Soviet Union also could produce
billions in savings, if new missile
cutbacks are accepted.

Like other contractors in times of
dwindling defense dollars, Oshkosh
argues that buying new trucks now
will save money in the long run by
reducing the number of people the
Army will need for hauling equip-
ment.

Grove describes the new trucks as
“big monsters” with five axles and 10
driving wheels. The Army’s Test and
Evaluation Command at Aberdeen
isn't releasing information about how
the tests are going while the compe-
tition is under way, according to a
spokesman there.

Grove, however, says the Oshkosh
trucks are holding up well and
should perform even better for the
Army than the HEMMT, if Oshkosh
wins the contract.

The HEMMT trucks were bought
usder a different procedure, and
some testing was conducted after the
contract was let.

With the new procedure, the
weaknesses will be found at Aber-
deen and at other test sites in Arizo-
na and Colorado, Grove said.
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Cheney: No accords, no clout

By Fred Kaplan
GLOBE STAFF .
WASHINGTON - It’s a tough time to be
secretary of defense and Richard Cheney seems
not to be making the best of it.
Inside the Bush adminis-
News tration, Cheney has lost near-

Analysh ly every major battle over

arma-control policy and the
budget. On the vast array of accords marking
improvements in US-Soviet relations, Cheney’s
fingerprints appear nowhere.

He is widely viewed in Corlgress as an in-
creasingly irrelevant political player, incapable
of dealing either with the massive changes in
the world or with the drastic cuts needed to
meet the budget's deficit-reduction targets.

In recent months, he has poured salt on his
own wounds by adepting a confrontational
stance toward Congress, even though he was
hired for his presumed ability - as a former Re-
publican congressman himself - to manage Cap-
itol Hill.

Sen. Sam Nunn, the Georgia Democrat who
is chairman of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, has said Cheney’s budget reflects “a
1988 defense policy” - 3 damning statement,
given all that has happened since 1989: the
weakening of
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anything,” said David Lange, chief
of intergovernment relations for
the U.S. Army in Europe. Now, he
said, European governments are
beginning to demand compliance
with their environmental laws and
insist that the United States shoul-
der the cost of returning military
facilities to safe and usable condi-
tion.

“Clearly, there has been a double
standard when it comes to overseas
projects,” said David Wirth, a for-
mer State Department attorney
now on the staff of the New
York-based Natural Resources
Defense Council.

“There is always a severe for-
eign policy risk in that. We want to
maintain good relations with coun-
tries where we had bases and are
now turning them over. To hand
over environmental problems we
wouldn’t tolerate ourselves is a
ripe area for a foreign policy cri-
sis,” he said.

The German people are just now
becoming aware of the extent of
lasting damage caused by the hun-
dreds of thousands of U.S. troops
based in West Germany since the
end of the World War I1.

There are currently 255,000
American troops stationed at about
1,000 installations in West Germa-
ny. .

“The Americans, they see Ger-
many as a U.S. military-industrial
laboratory,” said Olaf Achilles,
founder of a small organization in
Bonn that monitors the environ-
mental behavior of the United
States, West Germany and other
NATO militaries.

“Every German environmental
law exempts the military, and thg
local authorities know very little
about what goes on on U.S. bases,
Our government is so stupid and
blind to all this,” Achilles said. |

The 28-year-old urban plannet
noted the environmental record b{
the military in the United States ag
documented by the Defense Envi-
ronmental Restoration Program.
“Now they know what they'vd
done wrong in the United States,”
Achilles said. “They’ve done much
more wrong outside of the United
States.” Y

Another West German citizew,
Wilma Herzog of nearby Gerol-
stein, expressed disappointment
that the United States, where shé
lived for 12 years, has treated the
German people and the German
countryside with such apparent
disregard for so long. e

“I feel sadness and shock that,
America has such a dark side,” sai@

Herzog, 55, who is organizing a
citizens group to address low-level
flying and other military intru®
sions. ¥
“They are destroying the envi-
ronment and torturing the people,”
Herzog said. “I thought the Ameri-’
cans were smarter than this. [

administration pressure to accept
the US proposal but faces strong do-
mestic criticism across the political
spectrum. While some Bolivian coca
farmers have switched to legal crops,
others have held street demonstra-
tions against the US plan, protesting
that it will ruin their livelihood with
no compensation.

In Peru, security forces are pre-
occupied with battling a vioient
Maoist insurgency, and civilian offi-
cials are far more concerned with
the nation’s abysmal economic prob-
lems than with curbing coca produc-
tion. At this point, it is not certain
whether President-elect Alberto Fu-
jimeri will approve the proposed
military agreement.

In all three countries, entrenched
problems of military corruption or
brutality have raised fears that
American aid will strengthen the
hand of tainted elements within An-
dean armed forces. In Colombia and
Peru, security forces have built
réputations for brutal behavior in
battling leftist rebels, and Colom-
bian military officials are often re-
ported to be in league with right-
wing drug traffickers.

Some human rights groups argue
that under US law banning military
aid to governments that show “gross
and consistent patterns” of human
rights abuses, neither Peru nor Co-
lombia should qualify for aid. Others
suggest Washington could demand
improvement in human rights as a
price for its offer of equipment and
assistance to armies and police.

“To be effective in their fight
against the drug cartels,” US offi-
cials must use the new aid as “lever-
age” to wean Colombian security
forces from collaborating with drug
mobsters and death squads, wrote
Juan Mendez of the human rights
group Americas Watch. Otherwise,
he added, the United States “could
be arming the very enemy it hopes
to defeat.”

Administration officials say they
are aware of the checkered history
of Andean military establishments
and plan to keep eareful tabs on any
aid they receive.

“Are we building up Latin
American militaries to overthrow
governments? No, but we are cer-
tainly keeping” the danger “in
mind,” said the State Department of-
ficial. Any serious human rights
problen s, he added, “could and

thought the Americans were better
than this.” i

NEXT: As many military bases In the
United States prepare to close, &
dispute simmers over how to pay fog
the pollution they will leave behind.
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jungle drug laboratories. Congress
anti-drug missions in Andean natios
Mid-1987. Drug enforcement admin
Snowcap, deploying 60 agents to P
permanent, rotating basis.
September 1988. Congress passes
increasing military aid to Andean £
prohibitions on US aid to foreign pc
January 1989. US-financed crop erac
of attacks by guerrillas and trafficki
to protect program.

August 1989. Bush administration o
emergency military aid after promin
mob in Bogota.

September 1989. President Bush prc
immediate military aid and $2 billio
three Andean nations to fight drugs
authorized to accompany foreign an
police base opens in Peru.
December 1989, Administration decl:
to participate in arresting wanted dr
February 1990. President Bush meet
and Colombia at one-day drug sumrm
proposal is not discussed.

March 1990. Drug eradication projec
helicopter air lifts and Peruvian polic
September 1990. American military tr
begin arriving in Bolivia and Colombi:
Peru's participation in doubt.
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LAWRENCE M. O'ROURKE WHITE HOUSE

What Sununu Can Tell The Soviets

WASHINGTON

OHN H. SUNUNU, the White House chief of staff,
has been invited to the Kremlin by President
Mikhail S. Gorbachev of the Soviet Union.

Gorbachev wants Sununu -
to explain to the Kremlin’'s
managers how a modern
presidency works. Sununu
will offer examples of how
decisions of President
George Bush’'s administra-
tion are made and carried
out.

It was Gorbachev’s idea
that Sununu share his
knowledge and experience
with the Kremlin officials.

The presidency as the Sov-

iet Union’s highest office is only a few months old.
While in Washington and Camp David for the summit
meeting, Gorbachev was impressed with the smooth-
ness and efficiency of the White House operation.

Gorbachev was apparently struck by how well the
U.S. side was prepared for the summit negotiations
over weapons cuts and trade. He was amazed at how
easily and quickly Bush was able to get information
from the federal bureaucracy. Gorbachev has not been
as successful in getting the Soviet bureaucracy to serve
his needs.

Sununu, who did a spell as an instructor at Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, will tell Gorbachev and
his associates that a system that works for one U.S.
chief executive may not work for another. Sununu is
prepared to say that White House operations vary
according to the styles and personalities of the
presidents.

Just to go back a few years, President Jimmy
Carter was, like Sununu, trained as an engineer. Carter
was fascinated by the way things, including govern-
ment procedures, work. Carter’s weaknesses in a few
instances included an inability to anticipate outcomes
down the road. As Sununu sees it, Carter became so
wrapped up in narrow questions that he lost sight of the
big picture. In addition, Carter was convinced by the
logic of his decision, but ineffective at convincing the
public and politicians.

President Ronald Reagan was the opposite of Carter.
He disdained details, leaving them during his first
administration to James A. Baker III, Edwin Meese
and Michael K. Deaver, the triumversate of top White
Hosue aides. To a great extent, they shielded Reagan
from internal government disputes.

The Tower Commmssion investigated the origins of

the Iran-Contra scandal during Reagan’s second ad--
ministration and concluded that it stemn 2d partly

from poor management at the White House. The com-
mission put much of the blame on White House Chief of
Staff Donald T. Regan. A copy of the Tower Commis-
sion’s 1987 report is undoubtedly already on file in the
Kremlim library. If not, a copy can be purchased at the
U.S. Government Printing Office.

Reagan was the philosopher, Sununu will tell the
Kremlin's managers. Sununu believes that Reagan was
right on most issues but made a fatal mistake in not
maintaining tighter control over his own staff and in
not going to the mat with Congress over government
spending.

Naturally, Sununu will tell the Soviet officials that

 Bush’s system works best of the three. Bush puts his

hands on the levers of government power when appro-
priate, knows when to let others carry the load, works
hard at persuading Congress, the public and the press
and keeps constantly informed on the critical issues,
especially foreign and military strategy.

Sununu set up the system that suits Bush’s style,
personality and high energy level.

Bush welcomes divergent opinions until decisions
are made. Then he wants absolute loyalty. Sununu
could say how he enforces that. His message to the
White House staff is to work hard, keep your nose clean
and keep your mouth shut outside the White House.

Sununu’s tutorial might also include a lesson on how
he, as White House chief of staff, has a larger role than
making the helicopters arrive on time and the paper
flow to the president without typographical errors.

Sununu has expressed his opinions as as adviser on
issues that include abortion, environmental policy, fed-
eral aid to education, spending and taxation, relations

~ with the Democratic majority in Congress, and — here

Gorbachev might pay special attention — how to deal
with the Soviet Union. Sununu is more conservative
than Bush.

On the last point, Sununu has acknowledeged
that he has no great background in Soviet affairs, hut
he knows politics and politicians well enough to evaiu-
ate them. In addition, Sununu has learned a great deal
about the world since he resigned as governor of New
Hampshire to become White House chief of staff.

Sununu attends daily intelligence briefings with Bush
and national security adviser Brent Scowcroft and has
the right to read all cables and attend all meetings with
national security.

Sununu can tell Gorbachev he might improve inter-
nal Kremlin communications. Sununu’s best advice to
Gorbachev might be to find for his staff competent
people who will do the job with care and express honest
opinions on what is best for the country, not them-
selves.
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'His Failure Was Political

etired Admiral John Poindexter, Ronald Reagan’s National Security Adviser,

helped weave the Iran-contra web that ensnared him, yet there was little en-
thusiasm in Washington last week at his reckoning. He has legal bills of more than
$3 million, has seen four years of his life wasted, and now has been sentenced to six
months in jail. Chances are slim for a successful appeal of his convictions for de-
ceiving Congress. A presidential pardon is even more remote. Poindexter is the
seventh person found guilty in this sad drama and the only one so far to be ordered
to jail. He may keep that distinction.

The feeling is that independent prosecutor Lawrence Walsh’s legal juggernaut,
which has cost $21 million and fielded as many as 60 lawyers and support staff, is
running thin on defendants, new
evidence and sympathy. A grand
jury may explore further links to
Reagan and George Bush, and
Poindexter could be called to tes-
tify with a grant of immunity.
People who know the admiral
well are convinced that the effort
will come to naught, that history
will have to judge Reagan—
where the buck really stops—on
the fuzzy story before us. “John
Poindexter was made a flag offi-
cer in the U.S. Navy for the ex-
press reason that he would not
break in a crisis,” says retired Ad-
miral Clarence Hill Jr., a friend
and manager of Poindexter’s le-
gal fund. “He did not. And he is
not going to break in the future. ’
He believes he is right.” Supporters ch

When the news of Poin-
dexter’s sentence ran through the capital, some of his former White House col-
leagues were in black tie at the President’s Dinner, the Republican Party’s grandest
Washington fund raiser. “I felt sick,” said one. “There was not a criminal bone in
his body. He was doing what he thought his Commander in Chief wanted. He got a
jail term for political incompetence. Since when is that a felony?”

Few people in power have had such a record of personal and professional com-
petence and honor. Poindexter was first in his class at the Naval Academy, excelled
at sea command and Pentagon maneuver, and reared five sons (four of whom are
pursuing naval careers); his wife became an Episcopal minister four years ago.
Poindexter was devoted to trying to thwart terrorists, free American hostages and
bring democracy to Nicaragua. Nobody argued with those objectives. “No defect in
character,” declared a former Cabinet officer who worked with him. “But a defect
in judgment. He should not be so punished for that.”

“There were horrible people down there doing horrible things,” contends Har-
vard’s Richard Pipes, who served two years on the Nsc staff. “It was all piled on his
head. He was just in the wrong job.”

Former Defense Secretary James Schlesinger brushed aside the suggestion that
the lesson of Poindexter is that military men should not head the Nsc staff. “They
should do a better job of teaching constitutional law at the Naval Academy,” he
said, noting that Army General Colin Powell successfully held the job after Poin-
dexter and that retired Air Force General Brent Scowcroft has the position now.

When the picture of the Iran-contra beast is finally drawn, in all probability it
will not be as large or menacing as many thought. Yet the portrait will never be
complete. These days in the muted luncheon-table conversations among both pros-
ecutors and defense-team members, there is the acknowledgment that the one man
who really put the grand plot together has left the scene. That is Bill Casey, the c1a
director who died in May 1987 from pneumonia after surgery for a brain tumor, a
man who loved power, position and a good mystery. John Poindexter did not have
the temperament for the shady back-alley intrigue that Casey concocted. k]
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Bush Indicates Openness to an
East-West Nonaggression Pledge '

By R. Jettfrev smuth
and David Hoffman

Washington Post Staff Writers

The United States is willing at
next week's summit meeting of 16
Western leaders to consider joining
in a pledge of nonaggression toward
members of the Warsaw Pact alli-
ance, President Bush said in an in-
terview published yesterday.

The 1dea of a nonaggression
pledge, first proposed by Soviet
officials several weeks ago, is one of
several initiatives that North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization leaders
could take to ease Soviet concerns
about a unified Germany's member-
ship in NATO, officials said. The
otticials said that efforts to allay the
Soviet concerns over German
NATO membership will likely dom-
inate the London summit next
Thursday and Friday.

Another Western initiative being
prepared for the summit is intended
to provide for an expanded political
role for the 35-nation Conference

on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope, officials said. The Soviet
Union has urged that the group,
now a loose-knit organization,
should become the central forum
for European security discussions.

NATO leaders have rejected this
idea, but officials say the alliance
likely will approve a plan to give the
group a permanent staff, a schedule
of regular meetings, and an ex-
panded role in promoting human
rights, preventing conflicts, and
monitoring elections and arms con-
trol agreements.

“I think there are ways in which it
can become very clear to what's left
of the Warsaw Pact and ... a re-
structured NATO ... that there
won't be any threat to each other,
and maybe there can be some dec-
laration” that would fall short of a
formal treaty, Bush said in an inter-
view Wednesday with European and
Japanese journalists.

While declining to give the idea a
blanket endorsement, Secretary of
State James A. Baker III told re-

porters at the White House yester-
day that a declaration of “nonag-
gression, defensive intent, peaceful
intent” from the NATO alliance to
individual members of the disinte-
grating Warsaw Pact alliance is “the
kind of thing that you'll see dis-
cussed at the NATO summit.”

Several officials said Bush’s
statement about the idea caught the
State Department by surprise. Bak-
er said a week and a half ago, after
the idea was promoted by Sowviet
Foreign Minister Eduard Shevard-
nadze, that it had positive as well as
negative aspects.

West German Chancellor Helmut
Kohl recently said he will urge the
leaders to endorse a nonaggression
declaration, and British Prime Min-
ister Margaret Thatcher has also
endorsed the idea, U.S. and diplo-
matic officials said. But officials in
France and several other countries
have expressed concern that such a
Statement would imply parity be-
tween NATO and the crumbling
East-Bloc alliance.

Kohl has said this can be avoided
if the Western declaration is made
to members of the Eastern alliance,
rather than to the alliance itself as
suggested by some Soviet officials.

U.S. officials cautioned that the
meeting probably would not fulfill a
stated goal of establishing detailed
plans for future East-West negoti-
ations on short-range nuclear weap-
ons in Europe. Baker said yesterday
that it would more likely “kick off” a
review of these objectives.

The officials said this decision fol-
lowed a general Western consensus
to avoid fractious debate over U.S.
nuclear weapons deployments in Eu-
rope at a time when Kohl, who is
preparing for a German election in
December, is particularly vulnerable
to public, anti-nuclear sentiments.

Baker said the summit would also
begin a review of NATO’s conven-
tional, or nonnuclear, force deploy-
ments in light of an expected East-
West arms accord later this year.
But officials were uncertain yester-
day whether the leaders would fulfill

an earlier plan to propose future lim-
itations on troops in a united Ger-
many.

Bush said that he felt in these
discussions a “disproportionate re-
sponsibility to convince [Soviet
President Mikhail] Gorbachev” that
German membership in NATO “is
not threatening to the best inter-
ests of the Soviet Union.” He added,
however, that he expects the sum-
mit to embrace ideas that will refine
NATOQ’s current mission, rather
than “radically alter” it.

Bush, who departs today for his
home in Kennebunkport, Maine,
will be joined on Monday by Baker,
national security adviser Brent
Scowcroft, Defense Secretary Rich-
ard B. Cheney, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Chairman Colin L. Powell and Vice
President Quayle. These officials
are expected to give Bush a series
of briefings before his departure for
London on Wednesday.

Cheney plans to leave Monday for
discussions with officials in Norway,
Greece, Turkey and Portugal.





