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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1989 (/igafég;j

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT //éii7

SUBJECT: Naming the U.S.-Soviet High School Partnership
Program for President Reagan

During the Reagan Administration, the President personally
initiated the High School Partnership Program with a suggestion
to General Secretary Gorbachev at the Moscow Summit. Charles
Wick of USIA proposed that the program be named for the
President, but it was determined that it would be inappropriate
until after the expiration of his term in office. The memorandum
from General Powell to Kenneth Duberstein supporting Charles
Wick’s suggestions is attached at Tab A for your review and
preferred action.

Attachment:

Tab A Memorandum from the Reagan
Administration



WABHINGIWUN

December 27, 1988

MEMORANDUM FUR KENNETH ODUBERSTEIN
FROM: COLIN L. POWELL Q_:;E?
SUBJECT: Naming the High School Partnership Program

Charlle Wick’s proposal to name the U.S.-Soviet High School
Partnership program (or the President is a good one. The timinj,
Jhowever, is a bit premature. This is a leqgal or protocol
question, raLher rhan A foreign policy issue; but I would think
it inappropriate for an agency of the President to name a program

aAfter him.

Once the President has left office, it would be appropriate for
this program to be named for him. The President personally
initiated the Hiygh Schoo) Partnership Program with a suggestion
to Secretary Genaral Gurbachev at the Moscow Summit, The program
is already an i{mportant people~to-people exchange, with potential
for contribuling significantly to U.S.-Soviet relations.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

1-17-F5

[y

Feoen h//.&ﬁ'w/‘l/’v(
e b Vookh L a
W’Céq,

WASHINGTON

Date: 1/17

WASHINGTON

Date: January 18, 1989
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FOR: General ell

)
FROM: KEN DUBERSTEIN 0 v
& Action L/Q
O YourComment
O Let'sTalk
0O Ffvl

Would you leave a note re: the
attached for Brent Scowcroft to
follow through.

Thanks.

FOR: Fred Ryan

FROM: KEN DUBERSTEIN

Action
Your Comment

Let’s Talk

0 O I 5 R

FYl

What think?



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508

0370

February 9, 1989 é

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT

THROUGH : ROBERT BLACKWILL
FROM: CONDOLEEZZA RICE Cg
SUBJECT: Naming the U.S.-Soviet High School Partnership

Program for President Reagan

During President Reagan’s term in office he personally initiated
the High School Partnership Program with a suggestion to General
Secretary Gorbachev at the Moscow Summit. Charles Wick of USIA
proposed at that time that the program be named for President
Reagan. It was determined that this would be inappropriate until
after the President’s term in office had expired. The program is
an important people-to-people exchange but in our estimation this
is not a matter for decision by the NSC staff. The memorandum at
Tab I forwards the request from the previous Administration to
the present Chief of Staff for his review and preferred action.

RECOMMENDATION

That you review and forward the request at Tab I to the Chief of
Staff.

Approve v//;isapprove‘

Attachment:
Tab I Memorandum for the Chief of Staff

Tab A Memorandum from the Reagan
Administration

0370



SEEREF 1202
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL )
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 B l2c 'é W / /

February 28, 1989

INFORMATION

MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT QOJ (‘ w\(\r DOD"W::;';:Advisor
THROUGH: ROBERT D. BLACKWILL/LINTON&B/I‘{OOKS

FROM: PHILIP ZELIKO%CONDOLEEZA RICE @\ \//

SUBJECT: Secretary Baker’s Speech in Vienna

Yesterday, February 27, Rice and Zelikow were invited to an
informal meeting at State convened by Dennis Ross. Aside from
them, attendance was limited to just a few people at State, with
no one present from State’s Bureau of European Affairs. The
topic was the speech Secretary Baker will make next Monday, March
6, at the opening of the CFE and CSBM talks in Vienna.

Ross said that Secretary Baker wants to make a major speech that
will offer a broad statement of how the United States envisions
the future of Europe. He also wants the speech to include
important attention-getting initiative(s). It is not clear what
the speech will actually say about Europe’s future (the first
draft is still not ready). As for the initiatives, since no good
ideas on conventional arms were at hand, and since everyone
agreed on the need to stick to the allied script on our new CFE
proposal, the group turned instead to chemical weapons. Ross
commissioned a speech which will propose: (1) an accelerated
pullout of our unitary chemical stockpile from the FRG, to be
completed by 1990 instead of 1992 as originally planned; (2) US-
Soviet agreement for each side to observe the destruction of
chemical stocks by the other; and (3) an international conference
of industrialized countries (the membership of the ’Australian
Group’ in the CD) to discuss restrictions on movement of CW
precursor chemicals.

The action plan proposed by Ross was as follows: The speech
would be drafted by COB Tuesday, February 28. It would be
circulated on Wednesday, March 1 to other agencies. Baker would
contact Admiral Crowe to encourage quick JCS acceptance. Someone
(not named but presumably the President) would call Chancellor
Kohl, all on March 1. 1Interagency disagreement is expected.

Ross was confident that Baker would weigh in with the President
to overcome these obstacles. Allies would be informed toward the
end of the week.

Declassify on: OADR DECLASSIFIED

PER E.O. 13526

1Lo009-096T-mR
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Zelikow and Rice raised three main questions at the meeting:

- How does this vision of Europe and this CW initiative relate
to the National Security Review on US-West Europe relations
which is well underway? The answer was that the speech
would bypass this process, but would be consistent with
conclusions that are emerging from it.

- Would this speech preempt some of the themes that the
President hopes to address with other allied leaders at the
NATO Summit in May? Here the feeling was that there would,
hopefully, be plenty of other things left to say, but the
focus of the Summit would be on resolution of the SNF issue
and the ’'Comprehensive Concept.’

- Was the opening of the conventional stability negotiations
the appropriate site for announcement of a new initiative on
chemical weapons? Ross explained that Secretary Baker feels
strongly about the need to take the offensive and announce
some new ideas; this is the area that seems most suitable
for movement at this time.

We want to be sure that all of the above concerns are adequately
addressed. We also believe, and the group was told, that we
should insure that agencies have an opportunity to present their
views before the Baker speech, if it makes new Administration
policy. Nevertheless, we would like to be invited to such
informal discussions at State in the future and therefore urge
care in how Ross’ information is handled over here.

Our overall view is that Secretary Baker'’s speech should not
break new ground while our review process is still underway. The
President should offer our definitive perspective on the future
of Europe in the context of the NATO Summit.

As the guardians of the interagency process, we should try to
prevent dealing with issues in a way likely to offend other
agencies or be handled sloppily due to rushed timing. The
accelerated removal and mutually inspected destruction aspects of
Ross’ CW initiative are ideas that were opposed by every agency
except State last year. The international conference proposal
was considered and rejected by General Scowcroft less than a
month ago. If these ideas are sprung on the other agencies now,
without adequate opportunity for interagency consideration, we
will undermine the confidence in the process that this
Administration is trying to restore.

The substantive questions about Ross’ CW ideas are significant.
The CFE/CSBM talks are the product of years of agonizing allied
efforts to put together a common front. It would be
inappropriate to use the talks now as a device for unilateral

SEEREF



announcement of a new initiative in a different security field,
with only the barest NATO consultation beforehand. Last year the
uniformed U.S. military which would carry out the CW removal said
that the procedure, if accelerated, could be unsafe due to
inadequate or nonexistent storage and destruction facilities
available at this time in the US. The initiative could backfire
if unfavorable allied reaction or publicity here at home gives
the impression that the President acted in a hasty and ill-
considered way.

Since it is possible these ideas might fall of their own weight
over at State, and to protect our relationship with Ross, we
suggest we wait to see what speech text State actually circulates

befoEe deciding how to proceed.
Don Mahley concurs.



CONEFPENTIAS
THE WHITE HOUSE e

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1989

/
/

MEMORANDUM FOR MARLIN FITZWATER /5 v////

FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT

SUBJECT: Der Spiegel Request for
Interview with the President

I have been contacted by Lloyd Cutler with a request, indirectly
from the publisher, that the President grant an interview to the
West German news weekly Der Spiegel. Attached for your
information is a copy of my response to Lloyd Cutler.

As you know, Der Spiegel is a very influential periodical but
also one which has been at times anti-American in a rather nasty
way. I think that at some point during his Administration the
President should grant an interview to Der Spiegel. However,
there need not be a rush to this, and Der Spiegel need not be
given a scoop as the first European periodical to get a major
interview. I would see an interview with Der Spiegel as useful
in conjunction with other German interviews prior to the
President’s first trip to the FRG, for example.

Attachments
Tab A Letter to Cutler
Tab B Cutler Incoming
DECLASSIFIED
PER NSC WAIVER, 1500 303)-04
By_%5 NARA, Date{/%[%5
CONPIPRNTIAT"

Declassify on: OADR
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 28, 1989

Dear Lloyd:

Thank you for your letter of January 26
concerning an interview of the President
by Der Spiegel. This is certainly an
influential periodical, and my personal
view is that the President should at some
point grant it an interview.

However, as you may imagine, there are at
the moment many requests for interviews of
the President from the European press.
Marlin Fitzwater is working on an overall
approach to these requests, and I have

passed Der Spiegel’s interest in an

interview on to him.

With best wishes,

2. S

Brent Scowcroft

Lloyd N. Cutler, Esquire
Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037-1420
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WILMER, CUTLER & PICKERING

2445 M STREET, N. W.
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 20037- 1420

TELEPHONE (202) 863-86000 EUROPEAN OFFICE
FACSIMILE (202) 293-0074, 4 CARLTON GARDENS
293-5929, 429-4930, 429-9893 PALL MALL
LLOYDIN: CUTLER TELEX 440239 wcCP! Ul LONDON SWIY SAA, ENGLAND
892402 WICRING WSH TELEPHONE OIl (44)) 839-4468
DIRECT LINE (202)
ABA NET ABAI3Se FACSIMILE OIl (44) 839-3537
663-6100 SOURCE WCPOO! TELEX 88139i8 WCP LDN

January 26, 1989
BY HAND

Honorable Brent Scowcroft
Assistant to the President for

National Security Affairs
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500
Dear Brent:

Enclosed is a memorandum from Dieter Lange, a German partner

in our law firm's London office, inquiring on Der Spiegel's

behalf whether the %iﬂ'ﬂm inter-
view to Dar Spiegel !

Dieter is a friend of the publisher. As you will see, when
it interviews a world leader it allows the subject to edit the

interview text before publication.

Although Der Spiegel angers as many of its readers as The
Washington Post, everyone important in Germany reads it, and the
interview would be a major news event in Western and Central

Europe.

83 1188 wd: 2@



Honorable Brent Scowcroft
January 26, 1989
Page 2

Could we talk about this at your convenience? I have asked
for English translations of the previous interviews with

Gorbachev, Mrs. Thatcher and Rocard, and will send them along.

I have not raised this with anyone else in the Administra-

tion.

Best regards,

.
Vi
‘\'\q:—'é — ,g?

L e G

Lloyd N. Cutler

Enclosure



JANUARY 24, 1989

TO: LLOYD CUTLER
FROM: DIETER LANGE
RE: "DER SPIEGEL" - INTERVIEW WITH PRESIDENT GEORGE BUSH

As I mentioned to you yesterday, a leading European
news magazine, "Der Spiegel”, would like to have an interview with
President George Bush.

"Der Spiegel" is Europe's most important political
magazine published in the German language. It reaches 6 million
readers. Most recently it has interviewed Mikhail Gorbachev,
Margaret Thatcher and Michel Rocard.

An interview with President George Bush is obviously
"Der Spiegel"'s top priority. There would of course be no limit as
to the number of pages. "Der Spiegel" would almost certainly place
President Bush's photograph on the cover.

One unusual feature of a Spiegel interview is that the
text of the interview is subject to editing by the person
interviewed prior to its publication. Any changes
requested would be honoured.

Attached is a list of the types of questions and
issues that the magazine would like to discuss with the President.

The interviewer would be the publisher, Rudolf
Augstein, or the editor-in-chief for foreign affairs, Dr. Dieter
Wild. Helmut Sorge, recently Der Spiegel's Washington
correspondent and now its chief diplomatic correspondent, may
assist, as he knows several members of the President's team from
his tennis activities while in Washington.

I recommend that the President's staff gives serious
consideration to granting such an interview. Although the magazine
is at times considered to be more aggressive than "Time" and
"Newsweek", all leading politicians and intellectuals in Germany

and the other German speaking countries read the magazine. Its
influence is considerable.

"Der Spiegel" would be happy to provide us with
samples and translations of the interviews given by Mikhail
Gorbachev, Margaret Thatcher and Michel Rocard.

Dieter G. Lange
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DER|SEIEGEL

OAS DEUTECHE NACHRICHTIN-MAGADN

Issues tO be raised in an interview with the German
Newszmagazine DER SPIEGEL

1. Burope's fascination by the personality and policy
of Gorbatschow - could it lead to a kird of irrita-
tion with the United States?

2. Suggesting the new era of détente will persist -
could the West envisage deeper cuts in his military
budgets? What about spr?

'

3. After Afghanistan and Angola - how could the persi-
7. sting conflicts, such as Middle Bast and Central
America, be solved?

4.The forthcoming united European market = a possible
"fortress EZurope" vig-d-vis the United States?

-5. Reagar's negative heritage, the huge US budget
deficit - how could it be cut withsus rising taxes?

6. How could the new style of Governing differ from

Reagan's?
BMEOELVIALAS OO AUGSTIN e 4 0. 20 ST 63 FTSISTEAOEACHT MANSUAS MRAS! 708 WARCARG, STEN & C0. HANBURS
PAANOETWIETE 18 “CETRACH 110420 SO T ENTARN AUCOLS ALCITRN SN muﬂmmnaoa-!
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CONEIPBNFIAT GiLoE
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

ACTION February 10, 1989

MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT

THROUGH : ROBERT D. BLACKWIL
FROM: RUDOLF V. PERINA"Q{S;
SUBJECT: Der Spiegel Request for

Interview with the President

Lloyd Cutler has sent you a letter (Tab B) recommending that the
President grant an interview to the West German news weekly Der
Spiegel. This is perhaps the most influential news periodical in
West Germany but also one which is sometimes very nastily
anti-American. We do not think Der Spiegel should be given a
scoop by being the first European periodical to get a major
interview with the President. Rather, an interview would be
appropriate prior to the President’s first visit to the FRG and
in conjunction with interviews to the more conservative wings of
the German media.

We suggest that you pass this recommendation on to Marlin e
Fitzwater and respond to Lloyd Cutler with the letter at Tab A. zi

RECOMMENDATIONS Q‘(
1. That you sign iiﬁ/memorandum to Marlin Fitzwater at Tab I.:g

Approve Disapprove

2. That you sign ttj/}etter to Lloyd Cutler at Tab A.

Approve Disapprove

Attachments
Tab I Memo to Fitzwater DECLASSIFIED
Tab A Letter to Cutler PER NSC WAIVER, 1500 A0AI-0R
Tab B Cutler Incoming By@ NARA, Date
~CONEFDENTFAH

Declassify on: OADR



SECREE 1202

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508

February 28, 1989

INFORMATION
MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT A 5 T
“'\\// ‘, A
THROUGH:: ROBERT D. BLACKWILL/LINTONJ‘B/{ROOKS
W
FROM: PHILIP ZELIKOW/CONDOLEEZA RICE ;9\
SUBJECT: Secretary Baker’s Speech in Vienna

Yesterday, February 27, Rice and Zelikow were invited to an
informal meeting at State convened by Dennis Ross. Aside from
them, attendance was limited to just a few people at State, with
no one present from State’s Bureau of European Affairs. The
topic was the speech Secretary Baker will make next Monday, March
6, at the opening of the CFE and CSBM talks in Vienna.

Ross said that Secretary Baker wants to make a major speech that
will offer a broad statement of how the United States envisions
the future of Europe. He also wants the speech to include
important attention-getting initiative(s). It is not clear what
the speech will actually say about Europe’s future (the first
draft is still not ready). As for the initiatives, since no good
ideas on conventional arms were at hand, and since everyone
agreed on the need to stick to the allied script on our new CFE
proposal, the group turned instead to chemical weapons. Ross
commissioned a speech which will propose: (1) an accelerated
pullout of our unitary chemical stockpile from the FRG, to be
completed by 1990 instead of 1992 as originally planned; (2) us-
Soviet agreement for each side to observe the destruction of
chemical stocks by the other; and (3) an international conference
of industrialized countries (the membership of the ’'Australian
Group’ in the CD) to discuss restrictions on movement of CW
precursor chemicals.

The action plan proposed by Ross was as follows: The speech
would be drafted by COB Tuesday, February 28. It would be
circulated on Wednesday, March 1 to other agencies. Baker would
contact Admiral Crowe to encourage quick JCS acceptance. Someone
(not named but presumably the President) would call Chancellor
Kohl, all on March 1. Interagency disagreement is expected.

Ross was confident that Baker would weigh in with the President
to overcome these obstacles. Allies would be informed toward the
end of the week.

SECREE .
Declzgsify on: OADR DECLASSIFIED

PER E.O. 13526
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Zelikow and Rice raised three main questions at the meeting:

-— How does this vision of Europe and this CW initiative relate
to the National Security Review on US-West Europe relations
which is well underway? The answer was that the speech
would bypass this process but would be consistent with
conclusions that are emerging from it.

-— Would this speech preempt some of the themes that the
President hopes to address with other allied leaders at the
NATO Summit in May? Here the feeling was that there would,
hopefully, be plenty of other things left to say, but the
focus of the Summit would be on resolution of the SNF issue
and the ’'Comprehensive Concept.’

-—- Was the opening of the conventional stability negotiations
the appropriate site for announcement of a new initiative on
chemical weapons? Ross explained that Secretary Baker feels
strongly about the need to take the offensive and announce
some new ideas; this is the area that seems most suitable
for movement at this time.

We want to be sure that all of the above concerns are adequately
addressed. We also believe, and the group was told, that we
should insure that agencies have an opportunity to present their
views before the Baker speech, if it makes new Administration
policy. Nevertheless, we would like to be invited to such
informal discussions at State in the future and therefore urge
care in how Ross’ information is handled over here.

Our overall view is that Secretary Baker'’s speech should not
break new ground while our review process is still underway. The
President should offer our definitive perspective on the future
of Europe in the context of the NATO Summit.

As the guardians of the interagency process, we should try to
prevent dealing with issues in a way likely to offend other
agencies or be handled sloppily due to rushed timing. The
accelerated removal and mutually inspected destruction aspects of
Ross’ CW initiative are ideas that were opposed by every agency
except State last year. The international conference proposal
was considered and rejected by General Scowcroft less than a
month ago. 1If these ideas are sprung on the other agencies now,
without adequate opportunity for interagency consideration, we
will undermine the confidence in the process that this
Administration is trying to restore.

The substantive questions about Ross’ CW ideas are significant.
The CFE/CSBM talks are the product of years of agonizing allied
efforts to put together a common front. It would be
inappropriate to use the talks now as a device for unilateral

SEEREF-



announcement of a new initiative in a different security field,
with only the barest NATO consultation beforehand. Last year the
uniformed U.S. military which would carry out the CW removal said
that the procedure, if accelerated, could be unsafe due to
inadequate or nonexistent storage and destruction facilities
available at this time in the US. The initiative could backfire
if unfavorable allied reaction or publicity here at home gives
the impression that the President acted in a hasty and ill-
considered way.

Since it is possible these ideas might fall of their own weight
over at State, and to protect our relationship with Ross, we
suggest we wait to see what speech text State actually circulates

bef0£:%iiifding how to proceed.
Don Mahley concurs.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508
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February 27, 1989

Dear Mr. Kalnins:

Mr. Gates has asked that I respond to your
letter of February 22, 1989 and introduce
myself to you. I am the new Director for
Soviet and East European Affairs for the
National Security Council staff. We are
following events in Latvia closely and would
be happy to receive any materials that you
might deem useful for us. Again, thank you
for your letter.

Sincerely,

L_/Gykjél4zidé$~" .

Condoleezza ce

Director

.Soviet and East European
Affairs

Mr. Ojars Kalnins

Public Relations Director

American Latvian Association in
the United States, Inc.

400 Hurley Avenue

P.0O. Box 4578

Rockville, Maryland 20850-0071
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AMERIKAS LATVIESU APVIENIBA

American Latvian Association in the United States, Inc.
P. 0. BOX 4578, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850-0071

TEL.: (301) 340-1914

Dear Mr. Gates,

As one of the representatives of the American Latvian Association who has long
admired your keen understanding of the Soviet Union, | was especially pleased
to learn that you have recently become one of President Bush’s top advisors on
Soviet policy.

In this regard, | turn to you with a request which, while it clearly reflects
the interests of our organization and community, more importantly, could be of
service to the President and the National Security Council.

As you know, in the last year developments in the occupied Baltic States have
had a dramatic impact on events throughout the Soviet Union. The American
Latvian Association, through various contacts and sources within Latvia, has
had access to a great deal of information about developments in Latvia
unavailable to most Western observers and analysts. We have been routinely
providing this information to the State Department, the U.S. Congress, and
during the past Administration, to the National Security Council and others in

the White House. Many of the translations of documents and reports we prepare
are sent directly to the U.S. Embassy in Moscow and the Consulate in Leningrad.
| have even briefed several foreign service officers on developments in Latvia
prior to their posting in Leningrad.

While | am not sure how the information we provide is channeled through various
U.S. agencies, | understand that some of it has been used by the CIA as well.

Although my contacts with the State Department and Congress continue, | have
yet to establish a contact with the new Administration and the National

Security Council in particular. (We previously worked with Lisa Jameson at the
NSC) | would like to provide this information to the appropriate persons at

NSC, through whatever channels or contacts you deem most expeditious.

During the Reagan administration we also worked closely with the Public Liaison
office, although at this point | am less concerned about photo opportunities or
symbolic meetings, and more concerned about getting valuable information to the
right people at the right time.




Lastly, | understand that the Administration is presently reviewing U.S.

policies toward the USSR and will be presenting the President with
recommendations shortly. We have been routinely assured by the State Department
and previous administrations that the U.S. policy concerning non-recognition of
Soviet rule in the Baltic States will continue, since the circumstances

warranting that policy have not changed. We hope this remains the case in the
Bush Administration.

Our community does, however, recognize that significant changes have taken
place in the occupied Baltic States, which may require a more "creative" U.S.
policy toward the various informal groups and popular fronts that have
developed. We have also noted signs of a new Soviet offensive designed to
undermine or neutralize the longstanding U.S. position.

Clearly we are concerned about this Soviet attempt and have discussed its
ramifications with the State Department. We would prefer to see a well planned
counteroffensive to the apparent Soviet campaign, rather than a purely
defensive reaction to a series of Soviet-instigated diplomatic brushfires. |

have enclosed a copy of an article | wrote for "World & I" magazine which
addresses this issue. Perhaps you and others at the NSC may find it useful.

| would sincerely appreciate it if you or someone else at the NSC could contact
me in response to the abovementioned requests.

Congratulations on your new position, and good luck. I'm glad we’ve got people
like you advising the President.

Sincer

Ojars Kalnins
Public Relations Director

P.S. If you need to do a “credibility-check" on me or the ALA, feel free to
contact Ints Silins (Deputy Director, Bilateral Political Affairs, Soviet Desk)
or Paul Goble (INR/SEE) at the State Dept.




NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508

1096
February 27, 1989

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFET ~

JD
THROUGH: ROBERT BLACKWILL({/
FROM: CONDOLEEZZA RICE CL;?
SUBJECT: George Liska’s Request for a Meeting with You

The letter at Tab II is from Professor George Liska of SAIS who
wants to meet with you concerning the Central European political
situation.

We recommend that you send the reply at Tab I suggesting that he
talk with Bob Blackwill and me.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter to Professor Liska at Tab I.

Approve Disapprove
Attachments
Tab I Letter to Professor Liska

Tab II Incoming correspondence



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear George,

Thanks for your letter of February 16.
This is certainly an interesting time in
Central Eurcpe, and we are trying to take
account of the rapidly moving events in
our review. Please contact Ambassador
Robert Blackwill, Senior Director for
Soviet and European Affairs. He and
Condoleezza Rice, Director for Soviet and
East European Affairs, would like to meet

with you to discuss yocur ideas.
Again thanks for the note.

Sincerely,

Professor George Liska

The Johns Hopkins Foreign
Policy Institute

School of Advanced
International Studies

1619 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036-2297



The Johns Hopkins Foreign Policy Institute
School of Advanced International Studies
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February 16, 1989

The Honorable Brent Scowcroft
Assistant to the President

for National Security Affairs
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Brent:

Now that, according to the Washington Post, Central Europe
is to be the object of "serious study," the enclosed may be
worthy of finding a place in your files.

At your convenience, you might perhaps even find the time
for us to talk about the related issues in a mixture of Czech and
Serbo-Croatian?

Cordially,

e

y 1
7 P ks

SR L

_/George Liska

SAIS 45TH ANNIVERSARY
Nanjing « Washington « Bologna

1619 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20036-2297 (202) 663-5773/Telex 264170



1989: A TRULY
PRESIDENTIAL AGENDA

George Liska

)
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CONFIDENETAL 0866

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508

February 27, 1989

INFORMATION

MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT

PF
THROUGH : STEPHEN P. FARRAR opy
ROBERT D. BLACKWILL
FROM: JERRY W. LEACQ@@%R
CONDOLEEZZA RICEC
SUBJECT: Handling the No-Exceptions Policy

The "no exceptions policy" was announced by the United States on
January 12, 1980 with minimal prior consultation with the allies.
The policy meant that the U.S. would veto any licenses (or
"exceptions") in COCOM, where unanimity is required, for exports
of controlled goods or technologies to the Soviet Union. Prior
to the announcement, our policy was to consider case-by-case
exceptions to the general embargo.

Shortly after the announcement, we asked our COCOM allies to
adhere to the policy formally. They would not do so officially
for three reasons:

o it was painful for them domestically for commercial reasons
and because they did not want to be seen to be kowtowing to
US dictates;

o they were upset because they had not been consulted prior to
the announcement; and

o they regarded the policy as a "foreign policy" abuse of the
COCOM system by the United States.

At the time, we presented the no-exceptions policy to our COCOM
allies and to the public as a sanction in response to the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan. A subsidiary argument was that high
technology exports inevitably helped the Soviet military and were
not in the interests of the West. Nonetheless, all other
governments saw Afghanistan as the primary reason for the
imposition of the no-exceptions policy. They eventually gave

unofficial, tacit support to the policy.
DECLASSIFIED

CONPIDENEEAL PER E.O. 13526
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Implementation

During the 1980s, three modifications weakened the policy
somewhat. First, the policy was never used, except by us
briefly, to stop the flow of equipment on the second tier of the
control lists, i.e., less sophisticated equipment that requires a
license from a national capital but not COCOM review. Second, we
developed a list of stated exceptions to the no-exceptions
policy. These included items for use in public health and
safety, items in small quantities with low performance, and spare
parts for previous exports. Third, in taking positions on COCOM
cases, we have not used the explicit rationale of no-exceptions
since 1986, although we have acted on the basis of the policy and
been able to block most cases that have arisen.

Anticipating Soviet Withdrawal

All of our 15 COCOM partners, but particularly the UK, the FRG,

France, Italy, Netherlands, and Belgium, served notice last fall
that they expected us to drop the no-exceptions policy when the

Soviets withdrew. This would reestablish the status quo ante--

case-by-case COCOM review without prior assumption of denial.

Because he anticipated alliance pressure to revoke no-exceptions,
Secretary Shultz discussed the matter repeatedly with Secretary
Carlucci in December and January. No agreement was reached. DOD
wanted no change at all, while State wanted to drop the policy
officially but establish a tougher line on a case-by-case basis
than we had before 1980. Commerce is likely to agree with State.

Six cases from UK, Belgium, and Japan are currently on the COCOM
docket and are clearly intended as a test of our post-February 15
policy.

Secretary Baker's Views

The no-exceptions issue was brought up in London, Bonn, and (we
think) The Hague on Secretary Baker's recent trip. His statement
to Meet the Press on Sunday, February 19 indicated that he takes
this to mean that the issue is not as high a priority for the
Europeans as some have thought.

The Secretary seems to be looking for a way to extract
concessions from the Soviets in return for a change of policy on
our part, possibly as a part of a larger package which might
include changes in Jackson-Vanik, GATT membership, or the like.

While we do not have a detailed report on the exchanges in
London, the Secretary clearly floated the possibility of a change

-CONFBENTHAL
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in the no-exceptions policy in return for Soviet concessions in
Central America. This discussion prompted a demarche from HMG
after the Secretary's return (Tab I) to Washington. The key
points of the demarche are:

a) that the no-exceptions policy should be dropped;

b) disappointment that the US appears to envisage
continuing the policy; and

c) that introducing "extraneous political considerations
such as Central America" would lead to a major row in
COCOM.

COCOM by tradition does not use out-of-context or out-of-area
linkage to resolve issues before it. This probably explains the
British reaction above. Such linkage, however, is not
impossible. It would have to be carried at the ministerial or
head-of-government level, i.e. above the level at which COCOM
business is normally conducted. The fact that COCOM business is
not normally conducted at the cabinet level, e.g. Secretary
Shultz almost never discussed COCOM issues in seven years, may
have some bearing on why the issue was raised so few times with
Secretary Baker.

In looking for concessions from the Soviets, by implication
Secretary Baker is pursuing an approach which would work best if
the USG is prepared to allow a substantial liberalization in the
pattern of exports to the USSR. The discussion of no-exceptions
in Washington to date, however, has not revolved around the
concept of substantially liberalizing exports to the Soviets but
around the concept of optical changes in policy, for alliance
management purposes, which would have little or no impact on the
pattern of exports to the Soviets.

Options
Our options appear to be as follows.

1. Leave the policy unchanged. This policy would be unpopular
with our allies, possibly retarding our efforts to strengthen
COCOM and shape a consensus on East-West relations in advance of
the NATO Summit. Mrs. Thatcher, the most supportive ally in this
regard, has publicly stated that she thinks that the
no-exceptions policy should be dropped and so told Jim Baker. We
could argue that there is no significant change in the Soviet
threat or in the Soviet's active program of technology
acquisition. If this option were selected, we would want to be
seen as listening and consulting before a decision because part
of the allies' frustration comes from the lack of real dialogue.

CONHOENTIAL

CONFIDENTIAE
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2. Drop the policy officially but maintain the same tough
approach to the cases as we have since 1986. This strategy calls
for an appearance of change that would at least make us seem
somewhat responsive to the allies. Public pressure would be
diminished but the allies might view our behavior in COCOM as
both devious and obstructionist. Very little difference in the
pattern of actual exports to the Soviets would occur as a result
of this change.

3. Drop the policy and go to case-by-case review in return for
concessions. The question then is: concessions from our allies
or concessions from the Soviets or both? If concessions from the
allies, the clear candidate for linkage is stronger national
export control systems in Europe and Japan. For several years,
we have been seeking to get them to actually enforce their own
export control laws. Enforcement is better in a few places--UK,
Canada, Norway, France, and Japan--but it is far from fully
satisfactory. Concessions from the Soviets might be in Nicaragua
or human rights, but also might include on-site monitoring and
inspection rights for Western high tech equipment sold to them.
Concessions from COCOM partners probably implies only a small
amount of liberalization of actual exports. Concessions from the
Soviets implies a substantial change.

4. Drop the policy and return to case-by-case review_without
concessions. Unless done very skillfully, this would signal that
we are returning to the pre-Afghanistan status quo ante. It
would be likely to trigger a large number of export applications
in Washington and in other Western capitals. We would still
review each case but, presumably, veto far fewer than we do now.
There would probably be favorable press but there might be
opposition from those who would view it as the first move on a
slippery slope toward much more technology transfer to the Soviet
Union. The pattern of exports to the USSR would probably grow
over time as the door is opened more and more widely by succes-
sive case approvals.

From the standpoint of bilateral relations with the Soviets,
Moscow would obviously prefer Option 4 but might have some
interest in Option 3 if our concessions were substantial enough.
It would also profit from a major U.S.-European scrap over the
issue.

In our judgment, the key to success of any option will be
interagency unity in Washington and high-level participation and
leadership. Key COCOM issues, which are inherently political,
have been dealt with for far too long at too low a level in the
bureaucracy.

Attachment
Tab I UK Demarche on No-Exceptions Policy
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(1)  uweE Have PREVIOUSLY MADE CLEAR OUR VIEW THATY SOVIEY

WITHORAUAL FRONM AFCHANISTAN SHOULD BsRINC THE NO CES POLICY 70 AN
END,

(11) we are CONCERNED THAT THE us NOW APPEARS TO ENVISACE Irs
CONTINUATION FOR QUITE UNRELATED POLITICAL REASONS

C(II1) THE US SHARES OUR VIEW THAT THE KEY ROLE FOR cocom I8 1O
PROTECT cRITICALLY SEMSITIVE TECHNOLOCY,

(IV) cocom CONTROLS WILL REMAIN EFFECTIVE, CREDISLE AND

DEFENSIBLE TO PUBLIC OPINION ONLY IF THEY ARE USED FoOR CLEARLY
STRATECIC PURPORES,

(V) 10 INTROOUCE EXTRANEOUS POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS SUCH A8
CENTRAL aMeRrICA WOULD LEAD TO A MAJOR ROW WITHIN cOcoOw,

(VI) Ccocom HAS ENOUCH ON 178 PLATE AND APPEARS TO BE MAKINC AT
ANY RATE SOME PROCRESS [N A NUNBER OF TARGETTED, CAREFULLY
IOENTIFIED AREAS. WE WOULD NOT wANT COCOM BLOWN OFF CQURSE,

(VI1) GRATEFUL FOR CLARIFICATION OF usS THINKING,
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ACTION February 25, 1989

MEMORANDUM FOR G. PHILIP HUGHES
FROM: CONDOLEEZZA RICE %

SUBJECT: Memorandum of Conversation: General Scowcroft’s
Meeting with Soviet Ambassador Dubinin

Attached at Tab I is the memorandum of conversation covering
General Scowcroft’s meeting with Ambassador Dubinin on

February 17. o

Robert Blackwill concurs.
RECOMMENDATION

That you review and retain for record purposes the memorandum of
conversation at Tab I.

Attachment

Tab I Memorandum of Conversation

UNCLASSIFIED
WITH CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT
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THE WHITE HOUSE

CONPFEENTIAT WASHINGTON

1009
MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION
SUBJECT: General Scowcroft’s Meeting with Soviet

Ambassador Yuriy Dubinin

PARTICIPANTS: us
General Brent Scowcroft
Robert D. Blackwill
Condoleezza Rice (Notetaker)

USSR

Ambassador Yuriy Dubinin
Aleksandr Kuznetsov

Yevgeny Zolotov (Interpreter)

DATE, TIME February 17, 11:00 - 11:30 a.m.
AND PLACE: General Scowcroft’s Office

Ambassador Dubinin transmitted a message from General Secretary
Gorbachev to the President concerning the situation in
Afghanistan. The Ambassador noted that the Soviet withdrawal was
completed in accordance with the Geneva Accords’ timetable and
said that the letter to the President outlined some of President
Gorbachev’s ideas on the future of Afghanistan. The Soviet
government believes that an international conference in parallel
with the negotiations on the formation of a government would
contribute to a peaceful resolution of the conflict.

General Scowcroft acknowledged the timely withdrawal of Soviet
forces and told the Ambassador that the President appreciates the
effort that it took to make certain the deadline was met. He
said that the letter will be delivered to the President as soon
as possible and that the USG would study the suggestions in it
closely. General Scowcroft cautioned that our influence over the
parties in Afghanistan is limited and that the question of
Afghanistan’s future is a matter for the Afghans to decide. The
United States has no interest in the establishment of a regime
that is hostile to the Soviet Union. The US is trying to ensure
peaceful resolution of the conflict and establishment of a
government broadly representative of the will of the people.

DECLASSIF'ED
CONFIPENTIAL PER E.O. 13526
Declassify on: OADR 2015- 1S58 mMp
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Ambassador Dubinin added that with all due respect to the
sovereign rights of Afghanistan, US-Soviet cooperation was
essential to the Geneva accords and would be very important again
at this critical juncture.

Several other issues were raised during the remainder of the
meeting. The Ambassador noted that perestroika is proceeding
with the support of the Soviet people. He expressed puzzlement
at the statements of some in the West that the Soviet people do
not support perestroika.

On the general theme of US-Soviet relations, the National
Security Advisor was asked to characterize the comprehensive
policy review that is now underway. General Scowcroft said that
it is being conducted in a positive way. The goal is to look at
the signs from the Soviet Union, whose process of internal change
is viewed with interest in the US, and to see what we can do to
develop as constructive a relationship as possible.

It was noted that Secretary Baker will visit Moscow in April and
that the Vienna negotiations on conventional forces will soon be
underway. Ambassador Dubinin asked about the Soviet proposal to
resume negotiations on nuclear testing between February 23-28.
General Scowcroft said that we would respond soon and noted that
progress had been made in clarifying several technical matters
that could facilitate negotiation.

Ambassador Dubinin asked how long it will be before the United
States can return to START. General Scowcroft answered that we
need to be comfortable with the treaty and with its prospects for
ratification in the Congress but that the USG is moving forward
as fast as it prudently can.

Ambassador Dubinin asked General Scowcroft to deliver a copy of
Mrs. Gorbachev’s message to the participants in the New York
concert for Armenian relief to Mrs. Bush. They are jointly
sponsoring the concert.
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C ' February 24, 1989

MEMORANDUM FOR MELVYN LEVITSKY
Executive Secretary
Department of State

SUBJECT: President’s Response to Letter from Mikhail
Gorbachev (U)

A draft reply to Mikhail Gorbachev’s letter to President Bush
concerning Afghanistan is attached at Tab A. The letter restates
the key elements of American policy and reminds Gorbachev that
the Geneva Accords demand that the Afghans themselves decide
their political future. The letter takes note of the timely
withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan and asks the Soviets
to carry out their pledge to aid generously in the reconstruction
of that country. ¥:9)

There is no reference to Gorbachev’s suggestion that we convene
an international conference on Afghanistan because the United
States has argued consistently that the political settlement
should be achieved by the parties in Afghanistan. (g)

Attachment:

Tab A Draft Letter

SEERBT
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Dear President Gorbachev:

I am in receipt of your letter of February 17 regarding
Afghanistan. A long and unfortunate chapter in that country’s
history is hopefully ending. The United States government
appreciates the timely withdrawal of your forces. I am aware
that you met the deadline in spite of a complicated military and
political situation in Afghanistan. We hope that you will
continue to uphold the Geneva Accords, for any reintroduction of
forces into or military action against Afghanistan would be
viewed with alarm and dismay by the government of the United

States and by the international community.

The next months will be crucial in laying the groundwork for the
establishment of a peaceful and non-aligned Afghanistan. The
pressing humanitarian needs of the country are felt acutely here
in Washington and we encourage you to carry through with dispatch
on your promise to aid generously the reconstruction of
Afghanistan. I hope too that the Soviet Union will contribute to
efforts to make the territory of Afghanistan, now covered with
hidden land mines, safe for the civilian population. For our
part, we will support vigorously the efforts of all who pledge

their help to ease the pain of war for the Afghan people.



I agree with you fully that the political situation in
Afghanistan is now coming to a critical stage. I believe that
the interests of the United States and the Soviet Union are
complimentary. You have nothing to fear from our policies. We
too hold no selfish ambitions in Afghanistan. I can assure you
that the United States harbors no interest in the establishment
of a regime hostile to the Soviet Union on its border. The
American objective, is, as it has always been, to ensure that the
people of Afghanistan, who have suffered greatly for almost ten
years, havevthe opportunity to determine for themselves their
political future. As co-guarantors of the Geneva Accords, it 1is
not our place to design a political solution or to develop a
formula for governing Afghanistan. There has been too much
interference from the outside already. We, the United States and
the Soviet Union alike, are pledged to allow the Afghans
themselves to find the path to secure, stable and non-aligned

government.

In closing, let me say that I believe that this is an important

time for U.S.-Soviet relations. The Soviet invasion and



occupation of Afghanistan was exceedingly harmful to our
relationship. Now that it is ending, I am hopeful that our
cooperation in the coming crucial period will set a standard of
goodwill to which we can look as we move forward to address other

problems before us.

Sincerely,

His Excellency Mikhail Gorbachev

Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

Moscow



Unofficial translation

His Exellency

George BUSH

President of the United States of America
The White House

Washington, D.C.

Dear LMr. President:

I write to you on a matter of particular importance -
both from the viewpoint of general stabilization and improve-
ment of the intermational situation and in terms of ensuring
further steady development of Soviet-American relations. The
gsettlement in Afghanistan has now become such a matter.

Qur approach to this acute problem is well known and
is not subject to short-term considerations. Having opted once
and for all for peaceful political solutions, the Soviet Union -
acting strictly in keeping with the Geneva Accords - has
completed the withdrawal of its troops from Afghanistan. There
is not a single Soviet soldier left in that country. Ve have
kept our word, proceeding from the great responsibility and
our sincere desire to provide a powerful impetus to the entire
settlement process. And we have done it in spite of the clear
violation of the Geneva Accords by Pakistan, despite the
escalation of hostilities on the part of the opposition. Vith
the withdrawal of our troops the Afghen settlement has got
a unique chance. This chance must be used, and then thelong-term
peace prospectsfor the long-suffering Afghan people will
become a reality. There exist solid conditions for such a
turn.

These are both the readiness of the Government of the
Republic of Afghanistan for a wide and open dialogue, for a
constructive search for new forms and structures of power
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orovided there is just participation in it by all political
forces and groups and the fatigue of the Afghan people from
the war. Vhat is encouraging is the growing understanding

of the importance of a peaceful choice inside and around
Afghanistan on the part of the neighboring states. It does
matter to them which is going to be the path of future deve-
lopment of Afghanistan and what effect it may have on the
situation in the region as a whole. Those are our impressions
from the talks with the new government of Pakistan, the leader-
ship of the P.R.C. and the Iranians. It is necessary to seek
further mutual understanding precisely on this basis.

There is also a compromise plan for the Afghan settlement.
Its main components are the convening of a representative
council ("shura") for the subsequent establishment of a broad-
based government, and rendering of international humanitarian
and economic assistance to Afghanistan. It would be quite
reasonable, in our view, if these actions were supplemented
by a cease-fire and a termination of weapons supplies to
the opposing sides and by establishing a broad inter-Afghan
dialogue. Our contacts with the Afghan opposition, Pakistan
and Iran involve all these important aspects of the settlement
inside Afghanistane.

Regrettably, however, the scales have not yet been tipped
toward peace. Among the opposition groups the voice of "the
intransigent" is still prevalent.They have actually blocked
the inter-Afghan dialogue, they do not accept a cease-fire,
they continued, up to the very last moment, their military
actions against the withdrawing Soviet troops, and are now trying
to capture Kabul and other cities by exhaustion. In so doing,
they knowingly doom the Afghan people to a protracted and
bloody civil war.

Having complied with the Geneva Accords, the Soviet Union
has done everything to contribute to moving the Afghan problem
onto the track of peaceful political solutions. However,
Geneva does not at all end with the withdrawal of the Soviet
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troops. This is but one of the many elements of the settlement.
A particularly great political and moral responsibility is
resting now with other countries parties to the Geneva Accords,
and it is the Pakistani factor that is coming to the fore, i.e.
interference from the territory of Pakistan in the Afghan
affairs.

A great deal of how the Afghan situation is going to
evolve - either along the path of national concord and estabd-
lishment of & broad-based coalition government, that is, as
is called for in the relevant resolution of the Forty Third
UN General Assembly session, or in a different direction, along th
path of escalation of war and tensions in that country and
around it - depends on the position of those who have access to,
and influence with, armed opposition, who supports it with
weapons supplies and financial assistance.

The USSR does not pursue any selfish objectives in Afgha-
nistan thet would run counter to the aspirations of the Afghan
people or with legitimate interests of other states. Ve have
repeatedly spoken, including at the last session of the UN
session of the General Assembly, about our vision of the future
of Afghanistan - peaceful, stable, neutral, and oriented to
normal relations with all countries, above all with its neighbors

We believe that to formalize the neutral and demilitarized
status of Afghanistan, it would be useful to convene a relevant
international conference. Its preparation could be conducted
parallel to the formation of a coalition government. This will
not interfere with the establishment of new structures of
power, but, on the contrary, will be creating a more favorable
atmosphere for this. We do not exclude other options of providing
guarantees of a peaceful future for Afghanistan, and are ready
to listen to any ideas in this regard.

In the present situation, a US-Soviet mutual understanding
in Afghan affairs is to play an indispensable role. luch because
of thisunderstanding parameters of the settlement have come
into being, and we took those into account in taking a final
decision on the troops withdrawal.



At any rate, today the Afghan settlement has a special
meaning for US-Soviet relationse. The compromise agreement
between the USSR and the US, which opened the way for the
Geneva Accords, has been a good example to follow in demon-
strating reason and desire for peace in other hotbeds of
international tensions. Now, too, parties to the conflicts
in different parts of the world are primarily looking to us,
and depending on what is going to prevail in mutual approaches
of the Soviet Union and the United States to the Afghan problem -
a desire for cooperation or an alienation - they will be making
their own choices, either for the negotiating process, or for
war.

Thus, we are doing everything we can. But we are also
hoping for a more constructive position of the United States.
Until recently, the US approach toward the Afghan settlement
has resembled more the position of a bystander. The US has in
fact contributed to the impression that it approves the policy
line of "the intransigent" for a military solution. Does this
line correspond to the long-term interests of the United States
itself?

At present, there seem to have emerged indications of
changes for the better. We took note of your recent statement
about the desire of the United States to play a constructive
role in the political settlement in Afghanistan. We note
progress as compared with the position of distancing oneself,
based on a premise that the Afghan problem is automatically
resolved with the withdrawal of the Soviet troops.

Now it is essential to translate words into practical
policies. The Afghan settlement offers a real opportunity to
ensure in practical terms constructive continuity of the
Soviet-American dialogue at the extraordinarily important
starting phase in the forming of a new stage of the relationship
between our two countries.

Sincerely,
lloscow Mikhail GORBACHEV

Kremlin
February 17, 1989
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February 24, 1989

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR G. PHILIP HUGHES

FROM: CONDOLEEZZA RICE c@
SUBJECT: President’s Response to Letter from Mikhail
Gorbachev

A draft reply to Gorbachev’s February 17 letter to the President
is attached at Tab A. The memorandum at Tab I forwards the
letter to the Department of State for their review and comment.

The letter restates the key elements of American policy and
reminds Gorbachev that the Geneva Accords demand that the Afghans
themselves decide their political future. The letter takes note
of the timely withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan and
asks the Soviets to carry out their pledge to aid generously in
the reconstruction of Afghanistan. An unofficial version of the
letter to the President is at Tab II.

RECOMMENDATION:

That you sign the memorandum to Melvyn Levitsky forwarding the
Gorbachev draft letter of response to the Department of State.

Approve / Disapprove

Attachments:
Tab I Memorandum for Melvyn Levitsky
Tab A Draft Letter

Tab II Incoming
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508 1030

February 24, 1989

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT

THROUGH : ROBERT BLACKwILL 25

FROM: CONDOLEEZZA RICE Cb?

SUBJECT: Appointment for Jack F. Matlock, U.S. Ambassador

to the Soviet Union

Ambassador Matlock has requested a meeting with the President,
with you and with several other members of the NSC staff (Tab
III). He will depart on March 7 for Secretary Baker’s meeting
with Soviet Foreign Minister Shervardnadze in Vienna.

We recommend that Ambassador Matlock meet with the President,
you, Bob Gates, and with the members of the Directorate for
Soviet and European Affairs.

The memorandum at Tab I notifies the State Department of our
intentions in regard to Ambassador Matlock. It requests that
appointments be set up for him with Bob Gates, Bob Blackwill and
myself while the Ambassador is in Washington. A schedule
proposal at Tab II requests time on the President’s calendar.

RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the memorandum to Melvyn Levitsky at Tab I be signed.
Approve Disapprove

(2) That the schedule proposal at Tab II be approved.

Approve Disapprove

Attachment:

Tab I Memorandum for Melvyn Levitsky

Tab II Schedule Proposal

Tab III Incoming
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

CONEIDENTFAT 1030

MEMORANDUM FOR MELVYN LEVITSKY
Executive Secretary
Department of State

SUBJECT: Appointment Requests - Ambassador Jack F Matlock,
Jr.

We have recommended that the President meet with Ambassador
Matlock. A scheduling request has been submitted and hopefully
the President’s schedule will allow such a meeting to take place
during the March 2, 3 or 4 timeframe. Robert Gates, Robert
Blackwill and Condoleezza Rice will be happy to see the
Ambassador and request that appointments be scheduled.

G. Philip Hughes
Executive Secretary

SONEIDENPFAT
Declassify on: OADR
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SCHEDULE PROPOSAL

TO:

FROM:

REQUEST:

PURPOSE:

PREVIOUS
PARTICIPATION:

DATE & TIME:

LOCATION:

PARTICIPANTS:

OUTLINE OF EVENTS:

REMARKS REQUIRED:
MEDIA COVERAGE:
RECOMMENDED BY:

OPPOSED BY:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON 1030

JOSEPH W. HAGIN, II,, Director
Presidential Appointments and Scheduling

BRENT SCOWCROFT

Brief meeting with the President for
Ambassador Jack F. Matlock, U.S. Ambassador
to the Soviet Union

The Ambassador would like to discuss his
views on the current situation in the Soviet
Union, including Moscow’s perceptions of his

Administration and the Soviet agenda for
Vienna and beyond.

The Ambassador was a Special Assistant to the
President for Soviet and European Affairs,
NSC, in the previous Administration. This
would be his first meeting with our new
President.

March 2, 3 or 4
DURATION: 30 minutes

Oval Office

Ambassador Matlock with the President
Brief discussion

None

None

NSC

None
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United States Department of State

‘ﬁiﬁﬂﬁiﬁ Washington, D.C. 20520

February 18, 1989

MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT
THE WHITE HOUSE

Subject: Appointment Requests — Ambassador Jack F. Matlock, Jr.

Jack Matlock, who has been our ambassador in Moscow since
March 1987, will be in Washington March 2-5 for consultations
and will be in Vienna for Secretary Baker's first meeting with
Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze on March 7. The Department
recommends that he be put on the President's calendar for a
brief meeting on March 2, 3 or 4.

In addition, Ambassador Matlock, who served on the NSC staff
from 1983 until his appointment to Moscow, would like to see
you, Bob Gates, Bob Blackwill and Condoleeza Rice, also on March
2, 3 or 4.

These would be Ambassador Matlock's first meetings with the
President and the NSC staff since the new Administration took
office. The President may find of interest the Ambassador's
views on the current situation in the Soviet Union, including
Moscow's perceptions of his Administration and the Soviet agenda
for Vienna and beyond.

Melvyn Levitsky///
Executive Secretary

DECLASSIFIED
PER DOS WAIVER, November 6, 2015

By 45 NARA, Date
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February 24, 1989

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR G. PHILIP HUGHES

FROM: CONDOLEEZZA RICE 629%7

SUBJECT: PCC Working Group for National Security Review

Please transmit the memorandum at Tab I with attachments to the
addressee Executive Secretaries.

Attachment:

Tab I Memorandum to Executive Secretaries
Tab A PCC Draft Working Paper on the Soviet Union
Tab B CIA Input

UNCLASSIFIED WITH
SECRET ATTACHMENT




NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

MEMORANDUM FOR

MR. MELVYN LEVITSKY
Executive Secretary
Department of State

MS. EMILY L. WALKER
Acting Executive Secretary
Department of the Treasury

COLONEL GEORGE P. COLE, JR.
Executive Secretary
Department of Defense

20086
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SUBJECT: Working Group Meeting on National Security
Review No. 3 ()

A meeting of the Policy Coordinating Committee Working Group on
Europe and the Soviet Union will be held to discuss NSR-3
(Comprehensive Review of US-Soviet Relations):

Date: February 24, 1989

Time: 1:00 p.m.

Location: Department of State, Room 6226
Agenda: Discussion of Draft Working Papers (&)
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Attendees will include Mr. Thomas Berger, Treasury/IM; Mr. John
Woodworth, Defense, OSD/ISP; Mr. William Bailey, USDA/O/SEC; Mr.
Richard Johnston, Commerce/ITA/IEP; Mr. Robert Blackwell,
CIA/NIO/USSR; Admiral Jon Howe, CJCS; Ms. Roberta Rifkin,
ACDA/D/EX; Mr. Michael Eisenstadt, USIA/EU; Mr. Andrew Stoler,
USTR; Mr. Rodney Bennet, OMB/IAD; Dr. Condoleezza Rice, NSC.
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Subject: Soviet Union PCC -- Draft Paper

We request the NSC Executive Secretary for the Soviet Union
PCC transmit the attached draft of sections 4-6 of the U.S.-
Soviet relations review paper. It will be discussed at the
February 24 working group meeting. As noted in the cover memo,
the full PCC will meet on Tuesday, February 28 at 2:30 PM.
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United States Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

February 23, 1989

SEEREF/EXDIS (JCS treat as SPECAT EXCLUSIVE)

MEMORANDUM

TO: Treasury/IM: Mr. Thomas Berger
Defense/0OSD/ISP: Mr. John Woodworth
USDA/OQ/SEC: Mr. William Bailey
Commerce/ITA/IEP: Mr. Richard Johnston
CIA/NIO/USSR: Mr. Robert Blackwell
CJCS: Adm. Jon Howe
ACDA/D/EX: Ms. Roberta Rifkin
USIA/EU: Mr. Michael Eisenstadt
USTR: Mr Andrew Stoler
OMB/IAD: . Rodney Bennet

FROM: Rozanne L. Ridgway, Chairman %///
Soviet Union PCC

SUBJECT: Soviet Union PCC -- Draft Paper

As announced at the February 22 PCC working group meeting,
the working group will meet again on February 24 at 1:00 PM in
the EUR conference room (State Department, room 6226). Attached
for discussion is the second draft of sections 4-6 of the U.S.-
Soviet relations paper.

This paper will be reworked and a new draft circulated on
Monday. That draft will be discussed by the full PCC on
Tuesday, February 28 at 2:30 PM in the EUR conference room;
attendance will be limited to principals plus one.
Attachment:

As stated.
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Praft 2/23/89

U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS REVIEW (second half)

(bridging language between first and second halves of paper)

As the foregoing suggests, the Soviets are likely to continue
to be preoccupied with domestic reform -- and thus desirous of
stability abroad —-- for at least three-five years and probably
ten. As a result, we face the greatest opportunities we have had
in the post World War II era for pursuing our longstanding aim of
a more stable and productive East-West relationship that is
sustainable, less confrontational, and characterized by greater
openness and freedom, both in political and economic terms. The
new Soviet willingness to rethink traditional Soviet positions in
international affairs, recognition of the limits, even drawbacks
of the use of military force, and the severe resource squeeze that
lies behind Soviet efforts to reduce the military burden combine
to create favorable conditions unimaginable a short decade ago.

But Gorbachev's desire for a less confrontational relation-
ship is a double-edged sword. As the perception of a Soviet
"threat" diminishes, both rhetorically and to a lesser degree in
actual terms, Alliance cohesion will face new challenges, and
popular support —-- particularly in Europe -- for military
measures needed to ensure a strong Western defense will likely
decline. Meanwhile, the U.S. is coming under increasing
criticism for not "stepping up to the future" and for seeming to
cede the initiative to Gorbachev. On the other hand, the
existence of still very formidable Soviet forces and the lack of
certainty as to the long-term nature of the Soviet reform effort
arque for caution and against any irreversible changes that might
undermine our security interests over the longer term.

Given these competing demands, our task is threefold: to
maintain a strong military defense, which is essential for
international stability; to seize those real opportunities that
exist for furthering U.S. interests and bringing about a more
stable East-West balance; and to articulate U.S. policy in such a
way that will instill confidence in our leadership on the part of
the Allies, Congress, and public audiences. This will require an
overall policy that is at once even-handed, realistic and far-
reaching, and which projects optimism, creativity and confidence.
The West's ability to cope with the most difficult of challenges
has been proved over the last four decades. The effort to
translate current Soviet reform efforts into a more cooperative
relationship that is lasting and sustainable will doubtless prove
the greatest challenge yet.
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4. U.S. Policy Objectives in Relation to the Soviet Union

Overall U.S. Interests. U.S. policy toward the Soviet Union
should be grounded in the consistent pursuit of our fundamental
interests: maintaining effective deterrence of Soviet aggres-
sion; rebuffing Soviet efforts to influence Western Europe while
decreasing their presence and domination in Eastern Europe;
resisting direct and indirect efforts by Moscow to expand its
influence in the Third World by force or the threat of use of
force; promoting greater respect for human rights and an opening
of Soviet society to Western ideas and values; cooperating where
our interests coincide and there are mutual benefits.

We should press our interests across a broad agenda -- human
rights, arms control, regional dialogue, transnational questions
and bilateral relations -- and deny the Soviets the luxury of

dining a la carte on an arms control-only menu. While making
clear that actions in one area can affect the overall relation-
ship, we should be careful about drawing specific "linkages," as
it makes little sense to deny ourselves things that are in our
interest in order to punish Moscow for misbehavior in other areas.

The basic goals of deterrence, containment and defense of
human rights will remain the foundation of a sustainable policy
toward the USSR; maintaining and strengthening our defenses and
our alliances and friendships worldwide will remain its essential
prerequisite. But the Soviet domestic difficulties and "imperial
overstretch" present opportunities to set more positive goals —-
pointing toward a more enduring demilitarization of the East-West
relationship and a liberalization of Soviet society. Our goals
are, perhaps, better viewed as "directions" than "ends," since
progress will inevitably be gradual and uneven in a relationship
that will remain adversarial and susceptible to crisis.

Human Rights/Domestic Liberalization. Over the long term we
seek a major expansion of human rights and domestic liberaliza-
tion within the Soviet Union. A Soviet Union that allows its
people greater domestic freedoms and devotes more resources to
meeting their needs poses less of a threat to the United States.
We want a Soviet Union that increasingly measures its success by
the standard of living and quality of life of its people, not by
expansion abroad. To this end we should use the CSCE process and
our bilateral dialogue to promote greater individual liberty and
the rule of law in the USSR, and increased autonomy for
non-Russian peoples.

In the immediate future, we want the Soviets to follow through
on the commitments that made possible our agreement to a 1991
Moscow human rights conference. Over the longer term, we seek
further institutionalization of the progress made and an expanding
legal buttress for civil, political and economic liberties in the
USSR: more liberal laws and bureaucratic practices, the secret
ballot, an independent judiciary, a more open and critical press,
a more pluralistic economy, flourishing unofficial organizations
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and growing freedom of movement. Movement toward the functional
equivalent of a multi-party system, even if the Communist Party
were to retain its "leading role," would also be desirable.

Arms Control/Security. We should seek a significant
restructuring of the Soviet military toward lower force levels
and a truly defensive posture. Moscow's inward focus and
resource crunch, as well as Gorbachev's and the Soviet military's
rethinking of longstanding Soviet views on security issues, has
created new opportunities to promote such changes. Arms control
and a politico-military dialogue provide a mechanism for
influencing Soviet decisions and may be increasingly useful,
given budget limitations and Congressional and Allied concerns
that may constrain our ability to field new weapons.

Our primary arms control objective is to enhance stability.
Increased predictability is also important. Well-designed agree-
ments can advance these goals by imposing limits on the Soviet
military and complement our unilateral efforts to maintain an
effective deterrent. At the same time, arms control must allow
necessary U.S. modernization programs as well as an SDI effort to
explore the feasibility of strategic defenses. We will need to
consider what limits we can accept on U.S. forces in return for
desirable constraints on the Soviet military; trade-offs will
have to be carefully weighed. Our specific arms control aims:

o proceeding from our strategic review, a verifiable START
treaty providing for stabilizing reductions.

o assuming we solve the verification problems, a global ban on
chemical weapons; as an interim step, curbing CW proliferation
and reducing the Soviet CW threat to NATO.

o a more stable balance of conventional forces in Europe at
lower levels, and the reduction in particular of the Warsaw
Pact's capability to launch a surprise attack and conduct
large-scale offensive operations.

o new confidence-building measures to increase openness and
transparency about Soviet military capabilities and reduce
the risk of conflict as a result of miscalculation.

o completion of the verification protocols for the Peaceful
Nuclear Explosions and Threshold Test Ban treaties (PNET and
TTBT); we will have to decide how to handle subsequent steps
in the nuclear testing talks.

o stricter controls on proliferation of nuclear and ballistic
missile technologies.

o across the board Soviet compliance with existing and future
accords.
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We should continue on-going military-to-military contacts in
a manner commensurate with the overall political relationship.
We should seek to establish a broader politico-military dialogue
on defense policy and doctrine. This could be a vehicle to
influence future Soviet doctrine and force structure decisions,
and encourage a more defensive orientation.

Regional Dialoque. The Soviets appear ready to reduce their
exposure abroad and loosen ties to certain clients (e.g. Angola,
Afghanistan). We should promote further Soviet withdrawal from
the Third World and test Soviet readiness to subordinate their
client relationships to the goal of resolving regional conflicts.
Where there are regional conflicts that might be eased by
constructive Soviet behavior, we should take the initiative in
designing strategies for conflict resolution and then challenge
Moscow to make good on the promise of "new thinking."

Over the longer term we should seek to supplement the competi-
tive East-West dynamic in regional conflicts with one in which the
U.S. and USSR facilitate peaceful settlements among the contending
local parties. In this regard, we must be careful to avoid a
perception —- which Moscow may seek to foster —— of U.S.-Soviet
condominium or run the risk of an angry Third World backlash: our
efforts should thus aim at facilitating, not imposing, peace.

We have specific goals vis-a-vis the Soviets with regard to
particular regional problems:

o} given our aim of an independent and non-aligned Afghanistan,
ensuring that Moscow keeps its troops out and does not
interfere in other ways (e.g. air attacks from USSR bases).

o Soviet help in implementing the Angola/Namibia settlement and
pressing for an internal settlement inside Angola.

o a constructive but limited Soviet role in the Middle East
peace process, with Moscow using its ties with Syria and the
PLO to promote a realistic approach centered on direct talks.

o Soviet reduction of military aid to Nicaraqua and reining in
the Sandinistas' destabilization of Central America.

o] Soviet pressure on Vietnam to continue withdrawing its forces
from Cambodia and on North Korea to reduce tensions on the
Korean peninsula.

o Soviet assistance in meeting the humanitarian crisis on the
Horn of Africa, while challenging the Moscow to press
Ethiopia to improve its domestic and regional behavior.

We should also continue to make clear to Moscow through U.S.
actions on the ground that any efforts to fuel armed conflict or
promote anti-democratic forces in regional conflicts would risk
greater costs than benefits to Soviet interests.
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We will want to keep close track of the warming Sino-Soviet
relationship, although the primary thrust of our policies with
each of the Communist giants will remain bilateral. It is most
unlikely that Moscow and Beijing want to —-- or could -- return to
the alliance of the 1950s. And the Chinese will likely insist
that improvements in Sino-Soviet relations depend on better
Soviet behavior in Asia.

Transnational Questions. The Soviets have paid rhetorical
support to multilateral efforts to address global problems. We
should seize on this to explore whether their professed concerns
will be followed by tangible steps on transnational problems,
where the sides share common interests:

o counterterrorism: through its ties to the PLO, Syria and
Libya, Moscow is in a position to provide significant help in
the war against international terrorism.

o narcotics control: with drug use an increasing concern inside
the USSR, enhanced cooperation against international
trafficking could benefit both sides.

o] environment: Soviet domestic environmental problems are
serious and have an impact beyond Soviet borders.

o disaster relief: the Armenian earthquake has interested
Moscow in improving mechanisms to respond to natural
disasters; we should use this to enhance cooperative efforts
to meet future international disasters.

Bilateral Relations. The expanding areas of bilateral inter-
action (people-to-people, cultural and scientific exchanges, fora
on legal and humanitarian issues, information talks) represent a
safety net underpinning the larger U.S.-Soviet relationship, as
well as provide a source for ideas for systemic change in the
Soviet Union. We should continue to welcome cooperation in areas
where the benefits will be clearly mutual. We should further
expand such exchanges and increase the involvement of select
non-governmental organizations as another mechanism for exposing
the Soviet people to Western ideas.

There will be opportunities to strike bilateral agreements
that serve particular U.S. interests. When we identify such
agreements —— e.g. extension of the bilateral World Ocean and
Atomic Energy agreements with some amendments, Pacific maritime
boundary pact -- we should move forward. Over the long term we
should be alert for other U.S.-Soviet bilateral endeavors that
can serve specific U.S. interests.

On other bilateral issues, we need to decide on a course for
ensuring a secure new Embassy in Moscow. In addition, we need to
decide the question of opening a consulate in Kiev (in return for
which the Soviets will open a consulate in New York), which offers
the first opportunity to establish a post-war U.S. consulate in a
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non-Russian area, the Ukraine. 1In the longer term, there may be
utility to opening other consulates as a means of tracking
developments in such areas as the Caucasus and Central Asia, and
of projecting U.S. values and culture.

U.S.-Soviet trade will remain a relatively low priority. It
is in our interest to expand mutually-beneficial non-strategic
trade, including joint ventures. But we should not offer changes
on human rights trade constraints in the short run. We should be
clear that trade will proceed on commercial terms and that there
will be no USG guarantees for joint ventures: we should not make
it easier for Gorbachev to avoid the hard choices that
perestroyka requires.

Allied Compatibility. In pursuing our objectives, we must
pay close attention to the concerns of NATO members, Japan and
other allies and friends. To the extent we present a coordinated
Western approach to the USSR, be it arms control or COCOM policy,
the chances of reaching our goals will be significantly increased:
the Soviets will take our approach with greater seriousness and
have fewer incentives to try wedge-driving tactics.

’

Should the U.S. "Help" Gorbachev? The foundation of our
approach toward the Soviet Union should be the pursuit of our own
interests rather than expectations of the longevity of the Soviet
leader or an analysis of Soviet global ambitions. Our ability to
influence Soviet policy has limits. Our understanding of how the
internal Soviet policy-making process works is, in many aspects,
incomplete. Moreover, while it appears that Gorbachev has set
important new directions to Soviet policy, it is too early to
tell whether these represent a tactical retreat in view of the
domestic problems now besetting the USSR or a more fundamental
shift in the nature of the Communist regime. For these reasons,
it would be inappropriate -- and difficult -- to design specific
policies to "help" Gorbachev.

This is not to suggest we work against Gorbachev's reform
efforts. We can and should adopt policies which encourage reforms
in our interest, such as those in the direction of decentraliza-
tion, economic freedom and a civilian-oriented economy. We should
explore economic levers for encouraging U.S. business to direct
their ventures in the USSR toward the privatized and even reform
sectors of the economy. While we cannot expect to have a funda-
mental impact, our efforts may lead to some change at the margins.

5. Sources of U.S. Leverage over Soviet Policy

The U.S. has some leverage over Soviet policy. It is by no
means unlimited but may be sufficient to tilt the balance of
decision on key issues of interest to us, provided we use our
leverage skillfully and consistently.
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There are limits to our ability to affect internal change.
Perestroyka was necessitated and continues to be driven first of
all by domestic factors, e.g. the Soviet economy's failure to
produce and the lack of individual enterprise. Our leverage for
affecting Soviet international behavior is greater, particularly
where Moscow desires specific U.S. actions, be it limitations on
U.S. strategic forces or our acceptance of the Soviets as a
legitimate player in third area crisis resolutions.

Human Rights/Domestic Liberalization. The Soviets will have
the primary say in how far and how fast the process of domestic
liberalization goes. At the same time, the new Soviet openness
to Western ideas and growing sensitivity to overseas and domestic
opinion create opportunities for outside influence unprecedented
since the 1920s. Gorbachev wants the Soviet Union to be seen as
a civilized state that treats its citizens in accordance with
established international standards; we should make clear to
Moscow that our approach to the USSR will be based on the reality.
The CSCE process offers a legitimate framework for pressing Moscow
to move forward on human rights and domestic liberalization, as
well as a forum in which the USSR can regularly be hauled into a
court of its peers to account for its transgressions. The 1991.
Moscow human rights conference -- and the question of our
ultimate attendance -- provides a specific source of leverage.

While linkage has not proven a reliable tool in the past, the
Soviets need to be constantly reminded that it is, nevertheless,
a fact of political life: Soviet behavior on human rights
clearly affects what is possible in other areas -- trade,
exchanges, arms control. As in CSCE, it is possible to create
leverage by insisting on steady, balanced (albeit not necessarily
lockstep) progress in all areas of the U.S.-Soviet agenda.

Arms Control/Security. Moscow has traditionally regarded
nuclear arms control as the central pillar of U.S.-Soviet
relations, and Gorbachev appears to view an agreement on strategic
forces as a priority. Aside from benefits to Soviet security, a
START Treaty would be further evidence of his ability to deal
effectively with the U.S. and would therefore be a political plus
for him domestically. Gorbachev is not, however, under immediate
pressure to conclude a Treaty and probably sees negotiations as a
process which will take time.

The U.S. can enhance its leverage in arms control by main-
taining active force modernization programs. Especially important
will be continuing strategic force modernization, including
selection and deployment of a survivable ICBM. If the Soviets
see U.S. forces self-limited by budgetary constraints, they may
be less anxious to achieve agreements. While funding of SDI
proved an effective lever in getting the Soviets to seriously
engage in strategic nuclear negotiations, its import has probably
lessened as the Soviets have come to view a START Treaty as
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advantageous on its own merit, and as they have come to better
understand the pace of our program, the impact of Congressional
limitations and the role of possible countermeasures.

Regional Dialogue. Moscow's desire to become a legitimate
player in resolving certain regional conflicts provides us a
measure of leverage in those areas where we are already a major
actor and can offer the Soviets a chance to participate (as in the
Angola/Namibia settlement). We should exploit this to encourage
Moscow to play a constructive role. In other cases the existence
of a bilateral or international "process" can provide the Soviets
the necessary fig-leaf to cut their losses (as in Afghanistan).

Given the Soviets' desire to reduce the cost of their Third
World involvement, U.S. support for internal democratic opposition
forces and neighbors threatened by Moscow's clients can increase
the costs of Soviet support for unpopular regimes. This creates
incentives for Moscow to reconsider its client relationships. But
our leverage in many regions is limited, and we need to be careful
not to overplay our hand; the Soviets can independently assert
themselves in settling some conflicts, such as Cambodia.

Transnational Questions. On a number of these questions
(e.g. in the area of environment, disaster relief) the U.S. and
USSR have common interests; the Soviets will thus be motivated to
work with us in pursuit of mutual benefits. We may derive special
leverage if there are issues on which we can offer particular
assistance such as know-how on pollution control and earthquakes.
Furthermore, we may gain leverage from Gorbachev's desire to show
that his initiatives in this area can draw international support.

Bilateral Relations. Our leverage on bilateral issues will
be issue-specific: where there are exchanges that provide mutual
benefits, we will have grounds to deal with Moscow. We should
expect the Soviets to seek to exploit our expanding contacts for
purposes which will pose problems for us: espionage, illegal
technology transfer, etc. We will need to be wary of attempts to
take advantage of such contacts -- for example to acquire
advanced Western technology -- as well as insist on the principle
of reciprocity in all our bilateral dealings.

Western ideas, especially American, have begun to have a pro-
found influence on Soviet thinking. Greater Soviet openness and
Soviet interest in Western concepts present new possibilities for
bringing U.S. influence to bear on Soviet internal debates
through our information and cultural activities.

We have little economic leverage over the Soviets: U.S.
trade with the USSR is of marginal significance given our human
rights and national security concerns. It is likely to remain
small, as opportunities for U.S. firms to make money are meager
and the Soviets are reluctant to increase their borrowing. We
do, however, retain some leverage as the Soviets are interested
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in gaining access to Western high technology. Our participation
in COCOM and our own restrictions provide a source of leverage at
both the international and national levels.

6. Recommended Policies for the Short and Long Term

Secretary Baker's first meetings with Shevardnadze provide
the opportunity to establish the new Administration's agenda for
U.S.-Soviet relations. The following are recommended policies
for pursuing that agenda, both in the short and long term (this
paper does not examine questions such as START positions that are
being addressed elsewhere). Possible U.S. initiatives are
suggested; while they require more analysis than is possible in
this paper, these options could add substance to a more energetic
and activist U.S. approach toward the Soviet Union.

Human Rights/Domestic Liberalization. Human rights should
remain at the top of the U.S.-Soviet agenda and the subject of
high-level attention, e.g. by the President raising individual
cases in exchanges with Gorbachev. Our aim should be to seek
concrete results, not to embarrass the Soviets publicly.

wWhile continuing to press emigration and individual cases,
our focus should increasingly be on institutional changes to make
the current reforms less easily reversible. 1In the short term,
we can use the Paris human rights conference (May 30-June 23) to
insist the Soviets fulfill the commitments made in return for our
consent to a 1991 Moscow human rights conference, in particular
that they implement the institutional reforms Gorbachev announced
in December at the UN. And we should continue to underscore that
our attendance at Moscow's much-desired conference assumes that
they meet the highest standard; our final decision on attendance
can and should be made close to the conference date.

Our exchanges with the Soviets on human rights should use
both the CSCE process and bilateral channels. CSCE provides the
framework in which we can push for detailed legal reforms, revised
emigration regulations and other institutional changes. But our
bilateral dialogue has proven to be the most effective channel in
yielding actual results on human rights issues, given the Soviet
preference for discussing sensitive problems confidentially.

Increasing the role of inter-parliamentary bodies and non-
governmental organizations in our human rights dialogue would
help create interest groups on both sides to guard against Soviet
backsliding on their human rights commitments. We should support
further development of the Congressional/CSCE Commission channel
for discussing human rights and legislative issues; this could be
increasingly important if the Supreme Soviet evolves into a real
power center. Inter-parliamentary contacts at the republic level
offer a means for introducing democratic ideas and perhaps
fostering national/ethnic self-expression outside of Moscow.
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Semi-official fora like the '"rule of law" symposia, in which
U.S. experts can impart Western ideas to their Soviet counter-
parts, are likewise worth preserving and expanding. Contacts by
private U.S. organizations (perhaps with USG funding/assistance)
may be the appropriate way to approach non-Russian nationalities,
given Soviet sensitivity to outside interference and our non-
recognition policy in the case of the three Baltic states.

Finally, even as we press the Soviets on human rights, we
must think about how to manage the fruits of our success: the
massive increase in emigration to the U.S. which has stretched
our refugee program to the breaking point. In the short term, we
will need to make the necessary decisions and secure legislative
changes to maintain an "open door" for Soviet emigrants. Over
the longer term, if Moscow eliminates most remaining barriers to
emigration, we will need to consider the "normalization" of
Soviet emigration to the U.S., while recognizing the political
sensitivities of the question.

Arms Control/Security. As we reaffirm past positions or
develop new ones we should reengage the Soviets on bilateral arms
control issues. (Chemical weapons and conventional forces are.
already being addressed in ongoing multilateral fora.)

START. While the Soviets accept that we intend to take a
hard look at our START position in our strategic review, Moscow
will not hesitate to try scoring public relations points should
there be public, Congressional or Allied concerns about a delay.
A Presidential letter to Gorbachev could provide a reassuring
reference —— and perhaps a general timetable -- for resumption of
the talks. If warranted by the state of the review, it might
also reaffirm certain elements of our START position. Some
believe that, if pressures subsequently mount, one possibility is
for START to resume to address technical questions while the U.S.
delegation reserves on issues still under study in the review.

Once START resumes, bilateral Foreign Ministers' meetings,
supported at key junctures by working groups combining negotiators
and policy-makers from capitals, will remain critical to resolving
major issues. We should, however, avoid falling into the habit
of referring all disputed issues to Ministers for settlement.

Strategic CBMs. Following resumption, even under the best of
circumstances, 12-24 months will be required to complete a START
treaty. Some believe we should consider the possibility of
certain confidence-building measures in the strategic area that
would serve U.S. interests in the meantime. Some possible
candidates: a ban on telemetry encryption during strategic
missile tests; a ban on testing strategic ballistic missiles in a
depressed trajectory mode; and the application of certain
inspection measures in advance of an agreement. (Concerted
negotiations on some of these might trigger undesirable Soviet
counterproposals, which we would have to be ready to rebut.)

-SEEREFZ/EXDIS




SECRET/EXDIS
~ 11 -

DST. Specific decisions on our approach to the Defense and
Space Talks must await the strategic review's outcome, especially
with respect to strategic defense programs. While, as with START,
we could reaffirm our readiness to return to the talks when the
review is completed, we may want to consider a more fundamental
shift in our policy. DST was a price we paid for Soviet agreement
to resume START, but indications are that the Soviet concern over
SDI is waning. It thus may be possible to delink START from DST
(and the ABM Treaty) and/or otherwise downgrade the DST forum.

Nuclear Testing. We should complete the work necessary to
resume testing talks on an early basis. We do not conduct peace-
ful nuclear explosions, but we do adhere to the TTBT's 150 kiloton
threshold; there have been questions about Soviet compliance with
that limit. Completing the verification protocols and submitting
the treaties for ratification is thus in our interest, and failure
to finish the protocols would be politically damaging.

Our longer-term approach to testing -- specifically, how to
handle subsequent stages of the talks which may deal with quotas
or a lower threshold -- will have to reflect the outcome of the
strategic review. It may be necessary to consider how to defer
proceeding beyond the PNET and TTBT protocols, if we determine
that further constraints on testing are not in our interest.
However, President Reagan committed to move to the next stage of
testing talks once PNET and TTBT have been ratified. Open
repudiation of this would entail both a political price and a
possible halt to the PNET and TTBT negotiations, as the Soviets
consider the testing talks as a single process.

U.S.-Soviet CW Destruction Initiative. Negotiations in the
Conference on Disarmament for a global chemical weapons ban will
be protracted. We could propose to Moscow an interim bilateral
understanding on mutual stockpile destruction, leading to signifi-
cant cuts in the two countries' CW capability, accompanied by
agreement to remove CW from Europe (which we will do by 1992 in
any event). Such a proposal would underscore U.S. support for CW
arms control; allow us to maintain a deterrent (safeguarding the
binary program); and diminish much of the Soviet CW threat to
NATO. Monitoring provisions required for such an accord could
serve as proving grounds for an eventual global ban while avoiding
some of the more complex problems associated with a full ban.

Bilateral progress on this score could be an important
stimulus for attacking the problem of global CW proliferation.
The very fact of progress would send a positive signal to other
interested parties. Moreover, we could use an enhanced dialogue
to press Moscow to exert greater pressure on Libya over their CW
activities at Rabta.

Defense/Military Contacts. Military-to-military contacts
should build on the progress already made, including an agreement
on dangerous military activities (expected this summer),
implementation of the two-year program of military-to-military
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exchanges, and improved, reciprocal access by our military
attaches in Moscow. We should be sensitive to Allied concerns
and quard against Soviet efforts to exploit the dialogue to
downplay the threat the Soviet military poses to Western security.

Strateqgy Talks. Some believe that, on a broader level, we
could propose to the Soviets periodic, informal discussions on
politico-military questions involving both Soviet civilian and
military experts. Such a forum -- which would be separate from
operational negotiations —-- would provide an opportunity to
explore Soviet thinking on issues such as the U.S.-Soviet balance,
"reasonable sufficiency," the offense-defense relationship and
ways to ensure strategic stability as we enter the next century.

The key U.S. objective in pursuing such a dialogue would be
to get at those policy-makers actually formulating future Soviet
force options —-— that is, the political and military leadership.
Ideally we could help shape their views in ways leading to a more
defensive Soviet force posture in the future; at the least we
could gain some valuable insights into where Soviet strategic
thinking is headed. Such a dialogue might also reinforce the
efforts of Soviet civilian experts to provide an alternative
voice to that of the Soviet military.

Compliance. Our compliance policy must be based on: making
clear to Moscow that the U.S. will accept nothing less than full
compliance; having the capability to detect militarily significant
noncompliance; and, when the Soviets are unwilling to address our
concerns, developing appropriate responses that stand on their
own and command public, Congressional and Allied support. We
should aim to resolve compliance problems at an early stage and
remove non-compliance disputes from contentious public exchanges.
In this regard, we should consider how to make the SCC a more
effective forum for resolving our concerns. In the near term, we
must press Moscow to translate Gorbachev's UN statement regarding
the illegal Krasnoyarsk radar into a specific proposal to meet
our concerns, and reiterate that new strategic arms agreements
cannot be concluded until Krasnoyarsk is resolved.

Regional Dialoque. The immediate objective of our regional
dialogue should be to challenge Moscow to translate "new
political thinking" into practical initiatives and actions to
promote the settlement of regional disputes. 'We should continue
the practice of regular experts talks on regions where U.S. and
Soviet interests may come into conflict, proposing a new cycle at
an early date. While the U.S. approach toward the Soviet Union
on specific regional problems must derive from our overall policy
toward the area, certain considerations can be identified now.

Afghanistan. While completion of the Soviet withdrawal has
removed Afghanistan as a shadow over our bilateral relationship,
the United States should make clear to Moscow that, steps such as
cross-border bombing would quickly return it to the front burner.
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We should remain ready for discussions with the Soviets on
questions related to a political settlement and reconstruction,
but maintain the necessary material support to the resistance in
Afghanistan. 1In the longer term, following Kabul's fall, we have
no strategic concerns in the normalization of relations between
the Soviet Union and a truly independent, non-aligned Afghanistan.

The Middle East. We are better placed than the Soviets to
work with the various protagonists, but Moscow's activism (e.qg.
Shevardnadze's February trip) is strengthening its hand as it
presses its own Middle East agenda. We should offer the Soviets
a limited role in the peace process, but condition their role on
active Soviet efforts to achieve practical results, rather than
just to ensure veto power over other parties' efforts or to
champion unrealistic solutions.

Moscow has long viewed an international conference as its
entrée into the process. The Soviets appear increasingly flexible
on procedural questions and may be open to direct talks under a
token UN Security Council or U.S.-Soviet umbrella; we should probe
the extent of this flexibility. But Moscow must be made to under-
stand that, in order to engage seriously in the process, it will
have to bring pressure to bear on its regional interlocutors to
move on substance in practical and realistic ways. Should the
process produce results, we will want to give the Soviets a share
of the responsibility in monitoring and implementation.

Africa. The Soviets aided our mediation efforts to achieve
the Angola/Namibia settlement. We will want to keep Moscow
involved in assuring the smooth implementation and verification
of the settlement. Southern Africa should thus remain a major
subject of our bilateral discussion. Moreover, we will want to
continue to press the Soviets to use their influence with the
MPLA to promote a political settlement providing UNITA with a
share of power commensurate with its support inside Angola. To
this end, and until national reconciliation is achieved, our
military support for UNITA must continue.

The Soviets have expressed interest in cooperating on the
Horn of Africa, where another of their clients -- Ethiopia -- is
in trouble. While they may not have decided to disengage in
Ethiopia, the Soviets show clear signs of disenchantment with
Mengistu. We need to define a range of common interests in our
talks, which first could focus on humanitarian relief for refugees
and displaced persons. Such an effort could lay the necessary
groundwork for future efforts to promote political solutions to
the conflicts in the region. The centerpiece, however, will be
testing whether and how hard the Soviets are willing to lean on
Mengistu to moderate his behavior toward his neighbors, implement
internal economic and political reforms, and negotiate an end to
Ethiopia's internal wars including the withdrawal of Cuban forces.
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Asia. We should urge Moscow to keep the pressure on Vietnam
for early completion of its withdrawal from Cambodia. But the key
issues on a Cambodian settlement now revolve more around Vietnam,
China and the Khmer factions than the U.S.-Soviet aspect. On the
Rorean peninsula, U.S. and Soviet steps may be less important
than the Pyongyang leadership situation as factors for reducing
tension. Nevertheless, we should continue talking to the Soviets

about Korea, encouraging them to proceed with their tentative

We should resist Soviet proposals for an Asian security confe-
rence along the lines of Helsinki. The parallel is inappropriate,
and such Soviet proposals are invariably directed at cutting U.S.
maritime strength in the Pacific, in which we have no interest.

In the short term it is not necessary to discuss measures appli-
cable to U.S. forces in the Pacific area: the Soviet desire to
improve relations with Asian states may prove a strong incentive
for cuts in their military presence (i la the December unilateral
cuts) without reference to U.S. forces. But at some point, we
might decide to respond to grand Soviet proposals with more modest
measures, e.g. advance notification of exercises, observers, etc.
after close consultation and coordination with our Asian allies,

Central America/Caribbean. We should reengage the Soviets
early in a regional discussion focused on Nicaragua, testing
whether they are prepared to cut the financial burden of aid to
Nicaragua and reminding them that we have halted Contra funding
but high levels of Soviet military aid continue flowing to the
Sandinistas. An active and visible dialogue might spark concern
in Nicaragua that a U.S.-Soviet deal was in the works over their
heads, promoting tensions in the Moscow-Managua relationship.

A U.S. policy review that is continuing or leaves open our
approach in this area in the immediate future may work to our
advantage: Soviet uncertainty as to the review's outcome could
prompt them to be more accommodating of our concerns, particularly
if this is one of the first questions the Administration takes up
in the U.S.-Soviet dialogue. Should we define our objectives
vis-a-vis the Sandinista regime as something less than its
removal (e.g. an end to the Soviet military supply relationship
and to all armed subversion in the region), we may find the
Soviets more cooperative.

Europe. The Soviets may seek to add Europe to our agenda of
regional issues. We should deflect such efforts: CSCE and the
conventional talks provide a practical framework for addressing
European questions in terms of U.S. interests, and we should not
discuss Europe's future without our Allies' participation.
Moreover, we should not negotiate directly with Moscow on Eastern
Europe. This would reverse four decades of consistent U.S.
support for movement toward greater freedom and democracy in
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Eastern Europe; and it would amount, in effect, to paying the
Soviets to allow reforms they seem to accept in any case as
necessary for the region's long-term stability.

Berlin is a special case; we hold the Soviets ultimately
responsible for all questions involving the city, including the
Berlin Wall. We should, with the British and French, press the
Soviets to make good on their commitments to openness by
improving the lot of those in the divided city.

Transnational Questions. There are a number of steps we
could take to test Soviet willingness to cooperate in addressing
transnational problems. We should use the first Ministerial
meetings to establish mechanisms (or give a new impetus to
existing ones) for discussing such questions.

On counterterrorism, while past discussions with the Soviets
have yielded meager results, the recent trend in Soviet policy
has been positive. Given our interest in testing Moscow's
readiness to match words with deeds, we should take them up on
their offer to hold consultations on counterterrorism, starting
with an exchange of information on terrorist activities. “

As for narcotics control, in the coming months we should move
to implement our new bilateral Memorandum of Understanding through
a State/DEA visit to Moscow and through steps to establish a
working relationship between our respective narcotics authorities.
We should also study ways to enhance U.S.-Soviet cooperation in
multilateral fora.

With regard to the environment, Moscow has pushed ecological
issues under the theme of "interdependence." We should challenge
them to match rhetoric with real steps to study and control pollu-
tion. 1In our discussions with the Soviets, in both bilateral and
multilateral fora, we should tie sharing of U.S. know-how to
increased devotion of Soviet resources to fight the problem.

On disaster relief, the Federal Emergency Management Agency
is reviewing a proposal to involve Soviets in disaster training
exercises later this year. We could offer the Soviets assistance
in developing an infrastructure to cope with natural disasters
and urge them to participate in activities planned for the 1990s
under UN auspices to foster cooperation in disaster prediction.
We should publicize U.S.-Soviet discussions on disaster relief to
recall the major U.S. contribution to the Armenian relief effort.

Bilateral Relations. We should work to encourage exchange
programs not only for the concrete gains we may accrue, but as a
means of spreading Western ideas: this includes expanding
people-to-people, scientific and cultural exchanges.

One new step might be an "enterprise initiative," to encourage
the development of market institutions in the Soviet Union.
Given Soviet interest in fostering individual initiative in the
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economy, we might propose a series of exchanges -- involving
young people in particular -- to offer lessons in free enterprise.

Americans would travel to the USSR to train owners of manufac-
turing or service cooperatives in business management techniques
and help Soviet farm entrepreneurs rationalize their operations.
Soviets could come to the U.S. to work on farms or with American
companies (those considering joint ventures would be the best
candidates). We could also consider setting up a management
institute, with private financing, for Soviet coops and entrepre-
neurs. This initiative would require careful management to
obviate counterintelligence concerns.

Such an initiative could easily encompass the broader themes
of social and political reform, i.e. of training Soviets in the
democratic experience. It could be used to expose Soviets first
hand to the U.S. judicial system, the workings of federal, state
and local governments, to the American mass media. It could
serve as an umbrella to train Soviets in areas of transnational
concern, such as environmental protection or natural disaster
relief. These activities would be designed to reach out to the
Soviet "successor generation." For this reason, we should
continue to put special emphasis on student exchanges at the
undergraduate and secondary school levels.

We may also wish to reexamine our policy on labor contacts.
We deny Soviet labor officials visas to the U.S. on grounds that
the Soviets have traditionally repressed independent labor unions
and not permitted U.S. labor officials to meet with Soviet labor
dissidents. The AFL/CIO has indicated it is ready to allow
Soviet labor officials to come to the U.S. if the AFL/CIO can
invite independent labor representatlves as well. As a means of
promoting a more independent Soviet labor movement, we might
identify spec1f1c independent labor leaders and encourage the
AFL/CIO to invite them as a quid pro quo for granting visas to
official Soviet labor officials.

Decisions on our diplomatic presence in the Soviet Union must
be made soon, particularly regarding the new Embassy building in
Moscow and whether -- and how -- to move forward on the question
of the Kiev-New York consulate exchange. Current legislation
bars a Soviet consulate in New York pending establishment of a
"fully secure, permanent" U.S. facility in Kiev, which will be
difficult to achieve in the near term and may be more than we
need in terms of our main goal (establishing a U.S. presence in
the largest non-Russian Republic). If we overcome legislative
and administrative obstacles, a small unclassified post could be
established relatively quickly.

In the longer term, we may wish to consider establishing
small unclassified consulates in other parts of the USSR (as we
have done in China). This would signal non-Russian national
groups that we recognize them as distinct from the Great
Russians, and provide consular services to Americans and the

SEERBT/EXDIS




SECRET/EXDIS
- 17 -

growing number of Soviet tourists and refugees. The first
candidate (after Kiev) would be the Caucasus (Tbilisi or
Yerevan), followed by Central Asia (Tashkent) or Vladivostok.

In the short term, we should continue to press the Soviets
for agreement on the opening of reciprocal cultural centers in
Moscow and Washington, especially if we can resolve questions
concerning the venues (buildings) for such centers. If we are
successful, we should move quickly to consideration of cultural
centers (America Houses) in various regions around the country.
Such centers could set the groundwork in some cases for
consulates later in these areas.

Our non-recognition policy precludes establishment of
consulates in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. In this case, we
should continue to explore with emigré groups other possibilities
for raising the U.S. profile, such as bringing more USIA cultural
programming, including exhibits, to the Baltic Republics or
encouraging non-official U.S.-Soviet conferences there, as was
done in the second Chautauqua conference in 1987.

While it is likely to remain a relatively low priority, .
U.S.-Soviet economic relations is an area in which we will face
contradictory pressures; we are likely to find ourselves defining
policy on a case-by-case basis. We should continue our policy of
expanding mutually beneficial non-strategic trade, including
joint ventures, on strict commercial terms -- consistent with our
human rights and security concerns.

With respect to our allies, our goals must include maintaining
a consensus on key issues like lending to the USSR and COCOM. We
should hold the allies to the Summit Seven formula endorsing
expanded economic relations with the East on commercial terms and
consistent with Western security interests. EC President Delors
may be interested in shaping a common European approach that
meets our interests, and we might also work with the allies to
seek greater transparency in lending to the East, but we must
also convince Congress of the need to move in tandem with other
Western countries if the lending policy is to work. Possible
Congressional efforts to force the allies to be more forthcoming
can only work against us. We hold firmly to a fundamental
opposition to controls on capital and the belief that interven-
tion in what should be market-based decisions is mistaken.

In COCOM, beyond the near-term task of arriving at a decision
on our "no exceptions" policy, we should continue to consult with
our allies on the broader issue of streamlining and strengthening
export controls. (Some believe that an urgent near-term issue 1is
the "no exceptions" policy. Unless quickly resolved, this issue
could needlessly increase frictions with our Allies and adversely
affect our ability to control Soviet access to high technology.
Others believe that there is no urgency on "no exceptions."

While individual governments are pushing for a quick reversal,
there is no immediate requirement in COCOM.)
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In the bilateral context, we should continue to remind the
Soviets that a waiver of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment depends on
greater and institutionalized opportunities for emigration from
the USSR. Over time, we will see if current Congressional and
public murmurings in favor develop into the strong consensus
needed for granting a waiver to Jackson-Vanik. If it does, we
may want to consult with Congress and interested private groups
with a view to defining what must be done to qualify for a waiver
and eligibility for Most Favored Nation (MFN) status. This must
include institutionalization of free emigration and travel. If a
waiver and MFN are granted, it should be for one year at a time,
and government-financed credits should not be resumed.

We can continue our support for mutually beneficial, non-
strategic trade through the Joint Commercial Commission (JCC) and
its working groups on key economic sectors. We should push there
for the Soviets to make the structural changes necessary that
would facilitate business. Such changes might include assurances
for joint venture partners regarding arbitrary exchange rate
shifts, reasonable tax and tariff treatment, reduction of bureau-
cratic controls, and freedom of movement for Soviet employees who
might travel abroad for training or other business purposes.

Such changes would be consistent with our effort to encourage
liberalization of the Soviet economy.

The interest of American firms in the Soviet market is growing
as a result of Gorbachev's reforms; they will increasingly seek
government support vis-—-a-vis the Europeans, Japanese and other
competitors. We should be prepared to support the efforts of
American firms where they are consistent with U.S. policy.

We should discourage the Soviets from expecting changes in
our opposition to their participation in the GATT, IMF and World
Bank. We should even continue to avoid discussions with the
Soviets about what they must do to be eligible for membership in
these organizations. In the longer term we might be ready for
discussions if the Soviet economy becomes more compatible with
free market norms, and provided the Soviets stop politicizing
other functional international organizations (ILO, ICAO) and give
credible assurances they will not politicize GATT and the
international financial institutions.

In the medium and longer term, continued improvements in the
overall relationship and growing economic ties might argue for
considering a government-to-government investment treaty, which
would require the Soviets to make extensive commitments on issues
like national treatment, arbitration of disputes and remittance
of profits. Such difficult adjustments would be a major step
forward for market mechanisms in the Soviet Union and smooth the
way for American investment there. If we want to seize the
initiative on this, we could propose to the Soviets, once again,
consultations regarding the need for a government-to-government
investment treaty, which could underline the need for further
market reforms before we would consider formal negotiations.
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23 February 1989
SOVIET FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC OBJECTIVES UNDER GORBACHEV

The dramatic changes \n approach to the West under Gorbachev are driven by
reinforcing domestic and foreign objectives:

== Domestically, Soviet leaders see thelir overriding goal for the next
decade as arresting Internal decline and modernizing the Soviet
political and economic system, laying the basis for 'mproved economi¢
growth and competitiveness further down the road. They want to
create an era of reduced tenstons and expanded relations with the
Western powers that will facilitate this task.

-- Equally Important, these changes are viewed as essential In thelr own
right for strengthening Moscow's International position, reviving ity
sagging credentials as a Superpower, and Improving its abllity to
compete with the West for iInfluence.

Searching For A_"Halfway House". wWhen it first came to power the
Gorbachev leadership appeared to believe that simply through massive doses of
Investment in industrial machinery and streamlining the rigidly centralized
political and economic Institutions would be sufficient to revive the econcmy
and restore Soviet compet!tiveness. They have since come to the conclusion,
however, that only a wholesale rejection of the Stalinist experience and Its
replacement with a more decentralized structure will suffice to achieve thelr
objectives. Oiscarding many tenets of tradrtional Soviet ideology and
borrowing ideas from the Western experience, they are attempting to create a
"halfway house" between the Stalinist past and modern Mestern socleties --
Introducing elements of a market economy, 3 more pluralistic political system,
and a less repressive soclety but maintaining the leading role of the
communist party and a firm hand on the tiller.

They are working without any obvious game plan or any assurance that such
3 hybrid will work. Gorbachev himself said "not even Jesus Christ knows" how
this will all turn out. Some -- fewer now than before -- doubt Gorbachev
really wants to change things. Considerably more belteve he does but questfon
whether 1t can be done. And some Sdy, despite the difficulties, don't rule it
out. MWhichever view turns out to be correct, most analysts believe the
Soviets will be occupied with this endeavor at least unt!! the end of thig
century and probably well beyond.

Seeking A Less Confrontational Relationship. Thelr preoccupation with
internal renewal compels the leadership toward a flexible and assertive
diplomacy designed to create an International environment that is less
confrontationa! and threatening to the West and the USSR:

== Abroad, they want to undermine the USSR's enemy image that has
cemented Western unity, fueled support for defense programs,
Justified US military presence, and sustalned resistance to expanded
Cooperation with the East. They hope thereby to create conditions
that will encourage downward pressures on Western defense spending
and modernization programs and will faciiitate Western assistance for
the effort to reform and modernize the Soviet economy .
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== At home, they want to undeimine the slege mentality that - nurtureg
by eéxdagqgerated fears of the West - has Inhibited etforts to contro]
defense budgets, Introduce 'iberalizing reforms, and eéngage the West
more seriously in arms control and economic cooperation.

Just how extensive an dccommodation with the West should be sought is g
matter of some dispute in the Soviet leadership. There Ig 4 widespread
consensus In support of a temporary retrenchment In forelign ang defense podrey
dnd 4 “breathing Space” from competition with the West. Byt many
refarmed-minded ledder s, fncluding Gorbachev and foreign Minister
Shevardnadze, dppear to want to go well beyond that. They are attempting to
play down zero sum thinking and the class-conflict analysis of
Mar«lom teninism  sybstityte new doctirinal precepts which emphasize areas of
potential cooperation between the socialist and the capitalist world, and
“hift the competition to a political ang diplomatic plane.

This clash of views is mirrored in disputes among US analysts over the
stgnificance of Soviet "new thinking. « Some arque that 't represents a
tactical shift that will revert to form 5 to 10 year hence while others
believe the Soviets may be seeking a fundamenta| change in the East-West ,
competition. Many believe that tn any event these policles if carried forwarg

will affect lasting changes in the competition whether or not that Is the
intention of the Current leadership

N'.d.-!er@.fm_eig'z_andxN.at!.on_a | Security Pollcy Oblectives. There o5
substantia) agieement that Moscow' s objectives gver the next 3.§ years flow
directly from its 'onger term goal- For Moscow:

--  Reducing tensions and expanding relations with the United States ang
Weitern Furope wiii dominate its agenda, hoping to reduce U.S.
Influence and siow the modernization of NATO's conventional and

tactical nyclear arsenal, but not expecting to “decouple” the United
States from Furope .

== Moving China to 4 more equidistant position between fast ang Nest
will be a key objec!ive, Improving Soviet security and making 1t
easier to draw down Soviet forces and reduce defense spending.

-- Lowering the priority of the Third World in Soviet policy, avolding
military Ynvolvement In reglonal disputes that could put its
East-West agenda at risk ang attemoting to ccpla Saik the fiow of
miitery end economic aid to the Third Worlg. Moscow wil] attempt to
expand Its regional political inflyence through greater dtpiomatic
activism, whiie trying to transiate the impression of 3 declining
Soviet threat Into reduced support for a U.§. military presence.

Moscow's Tools. The Soviets will continue to integrate their defense, arms
control, economic . public diplomacy. ang intell1gence efforts iIn pursuit of
these domestic and foreign nbjectives.

== HWhile maintaining a strong and modern military posing a serious
threat to the West, the Soviet leadership dppears to have decided
that its Security can be assuyreq with a smaller force, less expensive

to maintain ang less of an Immediate offensive threat to the wWest.
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Moscow wants the direct economic beneflits that reductions will bring,
as well as the downward pressure on Western defense effforts they may
bring Indirectly. [The leadership almost certainly Intends to qo

beyond the cuts already announced or agreed to by Gorbachev, but just

how far may not be clear even in Moscow. (DOD dmes not erpect
further untlateral cuts).

-+ Aims control w'l) be used tn manage the arms competition, facilitate
tre effurt to reduce defense pending, and burnish MOscow's fmage In
the West. Further unilateral reductions are possible and even |ikely
95 4 means to kick-start negotiations and extract some near- term
economic savings. Moscow's concern to maintain at least a rough
par ity with the West, however, will Insyre that negotiated
drrdangements remain the preferred option.

--  Moscow attaches high priority to expanding trade and economic ties
with the West to support perestroyka. They expect trade to Increase
slowly but steadlly over the next decade. We expect the Soviet
program of legal and 1llegal acquisitions of high technology goods
with defense applications to continue at least at its present level.

-~ Publlc diplomacy wiil remain a major weapon for Improving Mocow's
Image and compet!tive position, keeping the West on the defensive and
under pressure, compensating for military retrenchment, and
disqguising a weakened Soviet domestic cond!tion. Gorbachev wil)
continue to adopt some of our initiatives as his own, add new Soviet
points to them, and wrap them in sweeping rhetoric to dramatize the
change in Soviet thinking. He calculates that the West will be

forced to go along or risk appearing reluctant to give up the Cold
War

-- Forelgn intelligence activity will almost certainly increase under
these conditions as Soviet diplomatic activity grows, relations
improve and the threat appears to subside. Active measures and
disinformation will continue to play a role, especially where the
potential gain outweighs the political risk of exposure, but the
Soviets will be more cautious about this than In the past and more
responsive to Western concerns about It.

THE SOVIET INTERNAL SCENE

Significant changes have already taken place under Gorbachev. The
economic and pglitical system butlt by Stalin has been largely discredited and
the idea of reform has gained widespread legitimacy. Regime repression has
decreased, civil liberties have expanded in both a de facto and de jure sense,
and glasnost has created a pluralism of views If not of Institutions. The
momentum for systemic change 'n the economic sphere has slowed markedly in
recent months, however, while in the politica) sphere the regime ‘s
encountering enormous difficulty in managing change without losing control of

the process. We cannot predict the course of events with confidence nor can
Soviet leaders themse!ves.
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What Has Changed

Human Rights. The reg!me has moved cautiously but stead!ly to improve the
USSR's human rights performance.

-- There has been a veritable explosion of information available to the
Saviet public, but the regime st))) has a monapoly over ownership and
operation of the mass med!a.

== The regime has permitted informd! grassroots citizen organizations to
proliferate while working assiduously to co-opt them and continuing
to denounce and harass groups that openly identify themselves as
opposition political parties.

== Public demonstrations have turgeoned although tast July’s requlations
are being used to prevent many nationality protests ang force has
been employed selectively against them.

-- Desplte continuing restrictions, emigration has increased,
restrictions on dissemination of religious Iiterature have eased, and
active persecution has generally dec!ined.

== While the repressive organs remain in place, the administration of
Justice has become more equitable, many political prisoners have been

released, and more emphasis placed on the importance of the rule of
tdw.

Reform of Political Instltutions. Gorbachev has won approval for measures
that reduce the power and slize of the party apparatus and expand political
participation within both party and state Institutions, while simultaneously
enhancing his own personal power .

--  Party control over Propaganda, personnel appointments in other
Institutions, and economic management 1s being loosened.

At the same time, Gorbachev's Initiatives to beef up the powers of state
Institutions could enable him to clircumvent opponents In the party to get
approval for his policiles.

= The Supreme Soviet, which previously met only twice a year to
rubber-stamp party decisions, 1s to be transformed Into a permanent|y
functioning legislature and the presidency is to have broad --
although as yet t1).deflned -- authority.

tlectoral reforms offer the potential of mobi1tzing previously
unrepresented groups, creating channels through which their interests can be
expressed, and making officials more accountable to their constituencies.

-~ HWhile traditional heavy-handed orchestration of the results has been
much In evidence, at the lowest rungs of the system popular
Inttlative has Increased.

Finally, while making clear that no opposition party will be tolerated,
Gorbachev has legitimized a degree of diversity and dialogue within the party
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Economic Reform and Priorities. MWhile Gorbachev has thoroughly discred!ted
the old system, the command economy remains Intact:

- There Is sti11 a high degree of central planning. prices are sot by
the state. not the market, and competition between enterprises |s
minimal.

Increased reliance on private inftiative (long-term leasing of land
by familles, and cooperatives) has been approved In principle but has
Tun up aga'nst controversy In the Pollitburo and in some cases popular
hostility. :

Gorbachev's economic strateqy., moreover. has suffered from overly
optimistic assumptions:

Through 1988 growth has averaged no better than under Brezhnev and
shortages of consumer goods have become rampant .

A sharply escalating and highly Inflationary budget deficit ig
Imposing serious unanticipated constraints on the leadership.

By the early 1990s Moscow will need to divert ever larger shares of
investment to the energy sector to avert deb!iitating shortages, thus
Posing an additional obstacle to Gorbachev's entire economic program.

Faced with mounting popular cyniclsm over the regime’'s ability to improve
consumer welfare, Gurodcnev has mage a mid-cqurse correction intended to bulld
public support before proceeding with the more risky reforms.

-~ Resource allocation priorities in the 1989 Plan have been shifted,
with across the-board increases for consumer goods and services.

--  Resources are being diverted from defense, and defense-industrial
mintstries have been tasked with major increases in the production of
consumer durables and equipment for food processing and light
Industry.

Concern to alleviate consumer distress may cause the 'eadership to
seek short term imports of consumer qoods to get the USSR through a
difficult period.

Foreign Economlic Policy. The USSR stands to gain both politically and
econromically from an expanded role 'n the world economy. Most of the

near term benefits would be political. a5 Moscow's participation in world
economic forums and increased !inks to non-Communist trading partners would
help press the point that the Soviet Union is more than just a military
"uperpower . dnd possibly lay tne groundwork for Western concessions on trade
controls and credit policies. Morenver, Moscow could use its piatform in
International economic bodies to press for initiatives -- Iike debt rellef --
that would curry favor with Third World countries at considerably less cost
than by doling out scarce resources to win over client states. By the
mid-1990s, Moscow's increased exposure to Western business practices, market
pressure, and technology through such vehicles as GATT membersnip, ruble
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convertibility, 1nint ventures, and special economic zones would begin to
contribute to Improving the Soviet economic engine. But how quickly Moscow
gneflt_s_ewicallr will hinge, for the most part, on Its progress in
uverhggL}ngwthg_quvgtIc_ecqggmx.

Res!<ctance

Gorbdchev, s running the - jsk of undermininq the old foundarions of
regime ryle -- Marxlist-Leninist 'deology, hegemony of the Party
apparatus, police coercion, priority of military prerogatives
subordination of individual Oppor tunlty to social securlty - before
solld new toundations gre built

- While hig agenda has enthusiagtic Supporters, Pdrticularly among
lateilertnale exgectations nave risen faster than the regime's
ability to deliver, and his program, however radical, is not
revolutionary enough to please many of them.

- At the same time, Gorbachev's reforms dre antagonizing or thodox
elements of the bureaucracy and soclety who fee) personally
threatened by them and many also fear that the Instability ang
epconomic tyrmol ) belng unleashed will damage the country as a whole.

-=  Gorbachev's poliries threaten entrenched Interests in the party and
governmen t bureaucracy ang Mdny dre working quietly to sabotage the
reform process; their clont however, jg¢ 'imited and over time the
rontinuing Purge will maker them ess important

dnd unfamiliar with the sink or swim milleu into which they are being

thrown, indystrig) workers are fearfyl that thetr jobs and few real
benefits wij] be taken away

Within the leadorshlp itself, Gorbachey 4alned <ome running room with hts
victory at the Sectemhe plenum. Byy L1gachev ang Chebrikov remain and
rontinye to SpePak out againgy "excesses” of reform, while lavkov and Medvedey
Increasingly are hewing to a more conservative Ine.

verqe of collapse. Gorbacney's success in shaking up the political

and military Ieadeush'p has In any case diminished the Chances of a
fOUp against him.

The Nat toralfty Hrobem

Ay throughout Soviet history, the effort to Toosen up and decentralize has
touched otf strife AMoNg etnnic groups ., unleashegd separatis: str!vlngs n the
non-Rus,ian republi. v, aag rrailenged cne ‘ey e’ determination to preserve
RQusitan regeminy. wnile elements of , strateqy are evolving, tne regime nas
Nd difficulty coming up with 3 COherent policy

SECREL NOFNRN NCCONIRACT
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ATl three of the Baitic regubii.« acp “eriousty chalienglng Moscow's rule.
-=  Gorbdchev has made concesslons to local interecte purging old 1ine
repubiic leaders and agreeing in principle to 4 shdvp increase In

republic autonomy .. in ropen of coopting muderate nationalists. Ne

s trying to use Baltic raform inittatives to demonstirate to others
the economic effectivene.: nf Perestroyka

--  But hig Folicy constitytes 4 large gamble because the loyalty of the
new Baltic leaders is not assured; all of the repub!ic Farties have
taken actions in recent months in defiance of Moscow decisions.

-- As the Russian minority in the Baltic republics organizes to protect
'ts Interests, there |5 a growing risk that ethnic fissures In Soviet

soclety will coalesce with political fissures in the Soviet
leadership.

The situation in the Cducasus, while different Yn character, is almost
equally dlsturb’nq trom Gorbachey' -, perspertive.

By dassuming direct contro! over the disputed Nagorno-Karabakh :
Province Moscow has Put itself in the position similar to the British

'n Northern [reland and is likely over time to become a major target
for nationalist attacks and quite possibly of terrori-m.

Maintaining the ‘oydity of native elites at least in
populous areas such ac the Ukradne and Central Asiga
relatively quieccent <o far . would appear
success of Gorbachev's reform pProg: am.

the larger, more
-- which have been
to be a sine qua non for the

-~ The chances of 4 ‘eparatist movement gathering momentum in Ukraine,

which has 4 history of reststance to Russian rule, are not
Insigniticant.

But Gorbachev may be learning from experience, going to great pains
to avold unnecessarily antagonizing the Ukrainian ellte and keeping

Ukralnian party leader Shcherbitskly in place unttl 3 suitable heir
15 foung.

On balance, we believe the regime retains the ability and the will to keep
It minorities from pulling the Country apart. As Gorbachev goes down the
refore path, however, he wil| face 4 constant struggle and will have to draw
on all of his considerable political skills to avoid a sertous eriglg.

CHANGE IN SOVIFET FOREIGN AND MILITARY POLICY

As in domestic policy, Gorbachev has made major foreign policy shifts in
pursuit of his hroader objectives, Among the more significant moves are- the
turnabost on [NF acceptance of on-site 'nspection, the withdrawa! from
Afghanistan, new Flexibility in resolving some Third Worlg contlicts --
Kampuched and Southern Africa -- ang most recently, and perhaps most
tmportaatly, the announcement of unilateral cyt In Soviet forces, defense
budget, and production on the order of 10.20 percent.

“SEEREF NOFORN NOCONTRACT
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aut of the policy cul-de «,¢; that nag Paralyzed Soviet policy by the
®1d-19805, 4ng endbled Gorhachey tq €ngage the U.S., Western Europe
and China \p 4 More productive ang constructive dlalogue.

They have also been a pub!ic relations triumph, Improving the Soviet
Image dranatically. altering the West's perception of threat, causing
Some disarray within NATO over how to respond, and adding to existing
Pressures in the West to lower defense spending, <low defense
modernization, ang Séek a broader dCCcommodation with the East.

Keeping The Heat Un rhe Hest. We expect Gorbachev to continue on his
toreign policy course for at Teast the next 3 to 5 years, and probably the

next 10, Wy highest priority wit) remain management of the uS relationship,
t1though turope wil) Play a central role In the effort.

o Sustain thys momentum and the perception of Soviet “lnltlatlvo“.
MOScow wil ] Invite maximym Western media exposure for évery phase of
the recently announced Soviet and fase European force Cuts.

The Soviets My well announce new unllateral cyts . In their Sn¢
forces, for example -- tq step up the pressure for arcommodation even
further ; -

Moscow wil] Press hard for reductions fp y g naval and ajr forces.

While there wil] be some exceptions” emigration of Jews and Germans

will remain high angd Institutional protection of human rights wii)
probably Improve

These moves 1n Furope will be complemented by efforts 14 improve relationg
In the Far Fast:

== Building on the normailzation of S[pg;gg![gs relattons, border
dgreement with Ching 's Tikely 1n the hext 3 years a5 ig further
Progress towarg removing Cambodia as a thorn in relations, A further
draw down In Soviet forces on the Chinese border beyond that already
dnnounced g al¢o probable within five years. Moscow does not
belleve, however, that an alliance relationship can be restored, or
éxpect the Chinese 'O Cut back on thelr Western ties.

Soviet relations with Japan wil) tontinye to lag those with China.
But Moscow wants to gain Japanese Darticipation 5 ovtet economic
modernt2ation ang over the next 10 years wi1] probably cyt d deal on
the Northern Territories to galin it and to decrease Japan's
tncentive for matntaining , large us milftary Presence.

[n the Third World. Moscow will work harg to prevent conflicts |n phyq

ared from damaging its much more Impor tant 49enda with the West .

Fricttons with Clients wil} Hkely increase as Moscow presses them to
improve performance and expand economic |inks to the West. Over the
long term, Soviet bonds to these States coulg weaken, especially {f
the need for Soviet military assistance dimintshes.

SEEREF NOF ORN NOCONTRACT
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Bullding on its role in Angola and Cambodia, Moscow will become
increasingly engdged 'n the search for a Middle Fast peace,
pressuring its clients to do the same and -- over the mid term
reestablishing relations with Israel.

- While not abandoning Nicaraqua, Moscow's desire to promote an image
ot restralnt In Latin America and encourage the West to build ties to
Managua wlll cause Soviet aid levels to decline somewhat over the
next few years, Particularly If the Insurgency ends. The Soviets
will continue to urge most Latin American revolutionaries to eschew
armed struggle and to work within broad opposition fronts to gain
power through the political process, although Cuba will continye to
d'm and train guerrilias with at least tacit Soviet support.

Moscow's biggest changes probably will be manifested iIn more
pragmatic and economically productive relations with the NICs in Asia
and Latin America as well as with pro.Western Acab states like Egypt
and Saud) Arabla.

Military Policy

A qood dea! of Gorbachev's success abroad can be attributed to his
rethinking of long-heid military policies and bellefs. Soviet military
capabllities to be sure have Increased, and thus far there 's no direct
fvidence that major wedpon systems already in production or advanced stages of
development have been efther cancelled or delayed. Gorbachev's recent force
reductton announcement huwever, suggests that Soviet perceptions of regional
mititary requirements indecd Miy be changing, and that the reduction of Soviet
and War<aw Pact torces that - 5cheduled to occur in the next few years will
result tn o diminiched threal '0 both NATO and China.

- The cuts in Contral Furope are most 51gnificant hecause the pullout
ot standing divisions and vspeclally the large reduction of tanks
would virtually eliminate - 3 plausible contingency any short
warning attack against curient NATO forces. (DOD believes that these
cuts, wnile reducing the plausibility of such an attack, do not
eliminate the possioility).

-=  The magnitude of the other announced Soviet reductions -- espectally
the manpcower cuts 'n the far East -- Ymply that additional reductions
In force structure and weapons will pe forthcoming.

- The announced cuts of almost 20 percent in defense procurement wiil
necessarily slow the rate at which the smaller forces are modernized.

- Even more dramatic restructuring and cuts may be contemplated over
the longer term (10 years) pyt this Issue remains controversial in
the elite and the military and the prospects are thus uncertain.

Even with the announced cuts the Soviet military will retain an Immense
war-fighting Capability. 1Its forces are large, modern, and numerically
superior to NATO forces in some dreas. Fully mobil!zed Warsaw Pact forces
would pose a significant immediate military threat to NATO. |[f the cuts are
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implemented, however, -- and we belleve they will be -- the Soviets wil) have
o take longer to prepare for an offensive agalnst NATO and Sovlet
Capabilities for milti-theater war will be more 1imited.

Acms Control

Arms control 15 central to Gorbachev's effort to reduce the burden of
defenqe . cut his forces, dand at the same time reduce the Western threat to
Soviet cecurity. He has consistently shown himself capable of bold, unexpected
actions to seize the Initiative from the West, often through direct personal
Intervention, and we should expect more of the same.

Conventlional Arms Contiol. A significant agreement In this area would
orovide Gorbachev with the greatest economic benefit as well as signal that
Soviet iIntentions to dominate Europe militartly are a thing of the past.
Moscow prefers to negotiate mutual force cuts with NATO, byt recognizes that
the compiex fssues Involved would take years to negotiate. Gorbachev's
recently announced unilateral cuts demonstrate that he believes some Soviet
goals can be accomplished by moving alone.

- This approach already has ylelded results in Western Europe, where
NATO efforts to find support for funding expensive new force
modernization have been complicated by growing public perception of 4
diminishing Soviet threat.

== As the new conventional talks begin, Moscow is Ikely to employ a two
frack approdch:  offer large, asymmetric cuts in the talks to appeal
to public apinion and to undercut Western arguments for excluding
alrecraft, while concurrently announcing further unilateral cuts to
reinforce pressure on NATO to respond In kind or change its
neqgotiating positions.

Having made -ych farge un!latergl cuts, however  they are Ikely to
take a tough stance at the talk. on what Moscow insists Is the Hest's
wpertocity in air 4and naval forces

START and Oefense and Space. START wil| remain a top priority, glven the
centrality of strategic weapons to the U.S.-Soviet relationship and Moscow's
concern about the U.S. abllity to outpace the USSR 1n an unrestrained
strategic defense and high technology competition. The Soviets believe they
Can meet their strategic requirements as effectively as with current forces if
both sides Implement 50 percent reductions In strategic forces while agreeing
to severe constraints on Dailistic missile defenses.

Soviet offlictals have made 't clear that, while they understand the new
administration's need to review Its strategic options, they are hoping for a
rapid resumption of the START negotiations and resolution of outstanding
Issues. There is good reason to expect Initlatives to pressure the U.S. If
Moscow percelves delay or a retreat from previously agreed posttions on our
part. These could tnclude, tn rough order of probability:

-- Relaxing direct 11nkage between a START agreement and the ABM Treaty,
while pressing for a formal reaffirmation of the ABM treaty and

SEEREF NOFORN NOCONTRACT
10

| e



SHEREF NOFORN NOCONTRACT

counting on 1).S. domestic presures to 1imit development and
deployment of SDI (INR believes this Is unlikely)

-~ Accepting declaratory limits on SICMs, again looking to U.S. domest!c
constraints on SLUM deployments

milaterally cutting 10 percent ot their old strategic launchers

5 11,55 1, at little enst to security.

Agreeing to completely and verifiably dismantle the Krasnoyarsk
14dar. but in the context of 4 710 year U.S. commitment to the ABM
leaty

Announcing that the SS-18 torce will be cut unilaterally by up to 501
a4 4 STARI Treaty would require - analogous to the 7 December
innouncement of cuts In tanks ([NR and the National Intelligence
Otficer for Strategic Programs do not believe the Soviets wil] make
n'gnificant unllateral cuts in the 55-18 force.)

Fliminating the Mascow ABM vystem, most llkely a5 a Soviet qu'd pro

qun far 11 S acceptance of mstralnts on SOI
‘nce START 5 concluded, they will almost certainly propose even mor e
radical cuts, possiply Inciuding MIRVs ang hedvy missiles.

Nuclear Testing. The Soviets are better positioned than the United States
to 1lve with tighter const-aints on nuclear testing. They may well push for
further reductions In the number ang yteld of nuclear tests to support thelr
ultimate goal of dchieving o comprehensive test ban and hampering SDI research.

[t has already suqqested that the sides restrict themselves to as few
as three or four explosiang per side per year., with a maximum ylela
of one kiloton tor cach explosion.

Ihe Soviets will probably press for creation of a test ban wortking
group witn a negotiating mandate at the spring 1989 Cnonference on
ODlsarmament session.

--  While it can't be ruled Gui, the fallure of thelr unilateral testing
moratorium in 1987 to generate the necessary pressure for the Un!ted
States to follow suit makes another sych gectuse unlikely,

Chemical Weapons Given the Presidents stated views on tne subject,
Gorbachev will likely press the West to complete a global convention banning
chemical weapons (CW) 45 300n 4§ possible and proposing more stringent
medsures to prevent CW proliferation Moscow knows that verification fssues
will be difficult to resolve hut Ccid test our resolve by:

--  Unilaterally declariry their (W holdings and locations and
agreeing not to move them

--  Inviting Western observers to their recently established Cw
destruction facility at Chapayevsk.
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Progress i1s likely to be far mor e problematic on the domestic front In the
short term (3-S5 years)

--  To a large extent the leadership is flying blind -- it has no guiding
9ame plan, lacks critical information about the economy and soclety,
and 1s hewildered about how to proceed.

== A tactical vetreat fs already evident on economic reform, aimed at
buying time to bulld consumer support while resolving the current
financlal !'mhalance.

--  The odds dre against dny substantial improvement in the Soviet
economy. The Soviets will not be able to ndrrow the technology gap
with the West, and gains in particular areas will not be
self-perpetuating since Incentives for dynamic technological
Innovation are likely to remafn weak (DOD believes the Soviets wil)
do better than this in some -elected allltary technologles). Some
modest improvements on the consumer front are possible.

Continuing economic problems will probably Increase pressures on
Moscow to press for rapid movement in arms control, constrain defense
spending, and move more quickly to elicit assistance from the West.
Political Instability may lead to some tightening up on contacts
between Soviet citizens and the West, the resumption of some Jamming
of Western broadcasts, and tighter contraints on glasnost.

-~ On balancek_howgyeth_gg_ggllgye the .leadership will stay the course
over this perice daipite the tertainty of 04y news on_the nome front.

Gorbachev's death or removal wonld almost certainly lead to some
retrenchment, but the Impetus to reform would continye:

--  The new leader would most I'kely be a compromise candidate and
moderate reformer (such as Moscow party chief Lev Zaykov). He would
probably share the same broad goals on forelgn policy and economic
reform as Gorbachev, but endorse some pulling back from political
reforms that threaten the leading role of the party and with greater
emphasis on order and repression In selected areas.

Especially in the event of escalating political and economic turmoi !,
there 1s some chance that Gorbachev would be replaced by a clearly
more conservative figure such as party secretary Ligachev or
Chebrfkov. Such a leadership would be 11kely to pursue a far more
cautioes approach to economic and political reform at home and less
concessionary -- byt not necessarily more confrontational -- policles
toward the West.

Over the longer term, the fate of the leadership's new directions on

foreign policy will pe closely tied to the success of the domestic reform
effort.

-~ We believe the chances dre better than even that. under the influence
of the endemic praglems Gorbachey ¢ dddressing, the reform effort
will proceed over the next decade There Is a widespread consensus
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In Moscow that a return to the policies of the past Is out of the
question. Progress 1s likely to be halting. Temporary retreats or o
hew, more radical thrust are possible and even iikely. The USSR will
not become fylly integrated into the world economic or political
order or cease to seek International changes potentially threatening
to the West. But It 1s likely to display continuing movement in
current directions, thereby becoming a more manageable adversary,
sometimes paitner, and safer neighbor for the We<t.

There will remain a risk ot the USSR reverting to draconian
dutocracy, political represciom, and economic or thadoxy during the
next decade, but we belleve the chances are relatively small. The
longer Gorbachev and the reform impulse last, the more difficult and
wienching . even bloody - would be any full-blown reversal. A
catastrophic fallure of the reform effort or a serious threat of
regime collapse would make this outcome more likely. Such a shift
would probably bring to power a more xenophoblc leadership,
Increasing repression in Eastern Europe and increasing tenslons with
the West. But internal Preoccupations and economic weakness would
probably stil) limit the regime's appetite for foreign adventures.

More extreme possibllittes -- a democratic revolution or

disintegration of the Soviet empire -- are not to be ruled out, but
the chances are remote.
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