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FROM: PM - Robert Dean
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Proposals” ' '
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Pebruary 2, 1982
SOVIET INP POSITION

Q: What ts your teapnnsé to the announcement by Andropov that

-the Soviet Union i8 ready to reduce the number of its missiles

in Burope to the anumber of missiles deployed by the UK and
Ffrance and to cnnaidoz geparate ceilings for misstles and.
afrcratt?

A, =-- NMr. And;npné'u ptopnsal was not new; major alements of

it surfaced durina the Pall tound of negotiations in Geneva,
We carefully crnsidered and discussed the prnpnsal with Sut'

NATO aliioa. and our public r-actidn to M. Andropov's speech

was based on the unanimous view of the Allfance that the Sbvietf'““

nffer was unacceptable,
-- The Soviet proposal fails to meet the fundamental

criterion of equality. It would petpetuate a danaarnda

military tnbalanCO and ptOVont our abillty to counter the

threat pnsed to NATO by Soviet dvploynont of th- trtplO-warh-ad

mnbile 55-20 force, zﬂsultﬁnq in a slgnitncant increass i
deployed warheads., It would permit tﬁe Soviets ﬁo tata}n a
substantial force nf SS-20 missiles while blocking NATO's
planned deployment of any modernized U.S. longer-range INP
missiles. A Saviet monepnly nver the United States in
lonqger -range INP ntssilbbvié unacceptable.

-- The Snviet Union 18 8eeking to 1imit the Us ability
to defend Burope and is trying to decouple the yUs strategic
deterrent from NATO forces.

-- railing a concrete arms control agreement, nodetnization

of NATO's [NP is necessacy to restore a ntlitaty balance in

Burope which is the necessaty condition for poac¢ It vill ' :Essf’ff

cttonqthon NATO's deterrent, which for 30 y-a:a has kppt th-

. - -l .l-h

s
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peace n Eurnpe, and wiii keen the US’sttatﬂaicﬁlly linked to
the defense ot Eurnpo;

-; If NATO dnes not take =tepg to correct the imbalance of
ftrrces tn Rurope and ptos?tvé its deterrent, the 1mbalance
‘Enuld nver the lnna run} tﬂsult'inﬂa.Snviﬂt petception thét the
defense nf Europe had {nd--d'b--p decoupled from the US ccdi;al}

etrategic force thus encouraning the Soviets to use their

pteponderance of nuclear forces to jatimidate Eornpe im o - -0 0 ek

pnlittcallYﬁ

-~ We have offered to forego our deployments 6f longec -
ranae land-based INP_nlcsilés if the Sbﬁiits ollminat; all

their SS-4, SS-5, and SS-20 LRINF missiles reaardless nf whers < 0%

' they are lncated. We have made it clear th#t we will-not' »
;'A : accept an unequal aarsement . ' : | .  .}!f-.;?
| o The Snviet ptnpnﬁal is not acceptable as a basis for
neantiation because it is fundamentally unbalanced and would
leave rhOﬁ a large force nf LRINFP missiles on the one h;nd and
the. US none on the athey It weuld p-tmit Soviet retention of
‘162 §5-20 stt-ms ot 486 warheads threateninag Eutope, and would
ot limit SS§S-208 1n the Snviet East. The SS-20 is a mobile,
accurate, triple-warhead missile vi:h a 5000 ki1lometsr tanéb.‘
capabl® nf threatentna Eutnpe from most parts of the Soviet
Unieon,

-- The talks i1n Geneva are gtrictly bilateral negotia-
tions focusina on US and Soviet 1onger-ranage land-based INP ' ,
miasiles. Justifyina a continued Soviet nnnbhnly ovof the Us | ‘j/ -

an the basis nf British and Prench missilés is unacceptable.
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British and Prench forces at~ the independent nuclear systems
‘aof soversian qnv-;nnonts. ‘Thﬂy are strateqic forces wvhich
. —_ deter Soviet nuclear threats to britain and Prance—and do not
ptovide detertence for non . - lear HATO nations. They ate not
designed to dﬁior attack on Ehe rest of NATC Europe nor to |
ensute coupling with the United States strateqic force. In the
nverall numbers balance, the Soviets o#étwhﬂlmingly outnumber
the nuclear systems nf the UK, rrance._aﬁd ;ha Usbcnmbihnd.
The USSR has at least a 4 - | advantage over NATO in compatablég,
nuclear systems deplnyed in éutnpo.

-~ We cannot a;cfpt the proposition that tho'US should
agree tn the prtinciple of compensating the Sovieta for aritisﬁ
and French nuclear systons.'_fho Soviets are, in fact, clainind;f i1\'
the right to be stronaer ihgn any one nuclear pnw?t, and indeed

- equal to all cnnbibid. Thé'United States will not negotiate nﬁ
the forces nf independent cnuntti'q; nor will we discuss cbnben? ’
satfon " for such forces.

-- Although the Soviets have an overwhelmina prepondence of(
nuclear capuble atctcraft, we believe the talks should focus nh
the lysﬁons of areatest concern -- lonqef—zanq- INP miggiles,

In any case, the Andtopov proposal for reductions in nuclear-
capable aircraft is vague, degpite requests by the US Ambassador
té the Soviet Uninn, Arthur Y“artman, for more details. We have

no reason tn expect that it is anything more than a repetition

of previous Soviet proposalrs to reduce the S céntt\bution to

NATO's conventional and "";‘"9‘ detegrent vithou; acqu;?ng ;}i  55

crmparable constraints on Soviet air power, whicﬁ:in vastly

super {nr numerically to NATO.



-
-- By all appoafané;s.'tﬁo Soviet objective in the negotta-.
tiona, as in this propnsal, is to prtevent NATO dﬂplnyﬁents o  -'ﬁi
through p6litical means, ;hd ultimately tﬁ eliminate the U.S.'
_ﬁucl-ar presence in Burope while retaining theit own nuclear

forces. .
..'IJ-IXrihbﬁéﬁ ﬁhn Aﬁdro§AV'§rnpnc;llts unacceptable as a
basis for serious negotiatinns, thers are some pnsittv-'aapects:
:} By offOrind tn r;duce its LéiNP missiles tn a level
 fequal to those of Btﬁtnin and Prance, the Soviet
Uﬁaon inplnéitl?’tocbcnizéa the imbalance i1n longer-
ranae INP missiles in their favor, thus eroding th#- |
balance araumeat upon which their antire neqotiaﬁinggii;»
~pn.ition ie bqﬁnd.. | A S

o '~ By this proposal the Soviets may also crecognize the

nesd to ﬁandln LRINP nizslion and iircraft éepa-l

ra:OIy;vand the need to reduce LRINF missiles as a

matter of first priority, This has been a b;aic

tenet nf the US negotiating posttion from the
beginnina.

-- In the noqottatinng, we continue to propnse the elimi-
nation nf the entire class . longer-ranae INF missiles. fhe
adjustments the Snvi-ts have made in their position may teflect'<
aaome recngnitinn on their part of the merits of nur proposal
and the need to regpond to it, in the public drmain as well as
in Geneva, We believe that a determined stand on out current

/,

—- —- -Bogition can evince furtther -Sav)yrFt-movement. - o - L»-‘ -

t.



Pebruacy 2, 1983

INP - Reqional va. Global Limitationas

_ Q'. Why do we suppott qlobal versus toqlonal limits on

longer -tange INP nigsiles? '

A: == Andrapov's ptoposal quld not require the Soviet Union
to reduce or even cnnstrain'so§iqt systems in the Soviet Bast,
Bocauio of their lonag taﬁa' and transpoctability, Soviet S5-208
d'plny'diin the Soviet East brosontly posé a threat to NATO as

well a8 to our friends and allies in Asia. If Snvist nlsa&lés

now in Europe were simply withdrawn and redeploy~d to the SOviégf} e

Zast, th-y too would poses a *hreat to areas of NATO Europe and?ffjﬂifﬁ‘

Asia. .Therefore, we cannot agree to the Soviet proposal for

z'qtnnal LRINP limitatihna'which vﬁuld pe:ﬂit the Soviota.to
retain mobile miesile fotco. in the Soviet Eaat that could be-
moved back intn position tn tht-aton NATO., H- ptnpno- a clnbal
ban on ss- 20s, a ban which is oaalor to v-rify than ﬂith-r a

t*gional limitation ntr a numﬂtically l\nit-d fotce of INP

systems,




'Pﬂbtuaxy 2, 1983

INFP -- SOVIET MOVEMENT?

Q: The previous Soviet position would have allowed the USSR to
naintain a fortce of up to 300 SS-208 in the Eutopean USSR. The
position disciosed by nr, Andropov could requice the reduction
af a large number of Soviet missiles, including some SS-208,
Doesn't this show movement ou the partt of the Soviets?

A, -~ Snviot Qxbtbdsiﬁnh of willinaness to reduce their LRIN?

m"'il" indicate the saviets may be coming tn‘rncoanizp the

ptnbl-m created by th-1t nVOrwhOInnna sUpo:iOtxty in lnnqnt-l;f

range INP nlsailhs and by their n-qotla;lnq’ptnpnaals which

lﬂﬁk to preserve that advantaq-

-- N-vorthOlesa, the overall Soviet position continues to

contradict the principle of ﬂqualitya

-=- This pna\tion vnuld t+3ult in tho bastc nutcnmw snuqh:

by the Saviets since bofn:a the n-qottations bﬂaan -- p!'!Qt—jil”L

- vation nf a aubstantial Lalul monopoly ovet ‘the U.S. vhtch-'

. §S-58 which already were slated far—-tetirement. TI&

poses a threat to nur friends and allies. Such an outcome

is unncc-ptablnﬁ

-- Mnreover, the ‘hundtada‘ of missiles which Mr, And:Opov“

"has offered tn reoduce would .onsist mostly of aagina 55-4s and

‘Shvidts

would retain a lactge force ... awondern, triple-warhead, mobile

.85-20 missiles which are capable of sttlkind targets throughout

all of Eurnpe and much nf Asia and North Africa. Those S5-208

which would be reduced in the Soviet proposal may not be

destroyed, but merely transpnrthd to othet reqgions of the USSR
where they would atill be ablﬁ to pose a threat to NATO and

Anian Alltes and ttiondl.




-~ The sn-called concessinns by Mr. Andropov and othezéfﬁtg
merely variations on an onld theme of maintaining a superior
nuclear force in Butope and of preventing NATO from deterring
that threat with a modernized force of its own. These propo-
sals dn not address the fundamental security needs of NATO and
thersfore cannot be v:ou-d.és'scttods attempts to move the |
negotiations forward. Ratheér, they gté efforts to play to the
Western bubliés and ct-ateitho impression of mékinq conceasinhé
and showing flexibility,.

-- Although the.Andfnp;v oroposal {® unacceptable as a

basis fnr serious neantiations; theres are some positive aspects:

- By offerina to reluce {ts LRINP missiles to a level - = -

squal tn those of Britain and France, the Soviet

~ Union fmplicitly recoanigzes the imbalance in lonqét-gf'

range INP missiles in thelz'!avot, thus ecoding the_

balance arqument upon which their entire n-gotiatinq_.“":'

position is based.

- By this ptoposal the Soviets may also recognize the -
need to handle LRINPF missiles and aircraft sepa-
rately, and the need to reduce LRINP missiles as a
matter of first priority. This has been a basic |
tenst of the US ﬁéqétiatinq position from the

boqinnlné.

e



‘Pebruary 2, 1983

INP -- UK AND PRENCH PORCES

Q: Andropnv and nther Soviets are udngsiino that their
migsiles in Europe be reduced to the level of UX and Prench
migsiles. Since the UK and Prance are U.S. Allies, why does

the U.S. refuse tn take account of UK and Prench systems in the
" INP negottations? ’ . -ne

A. -- The Saviet argument that an agreement must include UK

and Prench nuclear forces is intended to substantiate a highly -

. contrived claim that a balance in so-called *medium-range®

At

forces #xists in Europe, The S-viet gnal is tn bring about d';ﬂj 

" tegult that would d;cnup10 £b? U.S. finp its Burnpﬂén allies,

It shnuld be noted that in all past arms contiol agreements

nver the last 13 years the Soviets have reached aareement with

‘the U.S. based on oquallty_of U.s. and Soviet forces without 1 -

reference to the forces of nther chuﬁttiea. Hnroov;t, in
nyn}all nuhbera, the Snviﬂté nVetvhéllinQ\y 6ﬁtnumb§i the
medium-ranges missiles and aircraft of the UK and France.

-~ The GCeneva INP talks are explicitly bilateral negotia--
tions frcusing on U.S. and Snviet longer-ranges land-based INP
missiles. The UK and Prance are sovereign nations. The U.S.
cannot neantiate nr discuss compensation for their independent
snvereian nuclear forces, Th® British and Prench Governments
have firmly rejected any cnnsid-tatinn of the inclusion of
their nuclear forces in the INP neagotiations.

-~ They are strateqgic forces which deter Soviet threats
to the UK and Prance alone. :he Soviets are inconsistent {n
Aasking fnr compensation in the INP talks for British and Prench

nuclear forces, since thay’ACKnbulodqed in both the SALT I and

u?/é7. 
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SALT 11 n~gnttiations tha§ the British/Prench systems are
strategic systems, Hnrnov?t, British/Prench systems are
mainly sea-based and thus ar= consequently less stabilizing
than land-based systems andvaro cutside the scope of the
INP talks. |

== The forces of the UK and France represent minimum
unilateral national deterrents and are not comparable Eo the
land-based 1nnq0E4:dnqe INP niisllea of the US and USSR,

-=- In essence, the ‘Soviet position amerunts tn a demand
that the Snviet Union be graunted the right En maintain nucleac
forces eaqual te thoge of ali athert pnvﬁpa cnmbinnd. This

totally contradicts rhé principle nf equality in U.S.-Sovist

arma contrnl agreements.

-~ Mnreover, Andropov's propnsals, if implemented, would

leave only Prench and British nuclear forces in Eutope to face
Snviet misszileg and bombers. UK/Prench nuclear forces are the
“minimum »ssential for unilateral national detercence. Tﬁny
provide no prntection for other, non-nuclear NATO natinns; Qa
the US LRIN? {8 designed to do and which can deter a huge and
growing Soviet nuclear a(sonal. The USSR has at least a 4-1}
‘advantage aver NATO in cnmbarabl*-nuclﬂar systems deployed in
Euvope,

~- The Soviet Union i8 seeking to linitvth- USs ability to
defend Europe and {8 trying to decauple the (S strategic |
deterrent from NATO forces, Pailing a concreter arms control
agreement, modﬂrntzatinq of NATO's INF will strenathen NATO's

deterrent and will keep the U5 3tx$tegt¢&!ly linksd to the

defense of Europe,



?ébruary 2, 1983

U.S. RESPONSE

Q: Will you be formally teapondlng‘to~the.AndrOpov proposal
now tha* *he negoti{ations have resumed in Geneva.

A. -~ The Andfopov proposal of December il 1982 was not new,

A missile sub- ceillnq *{ed t0 *the nuclent torces of the UK and

'rranre was proposed in Round Three of the INP negottationn in .

*he rall of 1982.

-- We expect the Soviets will discuss this proposal fu:the{;ﬁ’

during this current neqotia®inqg round. We intend to continue 

nequ’1at ing uetiously and we are willing tb consider anyiéoﬁ-

structive Suviet proposal that adpqua*oly addresses *he

socurt'y concerna of NATO. Ru‘ as wve have tepeatedly stated,‘
we conttinue to bnlieve-*h;* ‘ha zero/zeto ou?come. vhtch vould
el{mina*e *he entire claas of lonqer tange tNF mxssiles,

provides the beat and most'equltable acms con*tol solution.




February 3, 1983

Dear Dennis:

As you know from our conversations and the discussions of
the Interagency Committee on European Security and Arms
Reduction, the President and I believe that we must make a
concerted effort to get our arms control message across to
European publics. 1In that context your active participation is
vital to the success of our program.

We hope that you will, in the weeks and months ahead, be
available to speak to select groups in Europe, just as you have
made your time and talents available in the past.

In order to determine your current travel plans and other
dates when you may be available to go to Europe, I have asked
Richard Bissell, Director, Office of Program Coordination and
Development of USIA to contact your staff.

Many thanks in advance for your continuing effort and
assistance on this vital issue.

Sincerely,

oz I Aot

Peter H. Dailey, Chairég;
European Public Diplomacy Committee

Mr. Dennis Blair
National Security Council
Washington, D.C.



Problems in Promoting Democracy

MEW UK TIMES-BA, Feh

ny JEFFGERTH [98%
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Feb. 3 — The Rea-
gan Administration’s public cam-
paign to promote democracy, an-
nounced with great fanfare by the
President last June, has been em-
bruiled in a bureaucratic tusslie over
funding and the question of whether
the Central Intelligence Agency
should have a significant role.

Ultimately, the participation of the
C.I.A. and plans for unspecified cov-
ert activities were dropped from the
program, because it was thought that
‘“‘the quickest way to destroy the pro-
gram was to have any association

with the agency,’” according to Robert
. C. McFarlane, deputy director of the

National Security Council.

The bureaucratic struggle lllus-
trates two realities in W:
first, involvement with the C.I.A. has
become so sensitive that the agency’s

' participation in any public project is

often counterproductive, and second,

- whenever new funds become avatl-

able, agencies will inevitably stumble

- ,overoneanothertogetapieceofthe

project.
In addition, aides to Senate conser-

. vatives this week. raised their own

questions about the ideological roots.
aof the organizations that are to receive

' some $65 million being sought by the

Administration for the
project. '
Announcemeant to Parllament

Specifically, aides to four conserva-
tive Republican Senators told Charies

democracy

Z. Wick, director of the United States
Information Agency, that they would

not support the project unless conser-
vative organizations got more financ-
ing, according to Congreselonal -and
Government sources.

The public diplomacy
first announced by President R

in his address to the British Parlia- '
ment last June and was started last -

3

norec Lhat the agenda included discus-
sion o) a Jour-part Government organ-
izational structure for the project —
information, political, covert and a:
quasi-governmental institute. The

C.I:A. and a subcommittee of the Na-.

tional Security Council, the National
Security Planning Group, were to be

. responsible for the covert component,

according to the document. The con--

“If we have the

C.I.A.in this
‘we can call it off
right off the bat.’

—Robert C. McFarlane,
National Security Council

templated covert,activiti' were not.

spelled out.
 The Palmer document, which was
labeled secret /sensitive, noted under

‘the heading ‘“DOD input” that ‘‘Both

in the N.S.C. organizational structure

*and the N.S.D.D., one must address

how much of the political action con-
templated is already covered by law
and Executive Order providing for
Covert Action.””

It added: “We need t0 examine how

month by a classified executive order . -..-:

1| - signed by Mr. Reagan. ¢
carry out the campaign, which is

To
to be.coordinated by Willlam P. Clark,
the national security adviser, the Ad-
ministration is proposing numerous
training, education and exchange pro-
grams involving such Government

agencies as the U.S.I1.A. as wellas pri-

vate institutions.
But funds for the program have yet

" to be approved by Congress and the

Administration’s $65 million budget
“request for the fiscal year 1984 is in
jeopardy. .
_ News Conference Scheduled
In an attempt to answer some of
these questions, Administration’ offi-
cials, possibly -Mr. McFarlane and
Lawrence S. Eagle
retary of State for Political Affairs,

. are scheduled to hold a news confer-
ence in the near future. Parts of last:

month’s executiVe order may be dis-
closed at that time in order to allay
concerns about any possible covert
component. Earlier this week Mr.
McFarlane agreed to try to declassify
the order, National Security Decision
Document (NSDD) 77, after a request
gyma reporter. fmm The New York
es.

Other Government docnmenm ob- -

..{:isnedby'l‘henmesshowthefollow-

GA document prepared on Aug. 3by‘

Mark Palmer, a State Department of.

ficial, for a Cabinet-level. meeting _

N
- .

, Under Sec+

iaw and Executive [‘)rder cals e uade
more liberal o permit covery acdun
on a broader scale, as well as what we:
can do .through substantially in-
creased overt political action.”

9GA proposed list, dated Oct. 2, of
more than 75 programs funded by 'the
U.S.I.A,, included a “Public Diplo-
macy Data Base’ project that would
have an ‘‘interactive computer net-
work’’ that would tie ‘““in with certain
elements of the C.I.A. system.” Mr.
McFarlane and officials of the infor-
mation agency say‘this project has
been dropped and that the final list of -
projects is still being worked on.

Mr. ‘McFarlane said that he, Mr.
Eagleburger and others began to
worry about the intelligence agency’s

*involvement in late July, and suc-

ceeded in getting the C.I.A. “put
firmly out of the program’’ at a meet-
‘ing Aug. 31. , .
‘“Let’s not be naive — if we have the
C.1.A. in this we can call it off right off
the bat,”” Mr. McFarlane said he
remembered thinking at the time.

Revelations in the. 1960°s about cov-
ert financing of educational and chari.
table institutions by the C.I.A. led toa
national policy adopted in 1967 prohib-
iting covert financial assistance or
support to such institutions. Some of
the same institutions that figured in.
that debate are slated to receive open,
noncovert assistance in the public di-
.plomacy project, according to Mr

. McFarlane.









PEACE THROUGH STRENGTH DAY
MARCH 8, 1983

Featuring Rallies in Washington, D. C. and in 50 State Capitals

At 12:00 Noon, March 8, 1983, members of the Coalition for Peace
Through Strength, a bi-partisan alliance of pro-defense leaders and
organizations, will rally at the nation's capitol and in 50 state
capitals in support of the passage of the Peace Through Strength
Resolution in the Congress and by the state legislatures which
haven't already passed it.

These rallies are also intended to express opposition to the
Nuclear Weapons Freeze Resolution whose supporters will be rallying
at the U.S. Capitol at the same time.

The rallies by both sides will call visual attention to the
head-to-head confrontation between the two Resolutions in the
Congress and the state legislatures. And, both sides will be
visiting Members of Congress on March 7 and 8 in person and by phone
and letter.

To date, each Resolution has been passed by 12 state
legislatures.

Members of the Coalition for Peace Through Strength include 229
Members of Congress from both parties, and 126 national
organizations. A major purpose of the March 8 effort is to
significantly increase this support.

President Reagan, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John W. Vessey, Jr.
have all endorsed the Peace Through Strength Resolution.

The Coalition for Peace Through Strength believes that the
Nuclear Freeze has gained support primarily because it has had
little opposition. The Coalition believes that given a clear choice
the American people, and the Congress and legislatures which
represent them, will overwhelmingly back Peace Through Strength
rather than a Freeze into military inferiority.



PEACE THROUGH STRENGTH DAY
Observed in 50 State Capitols

PURPOSE: 1) To support the Peace Through Strength Resolution passage in
state legislature (12 legislatures have passed it - see attached
list)

2) To oppose the Nuclear Weapons Freeze Resolution

MAJOR EVENT: Rally on steps of state capitols March 8, 1983 at 12 noon
local time

STATE ORGANIZING COMMITTEE: To be formed by local units of national
organizations active in Coalition for Peace
through Strength then expanded to include as
many other organizations as possble including
patriotic veterans, business, labor,
political, clerical, professional, ethnic and
other groups. The first meeting will be
coordinated by the state VFW.

EXECUTIVE CHAIRMAN: To be selected at first meeting to coordinate all
committee activities and be the primary communication
link with the national Peace Through Strength Day.

CHAIRMAN: Prominent citizen to be selected by state committee. First
consideration should be given to whether the governor would be
supportive enough to serve in that role. In seven states, the
governor is state chairman for the Coalition for Peace Through
Strength.

SPEAKERS: The speakers at the rally will be leaders of sponsoring
organizations, state legislators and prominent citizens,
The American Security Council and the VFW will prepare a folder
presenting the primary arguments for Peace Through Strength and
against the nuclear weapons freeze for all speakers and
participants.

MEDIA: The purpose of the rally is to provide a visual representation of
the nationwide support for peace through strength and opposition to
the freeze media.

Press kits and media contact suggestions will be prepared
nationally for local adaptation.

NATIONAL COORDINATION: The American Security Council, as the
administrative arm of the Coalition for Peace
Through Strength, will be the national coordination
point and will be in close touch with the state
executive chairmen.

Contact John M. Fisher, President or David Spray, Special Projects Director
Phone number: 703/825-8336

American Security Council
Washington Communications Center
Boston, Virginia 22713
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 133—CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION RELATING TO PEACE
THROQUGH STRENGTH

Mr. LAXALT (for himself, Mr.
Tower, Mr, ABDNOR, Mr, ANDREWS, Mr,
ARMSTRONG, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BOREN,
Mr., BoscHWITZ, Mr. Cannon, Mr.
CHILES, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. CoHEw, Mr.
D'AMaTO, Mr. DasFoRTH, Mr. DECoON-
ciNi, Mr. DENTOR, Mr. DoLE, Mr. Do-
MENICI, Mr. EasT, Mr. GarN, Mr. GoLp-
WATER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mrs.
Hawkins, Mr, Havagawa, Mr. HerLIN,
Mr, HElms, Mr, HoLLINGS, Mr. Hupb-
LESTON, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. JEPSEN,
Mr. JoHNSTON, Mr. KAsSTEN, Mr. LoNg,
Mr. Locar, Mr. McCLure, Mr, Mart-
TINGLY, Mr., MEgLCcEER, Mr. MUR-
KowsKI, Mr, NicyrLes, Mr, NUNN, Mr.
QUAYLE, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. PrYoR, Mr.
RanpoLPH, Mr. RoTH, Mr. RUDMAN,
Mr, SASsSER, Mr. SCHMITT, Mr. STEVENS,
Mr. Symms, Mr. THUsRMOND, Mr.
WaLLor, Mr. Warser, and Mr. Zor-
INSKEY), submitted the following con-
current resclution; which was referred
to the Committee on Armed Services;



S 14402

S. Con. REes. 133

Whereas the Soviet Union has exploited
United States peace initiatives in order to
build up Soviet strategic and conventional
warfare capabilities;

Whereas these ¢apabilities have given the
Soviet Union the means to support world-
wide aggression of an increasingly bold
nature;

Whereas there is a basis for concern that
the Soviets may use these capabilities in
armed aggression in Pakistan, Iran, and Yu-
goslavia,;

Whereas the Soviet Union has demon-
strated an unwillingness to live by the prin-
ciples of International law;

Whereas the United States is the one
world power that can stop Soviet expansion-
ism: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representalives
(the Senate concurring/, That it is the sense
of the Congress that the national security
policy of the United States should reflect a
national strategy of peace through strength,
the general principles and goals of which
would be—

(1) to inspire, focus, and unite the nation-
al will and determination to achieve peace
and freedom,

(2) to achieve overall military and techno-
logical superiority over the Soviet Union,

(3) to to create a strategic and civil de-
fense which would protect the American
people against nuclear war at least as well
as the Soviet population is protected,

(4) to accept no arms control agreement
which in any way jeopardizes the security of
the United States or its allies, or which
locks the United States into a position of
military inferiority,

(5) to reestablish effective security and in-
telligence capabilities,

(6) to pursue positive nonmilitary means
to roll back the growth of communism,

(1) to help our allies and other non-Com-
munist countries defend themselves against
Communist aggression, and

(8) to maintain a strong economy and pro-
te¢t our overseas sources of energy and
other vital raw materials.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, the
greatest problem we have as a Nation
is how to deal with the growing Soviet
politico-military threat to us and the
rest of the free world.

The invasion of Afghanistan and the
repression of Poland are reminders
that the Soviets are as ruthless as
were the Nazis in expanding and con-
solidating their totalitarian empire.

Soviet expansionism has been driven
by the goal of world domination and
guided by a grand strategy to achieve
that goal.

Soviet successes have been possible
only because the United States has
had neither a goal or a strategy in this
conflict. U.S. policy has been essential-
ly that of reacting to Soviet initiatives
in defense of the status quo.

Now, the Soviets have gained a sig-
nificant nuclear and conventional mili-
tary superiority over the United
States. This, together with the power-
ful Soviet worldwide propaganda and
disinformation network promoting
disarmament in the West, makes re-
building our defenses an urgent neces-
sity.

First, though, we should adopt a na-
tional goal in this conflict and a grand
strategy based on all elements of our
national power—economic, political
and military—to achieve that goal.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

On June 8, 1982, before the British
Parliment, President Ronald Reagan
proposed that this goal should be “a
world in which all people are at least
free to determine their destiny.”

To achieve that goal, President
Reagan called for a “crusade for free-
dom” designed to ‘“leave Marxism-Le-
ninism on the ash heap of history”
through a ‘“global campaign for de-
mocracy.”

In this connection, President Reagan
declared that “it is time that we com-
mited ourselves as a Nation-—in both
the public and private sectors—to
assist democratic development.”

I believe that most Americans agree
with the goal so elequently expressed
by President Reagan and will support
the adoption of a national strategy of
peace through strength to achieve
that goal.

That is why I and 54 other Members
of this body are cosponsoring a con-
current resolution calling for the
adoption of a national strategy of
peace through strength.

There are eight basic principles in-
herent in a national strategy of peace
through strength. These principles
will serve to clarify the direction of
the strategy and the basis of some of
its details, and they will serve as a
yardstick to evaluate competing pro-
grams and initiatives. Unless the
United States speedily adopts such a
strategy to coordinate its national se-
curity efforts, it is doomed to ineffec-
tual policies, uncoordinated responses
to Soviet aggression, and ultimately, a
great growth in the power and influ-
ence of the Soviet Union.

President Reagan was an early en-
dorser of this resolution and it ap-
peared as the defense strategy plank
of the 1980 Republican Convention
platform.

The President has said that he will
sign this resolution, when it is passed
by both Houses of Congress.

In this connection, it is important to
note that this resolution, as House
Concurrent Resolution No. 163, has
been cosponsored by 238 Members of
the House of Representatives and has
been referred to the House Foreign
Affairs Committee.

This resolution has been endorsed
by Caspar Weinberger, Secretary of
Defense; Gen. John Vissey, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Powell
Moore, Deputy Secretary of State for
Congressional Relations; and Judge
William Clark, National Security As-
sistant to the President. I ask unani-
mous consent that the letters be print-
ed in the Recorp at the end of this
statement.

This resolution has already been
passed by 13 State legislatures; Arizo-
na, Alabama, California, Colorado,
Delaware, Florida, Indiana, Kansas,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, Ten-
nessee, Texas, and the Territory of
Guam.

In addition, 127 national organiza-
tions have endorsed the resolution. 1
request that the organizations be
listed at the end of this statement.
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Whatever the outcome of the out-
come of the conflict between Soviet to-
talitarianism and democracy, the
result is sure to be ‘“peace through
strength.” What is being decided now
is whose strength and whose peace.

So I urge that we all make this com-
mitment to peace because, as Presi-
dent Reagan told the British Parlia-
ment, the struggle is “a trial of spiritu-
al resolve” and at stake are ‘the
values we hold, the beliefs we cherish,
the ideals to which we are dedicated.”

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., September 16, 1982,
Hon. STEVEN D. SYMMS,
U.S. Senale,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENaTOR: I understand that you, to-
gether with a large number of co-sponsors,
are preparing to introduce the Peace
Through Strength Resolution in the
Senate. The passage of this Resolution will
again demonstrate the strength of biparti-
san support for the President’s national se-
curity programs, which are designed to re-
store the margin of safety to U.S. military
power. The Department of Defense strongly
supports the intent and purpose of this ini-
tiative. We appreciate the effort you and
your colleagues are making to express so ef-
fectively the support of the Senate for a
strong defense program.

CAP WEINBERGER.
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF,
September 27, 1982.
Hon. STEVEN D. SYMMs,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR SyMuMs: The Joint Chiefs of
Staff have consistently maintained the view
that the security of our country and peace
in the world can only be preserved if the de-
fenses of the U.S. are strong. Bipartisan
support for the passage of a Peace Through
Strength resolution will send a clear signal
of this Nation’s commitment and resolve to
continue to provide for the common de-
fense. We appreciate and support your ini-
tiative.

Sincerely,
JoHN W. VESSEY, JR.,
Chairman.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., September 22, 1982,
Hon. STEVEN D. SYmMMs,
U.S. Senalte.

DEAR SENATOR SYMMs: Thank you for your
letter of September 20 concerning the Peace
Through Strength Resolution.

From the outset, this Administration es-
tablished as a national priority the correc-
tion of important shortcomings in our de-
fense posture. As the President’s very diffi-
cult budget decisions reflect, we are commit-
ted to strengthening our defenses. This Ad-
ministration will never accept an inferior
position, recognizing that our national secu-
rity and that of our Allies is at stake. A
strengthened defense posture is essential to
the successful conduct of our foreign policy,
and is thus a critical ingredient in maintain-
ing peace and stability in today’s troubled
world. 1t is also essential to the achievement
of the balanced, verifiable and effective
arms control agreements the President has
proposed—agreements which would substan-
tially reduce strategic and intermediate-
range nuclear forces, and conventional

N
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forces in Europe to equal levels on both
sides.

Passage of the Peace Through Strength
Resolution would provide a strong measure
of support for our military programs, and
our arms control objectives, which are so
important to the cause of peace.

With cordial regards,

Sincerely,
Powerr A. MOORE,
Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, September 16, 1982.
Hon. STEVEN D. SYMMms,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENaTOR Symms: I understand that
you and many of your colleagues intend to
offer a resolution at this time reaffirming
the “Peace through Strength” language,
which was Incorporated ‘nto the 1980 Re-
publican Party Platform.

As the President said when the Resolution
was considered last year, ‘“‘Passage of the
Resolution by both Houses will be a power-
ful symbol of bipartisan support for our na-
tional security programs, which are de-
signed to restore the margin of safety to our
military power.”

Sincerely,
WiLriam P. CLARK.
COALITION POR PEACE THROUGH STRENGTH—
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS ENDORSING RESO-
LUTION FOR PEACE THROUGH STRENGTH

Air Force Sergeants Association

America’s Future

American Cause

American Civil Defense Association

American Coalition of Patriotic Societies

American Conservative Union

American Council for a Free Asia

American Council for World Freedom

American Czech Republican Clubs

American Federation of Small Business

American Foreign Policy Institute

American Freedom Network

American Hungarian Federation

American Legion

American Legion Auxiliary

American Legislative Exchange Council

American Military Retirees Assdciations.
Inc.

American Notary Association

American Research Foundation

American Rhodesia Association

American Security Council

American Security Council Foundation

American Security Council Political Action
Committee

Americans to Free Captive Nations, Inc.

Armed Forces League

Armenian American Republican Clubs

Assembly of Captive European Nations

Association of Americans to Save Africa

Association of Byelorussian-American Vet-
erans in America

ssociation of Former Intelligence Officers

Association of Former POW's

Black Silent Majority Committee

Bulgarian National Front, Inc.

Byelorussian American Association

Cardinal Mindszenty Foundation

Catholics for Christian Political Action

The Center for Financial Freedom and Ac-
curacy in Financial Reporting

Center for International Security

Chinese Academic & Professional Associ-
ation

Chinese American Republican National Fed-
eration

The Church League of America

Citizens Committee for the Right to Keep
and Bear Arms

Citizens for Freedom, Inc.
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Clitizens for Seafarer

Coalition for a Democratic Majority

College Republican National Committee

Committee for a Free Afghanistan

Committee for the Survival of a Free Con-
gress, Inc.

The Committee to Unite America, Inc.

Concerned Citizens for an Effective Strate-
gic Policy

Confederate Air Force

Congress of Russian-Americans, Inc.

Congressional Majority Committee

The Conservative Caucus, Inc.

Cossack American Nationalist in U.S.

Council Against Communist Aggression

Council on American Affairs

Council for Inter-American Security

Croatian-American Committee for Human
Rights

Czechoslovakian-American Association

Czechoslovak American National Republi-
can Federation

Federation of Cuban Masonic Lodges in
Exile

Filipino American Republican Association

Foundation for Foreign Affairs, Inc.

German-American National Congress

Gospel Advance Mission, Inc.

Greater Overseas Alliance for the National
Restoration of Viet Nam

Heritage Groups Council
Education

Hungarian Organization, Magyar Szervezet,
Inc.

Hungarian Unity Association, Inc.

The Information Council of the Americas

Institute of American Relations

Institute on Strategic Trade

The John Paul Jones Foundation

Labor United for a Strong America

Leadership Foundation, Inc.

The Lincoln Institute

Lithuanian American Council

Marine Corps League

Marine Corps Reserve Officers Association

Military Order of the World Wars

Moral Majority

National Alliance of Senior Citizens

National Association of Uniformed Services

National Captive Nations Committee

for Citizenship

National Committee for Responsible
Patriotism

National Confederation of American Ethnic
Groups

National Conference on Asians in America
and Asian Americans

National Conservative Public Affairs Coun-
cil

National Defense Council

National Filipino American Republican As-
sociation

National Republicans of Italian Descent

National Republican Heritage Groups
Council

National Screw Machine Products Associ-
ation

National Society of the Sons of the Ameri-
can Revolution

National Sojourners, Inc.

National Traditionalist Caucus

Naval Enlisted Reserve Association

Naval Order of the United States

Naval Reserve Association

Non-Commissioned Officers Association

NORSE (Scandinavian American Republi-
can Federation)

Order of the Saint John of Jerusalem

The Paul Revere Foundation

Polish American Congress

Polish American Republican Federation

Polish Legion of American Veterans, USA

Reserve Enlisted Association

Reserve Officers Association

Romanian American Republican Clubs

The Second Amendment Foundation

Security and Intelligence Fund

Slovak American Republican Federation

Slovak World Congress
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BSlozhenitsyn Society

8tockholders for World Freedom

Truth About Rumania Committee

Ukrainian Congress Committee of America

Veterans of Foreign Wars

Veterans of Foreign Wars, Ladies Auxiliary

Veterans of Pearl Harbor, Inc.

We the People

World Federation of Cossack National Lib-
eration Movement of Cossackia

World Federation of Free Latvians

Young Americans for Freedom

Young Republican National Federation

Total: 125; 2/5/82.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, the
principal goal of the United States has
been the preservation of peace and
freedom. No responsible American dis-
putes this goal, but differences on how
best to achieve it have badly divided
our Nation and led to disastrous re-
verses in foreign policy. Because of
these differences, it has proved impos-
sible to adopt or adhere to a national
strategy. Without a national strategy
to give it direction and coherence, our
foreign policy has been reactive, incon-
sistent, and far weaker than it need
be.

On no issue has there been greater
division than on the nature of the
threat from the Soviet Union. Al-
though Soviet strength and destabiliz-
ing behavior were recognized as poten-
tial dangers, for the past two decades,
American policy responding to them
was based on accommodation and uni-
lateral gestures of restraint. The
Soviet Union, it was argued, had such
a dismal history of war and invasion
that a strong American policy would
immediately trigger suspicion and hos-
tility. But if the United States avoided
provoking this reaction, increased con-
tact through trade, arms control nego-
tiations, and growing cultural ties
would convince the Soviet leadership
of American good faith.

This argument formed the basis for
the American policy of détente.
During this period the United States
drastically cut defense spending, froze
its strategic nuclear forces, halved the
size of its Navy, and allowed its con-
ventional land and air forces to under-
go a significant decline. At the same
time, it dramatically reduced its inter-
national presence, dismantled much of
its intelligence services, and let most
of its defense alliances deteriorate.

Soviel détente behavior was diamet-
rically different. It not only enormous-
ly increased the quantity of its nuclear
forces, but went for a qualitative
change as well, achieving a large force
with the explosive yield and accuracy
to destroy the U.S. strategic force on
the ground. It increased its overall de-
fense spending by as much as 7 per-
cent annually each year of this period,
not only greatly increasing its ground
forces but also creating for the first
time in Soviet history a blue water
navy. The Soviet Union greatly in-
creased the size and scope of the KGB
First Directorate, responsible for for-
eign operations, especially subversion
and disinformation. It invaded, direct-
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ly or through proxies, a half dozen
Third-World nations; has proved a
major impediment to a negotiated
Middle East settlement; and has pro-
moted instability by training and
arming terrorist worldwide.

In view of this, it is no surprise that
the Soviet Union defines détente as
“an intensification of the ideological
struggle in the absence of nuclear
war.,”

The United States has at last recog-
nized that détente cannot help to
achieve the national goal of peace and
freedom and has begun the first steps
toward strengthening its defenses and
foreign policy. However, because these
steps have not been explained to the
American people in the context of a
well-articulated national strategy, the
political consensus for making them
has been eroding. Such a strategy has
been worked out—the national strat-
egy for peace through strength.

The national strategy for peace
through strength is based upon the re-
alization, backed by over 20 years of
experience, that the Soviet Union
cannot be cajoled into good behavior
by weakness or unilateral restraint. At
the same time, it is neither possible
nor desirable to coerce the Soviet
Union by the direct use of military
force. Instead, the national strategy of
peace through strength, while provid-
ing for the military and strategic
forces necessary to establish a margin
of safety, will arrest and counteract
the spread of Soviet influence by non-
military means.

The national strategy for peace
through strength is embodied by eight
principles, which will serve as a yard-
stick by which future U.S. defense and
foreign policy initiatives can be evalu-
ated. These principles outline the
steps necessary to preserve the safety
of the United States and its allies,
while at the same time promoting
greater understanding of and respect
for democratic principles.

I urge that the U.S. Senate resolve
that the national strategy of peace
through strength be adopted as the
national . strategy for the United
States. By doing so, we will not only
greatly strengthen the national secu-
rity policy of this country, but will
also be reaffirming our support for the
principle goal of the United States—
peace and freedom.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
am a cosponsor of the peace through
strength resolution because it provides
a Reagan-approved strategy for carry-
ing out President Reagan’s crusade for
freedom.

In his speech to the British Parlia-

ment on June 8, President Reagan of-
fered ‘“a plan and a hope for the long
term.” He called for—
—the march of freedom and democracy
which will leave Marxism-Leninism on the
ash heap of history, as it has left other tyr-
annies which stifle the freedom and muzzle
the self-expression of the people.

In the closing paragraph the Presi-
dent said:
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Let us now begin a major effort to secure
the best—a crusade for freedom that will
engage the faith and fortitude of the next
generation. For the sake of peace and jus-
tice, let us move toward a world in which all
people are at last free to determine their
own destiny.

It is the positive note which is so
vital in that statement. A successful
strategy cannot be static. Our society,
values, and way of life have been tar-
geted for extinction by the force of
Soviet communism, and cannot be pre-
served merely by attempting to main-
tain the status quo.

Under our value system, military
forces can only be used to defend the
status quo when it is militarily threat-
ened.

Communism is an ideology that has
achieved its greatest successes by play-
ing on mankind’s best aspirations. It
must be fought—and ultimately de-
feated—by having its abuses and
brutal nature exposed, and by being
countered by better and more honest
ideas. In the end its own victims will
eliminate it, a day which will come
more quickly if enough American
strength is available to blunt or pre-
vent Soviet employment of naked
force.

Once again, a focusing of the nation-
al will is a crucial precondition to forg-
ing effective policies in this area. The
United States cannot convince a skep-
tical world of its good intentions and
probability of survival if its own
people are not united behind a goal
and a strategy to achieve that goal.

Nor is it possible for the United
States to lower its voice about the dan-
gers posed by the Soviet system with-
out losing much ground. In the past,
U.S. policies, whether containment or
détente, were based upon the hope
that the Soviet Union would eventual-
ly moderate its ideology as it experi-
enced American good will. Instead, the
Soviet Union has grown more assertive
and more imperialistic as its military
strength and aggressive momentum
have increased.

A key tool available to the United
States in rolling back this Soviet mo-
mentum Is communications. Chief
among them are the radios—Voice of
America and Radio Liberty/Radio
Free Europe—and satellite television,
which can reach into areas barred to
other forms of American influence.

Other forms of communications
should not be overlooked, including
overseas libraries, language and cul-
tural instruction in American schools,
exchanges, art, and entertainment.

To date our communications have
been among the most effective means
of spreading the Western values of
freedom and democracy, even with the
minimal official encouragement they
have received. This should be greatly
expanded and focused.

A second means of rolling back the
influence of communism is to describe
the shambles its ‘scientifically
planned” economy makes of the lives
of its citizens. Merely the existence of
well-made Western merchandise is a

i

December 10, 192’?

destabilizing influence in Communist
systems, which are forced to explain
away their own shoddy products. Of
more importance is the disruption
“centralized planning” causes in the
Soviet Union, where meat is rationed;
or Poland, where food is rationed; or
Cuba, where everything is rationed.

The greatest weakness of all in the
Communist system should be exploit-
ed—its total denial of freedom to its
citizens. Walls have to be built to con-
tain people within the Soviet system.
This fact should be more than enough
to totally alienate all nations of the
world except for those that have
adopted their own form of repression.

But our lack of a strategy and our
inability to explain our motive for for-
eign policy initiatives have in many
cases opened the United States to
charges of hypocrisy. Few nations are
willing to believe the lack of coordina-
tion in U.S. policy is due to ineptness.

In short, the national strategy of
peace through strength is built upon
the understanding that military force
is simply not appropriate for actions
beyond deterring attack or containing
aggression. The offensive role in a U.S.
national strategy must be carried out
by nonmilitary means which will take
many years to bear fruit.

That is why one of the principles of
a national strategy of peace through
strength is to pursue positive, nonmili-
tary means to roll back the growth of
communism.

And, that is why another principle is
to help our allies and other non-Com-
munist countries defend themselves
against Communist aggression,

The emphasis on consensus and co-
ordination that a national strategy of
peace through strength places on the
formulation of American foreign
policy also holds true in relations with
our allies. The struggle with the
Soviet Union is by no means bilater-
al—every nation not already in the
Soviet orbit is ultimately threatened
by its expansionism. Therefore, it is
clearly in the U.S. national interest to
provide appropriate assistance to
other nations whose independence or
security is threatened.

By strengthening alliances and sup-
plying aid to other nations sharing the
U.S. strategic predicament, the nation-
al strategy of peace through strength
not only addresses problems of U.S. se-
curity, but also demonstrates that the
United States is a faithful partner
whose political system deserves emula-
tion.

Mr. TOWER., Mr. President, I have
cosponsored the resolution for peace
through strength because a “global
campaign for democracy” must be
based on the principles of strategy
which utilize all elements of national
strength—political, military, and eco-
nomic—in achieving national goals.

Democracy does not need military
power to win the fight for the minds
of men. Democracy needs nothing
more than energetic advocates and a
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world political environment in which
it can demonstrate its superiority.

The key to a peace through strength
strategy is to achieve our goals with-
out armed -conflict. To do this, we
must deter the Soviets from starting a
war.

History shows that only superior
war fighting capability can deter an
ageressor. Forces that cannot win
cannot deter.

The United States can have a superi-
or war fighting capability without the
cost of across-the-board numerical su-
periority if it exploits advanced tech-
nology such as the cruise missile and
space-based laser.

In a recent speech at the Army War
College, Secretary of Defense Wein-
berger summarized the need for
strengthening United States military
power. He said “* * * in dealing with
the Soviets, peace must be purchased
with strength.” That is why one of the
eight principles of a national strategy
of peace through strength is to:
achieve overall military and technolog-
ical superiority over the Soviet Union.

Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I am
proud to cosponsor the resolution for
peace through strength because the
United States must finally adopt a
strong and coherent strategy. Perhaps
the most important principle of a na-
tional strategy of peace through
strength is inspire, focus, and unite
the national determination to achieve
peace and freedom.

Public support is necessary if the
United States is to implement a na-
tional strategy of peace through
strength. We are a democracy, and no
major policy can long be followed in
the face of strong popular opposition.

But adopting a national strategy
that will influence the entire range of
U.S. defense and foreign policy, in-
cluding issues of such public concern
as trade and military acquisition, will
require far more than simple public
acceptance. It must be vigorously por-
moted and explained.

As far as possible, all U.S. initiatives
should be justified publicly in terms of
their relation to the national strategy.
This implies that not only will the
U.S. Government have to involve the
isloated and compartmentalized for-
eign policy community with the
public, but also that we must make an
extra effort to share with the public
more facts about the Soviet threat,

The advantages of informing the
public will be enormous. Public sup-
port for U.S. defense and foreign
policy has often weakened because the
people simply did not understand the
realities it was based on. This lack of
understanding not only has given rise
to opposition to particular policies, but
also has weakened public support for
defense and foreign policy as a whole.

Better justification of defense and
foreign policy initiatives to the public
in terms of how they further the na-
tional interest would also improve pol-
icymaking.
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In short, including a central element
a better identification and expression
by the defense and foreign policy com-
munity of U.S. national priorities and
goals, implementation of a national
strategy of peace through strength
would not only rally the American
people behind the Government, but
would also prove a powerful incentive
to improve the quality and coherence
of national policy initiatives.

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I am a co-
sponsor of the peace through strength
resolution because it is vital that we
have a coherent, balanced overall na-
tional security strategy. Otherwise in-
dividual actions tend to be taken with-
out regard to their impact on other
policy objectives.

In few areas has the lack of a na-
tional strategy had more disastrous re-
sults than in arms control. Beginning
with the SALT I treaty of 1972, the
United States has entered into numer-
ous agreements with the Soviet Union
that are unbalanced, self-ensnaring,
unverifiable, or not enforceable. Be-
cause there is no overall standard by
which treaties can be evaluated in the
context of a total strategy, political
leaders have found it easier to heed
those advisers who counsel accommo-
dation, appeasement, and unilateral
disarmament.

But arms control is important—too
important to be negotiated without
reference to a clear overall strategy.

For example, it makes no strategic
sense to bargain away the right and
responsibility of the United States to
defend its citizens from Soviet nuclear
missiles.

Arms control can only be one of
many means to reach the goal of es-
tablishing peace and freedom. It is not
a goal In ijtself. Arms control on its
own cannot create stability, but it can
help to maintain stability already es-
tablished, while reducing the probabil-
ity of war, the costs of maintaining de-
terrence, and the levels of damage
should deterrence fail.

That is why one of the principles of
a national strategy of peace through
strength is: Accept no arms control
agreement which in any way jeopar-
dizes the security of the United States
and its allies, or which locks the
United States into a position of miii-
tary inferiority.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, as a
cosponsor of the peace through
strength resolution, I am particularly
interested in the principle dealing
with the economic component of strat-
egy.

A key element of the Soviet Union’s
strategy is to gain control over over-
seas sources of raw materials and the
routes for transporting them to the in-
dustrialized heartland of the West.

Yet, in few areas is the division be-
tween the United States and its allies
so acrimoniously displayed as in that
of economic policy.

It is difficult for some Western lead-
ers to understand why the establish-
ment of Soviet political control over a
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region should be of concern, for this
seldom results in access to markets
being cut off. For example, Angola
sells most of its oil to the United
States, and Cuba its agricultural prod-
ucts to Europe.

It is an important premise of the na-
tional strategy of peace through
strength that these differences must
be resolved by explaining and publiciz-
ing the long-term consequences of a
failure to secure access to vital sources
of raw material. Unless this is done,
the short-term self-interest of the cor-
porations and governments concerned
will continue to undermine the enor-
mous leverage and power which could
be applied by the economic system of
the West.

The most effective area of competi-
tion with the Soviet Union should be
in the economic field.

However, the United States and
Western Europe have helped the
Soviet bloc avoid the impact of its own
inefficiency by extending massive
credits and loans.

The best way to accelerate the proc-
ess of Communist decline, as described
by President Reagan, is to let the
Soviet system fall of its own weight by
sharply reducing this subsidization.

That is why one of the principles of
a national strategy of peace through
strength is to: Maintain a strong econ-
omy and protect our overseas sources
of energy and other vital raw materi-
als.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I sup-
port Senator LaxaLT’s introduction of
the peace through strenth resolution.
All Americans yearn for peace. All
Americans are strongly in favor of pre-
venting nuclear war. I, myself, have
always been a proponent of preserving
world peace and preventing nuclear
war. It is for this reason that I favor a
strong national defense, because a
strong national defense is the best
guarantor of world peace. The peace
through strength resolution embodies
my views on how the United States
can most effectively safeguard world
peace and our national security.

On June 8, 1982, President Reagan
in his speech to the British Parliament
called for “a global campaign for de-
mocracy.” This establishes a goal for
the United States and the free world
which can be achieved by a national
strategy of peace through stength.

President Reagan endorsed a nation-
al strategy of peace through strength
and has committed to sign legislation
for its adoption. And, this strategy has
been endorsed by 238 Representatives
and 53 Senators.

The Department of Defense has
long needed an agreed upon grand
strategy so that it might plan a force
structure to carry out that strategy.
While the principles of an overall
strategy go beyond purely military
considerations, there is no way the De-
partment of Defense can properly
plan without knowing the overall
strategy.
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There is no way DOD can fully justi-
fy its major weapons programs with-
out placing them in the context of an
overall strategy. That is why it is nec-
essary to now give our defense leaders
the guidance embodied in the eight
principles of a national strategy o:
peace through strength.

THE NEED FOR A NATIONAL STRATEGY OF PEACE
THROUGH STRENGTH

The most common complaint about
U.S. defense and foreign policy over
the past 35 postwar years has been
that it is reactive and only in defense
of the status quo. We have had no uni-
fying goal and thus no strategy.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union
and its Communist bloc allies have the
goal of a world socialist state, and they
have amn overall strategy for achieving
it.

U.S. GOAL ESTABLISHED

President Reagan, in his historic
speech to the British Parliament on
June 8, established the long needed
unifying goal for the United States.
He began his speech by reviewing the
failure of the Communist economic
and political system everywhere in the
world. He noted, for example, that 20
percent of the work force in the
U.S.8.R. is engaged in agriculture; yet
Soviet agriculture cannot feed the
people in the U.S.S.R.

He stressed that the Communist re-
gimes in Eastern Europe, despite 30
years of control, have not yet been
able to risk elections. In a memorable
phrase, he declared: “Regimes planted
by bayvonets do not take roots.” The
President, pointing toward a new polit-
ical order, declared that the world was
at a turning point, that the tide had
turned against communism, and that a
“democratic revolution is now gather-
ing new strength.” At a later point, he
spoke of a ‘‘global campaign for de-
mocracy now gathering force.”

He called on open and free societies
to ““take actions to assist the campaign
for democracy.” The President made it
plain that communism cannot be over-
come without effort, risk and an orga-
nized «t1ategy for the free world.

He said:

* * * we must not hesitate to make clear
out ultimate objectives and to take concrete
actions to move towards them.” He added,
“The objective I propose is quite simple to
state: To foster the infrastructure of democ-
racy * * *.

Speaking for.the United States, he
said:

It is time that we committed ourselves as
a nation—in both the public and private sec-
tors—to assisting democractic develop-
ment.”

In regard to the role of American
military power in this process, he said,
“Qur military strength is a prerequi-
site to peace, but let it be clear we
maintain this strength in the hope it
will never be used.” In the contest be-
tween democracy and Communist to-
talitarianism, the ‘“ultimate determi-
nant,” he said, will not be bombs and
rockets but wills and ideas. He de-
scribed the struggle as “a trial of spiri-
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tual resolve,” and at stake were "the
values we hold, the beliefs we cherish,
the ideals to which we are dedicated.”

President Reagan has long endorsed
the adoption of a national strategy of
peace through strength.

A NATIONAL STRATEGY OF PEACE THROUGH

STRENGTH

There are eight basic principles in-
herent in a national strategy of peace
through strength. These principles
will serve to clarify the direction in
which the details of the strategy are
formulated, and serve as a yardstick to
evaluate competing programs and ini-
tiatives. Unless the United States
speedily adopts such a strategy to co-
ordinate its national security efforts, it
is doomed to ineffectual policies, un-
coordinated responses to Soviet ag-
gression, and ultimately, a great
growth in the power and influence of
the Soviet Union.

These eight principles are:

( Editors Note: Senator Symms described all
eight principles. But, only two are reprinted here
because the other six were also discussed by the
Senators preceding him.)

THIRD PRINCIPLE.: TO CREATE A STRATEGIC DE-
FENSE AND A CIVIL DEFENSE WHICH WOULD
PROTECT U.S. CITIZENS AGAINST NUCLEAR WAR
AT LEAST AS WELL AS THE SOVIETS DEFEND
THEIR CITIZENS

Since the early 1960's, the United States
has structured its military forces and de-
signed its strategies in keeping with a con-
cept called Mutual Assured Destruction
(MAD).

According to the MAD principle, the U.S.
and the Soviet Union will be equally de-
terred, and therefore secure, if the popula-
tion and industrial centers of both nations
are defenseless and can be easily destroyed
by either a nuclear first strike or a retali-
ation. According to MAD, the absence of de-
fensive weapons enhances deterrence.

As a matter of policy, therefore, the
United States has scrapped nearly all it de-
fenses. We have no defenses against Soviet
ballistic missiles and only a few aged fighter
interceptors to defend against Soviet bomb-
ers.

This MAD concept was never accepted in
the Soviet Union.

The Soviets have built a modern, nation-
wide anti-aircraft defense system with a
small Ballistic Missile Defense force around
Moscow, backed by the missile defense capa-
bilities of its anti-aircraft missiles (SAMs).

Over and above these active defenses, the
Soviets have a very large civil defense or
passive defense system. The Soviets have
spent billions ¢f dollars to build blast and
fall-out shelters for political and industrial
leaders and key workers in and around
major Soviet cities. And, they have detailed
plans for the cvacuation of cities in the
event of a nuclear war.

It is intolerable that the Soviet govern-
ment should conscientiously provide for the
survival of its people, while the U.S. govern-
ment makes no effort at all to defend its
people.

Using advanced technology, the United
States can and must defend its citizens
against, the horror of nuclear war. For ex-
ample, the Government Accounting Office
has strongly advocated a satellite based de-
fense.
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FIFTH PRINCIPLE. REESTABLISH EFFECTIVE

SECURITY AND INTELLIGENCE CAPABILITIES

Good intelligence is central to any na-
tion’s security, yet over the past ten years
ferocious and disabling assaults have been
made on the capabilities of the U.S. intelli-
gence services to carry out clandestine data
collection, engage in covert operations, or
coordinate counterintelligence.

A national strategy of peace through
strength requires the most accurate infor-
mation possible, not merely for foreknowl-
edge to forestall moves by the Soviet Union
and other adversaries, but also to defend
against terrorism and other internal secu-
rity threats.

The United States should therefore re-
build its intelligence and internal security
capabilities.

In conclusion, I would like to repeat
that the peace through strength reso-
lution is an excellent expression of
American’s deep desire for a stable
and lasting world peace. It is our most
fundamental hope as Americans that
we can live in peace with our neigh-
bors and preserve our freedoms, lib-
erties, and way of life. A strong nation-
al defense is the best and time-tested
guarantor of world peace.
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PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

The President has decided to strengthen the .crganization,
planning and cocrdination of the various aspects of public
diplomacy of the United States Government.

He has established a Special Planning Group (SPG) under the
chairmanship of the Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs. Membership consists of the Secretary of
State, Secretary of Defense, the Director of the United
States Information Agency, the Administrator of the Agency
for International Development, and the Assistant to the
President for Communications. The SPG is responsible for
the overall planning, direction, coordination and monitoring
of implementaticon of public diplomacy activities.
Four interagency standing committees also have been established
and will report regularly to the SPG.

The International Information Committee will be
chaired by a senior representative of the United States
Information Agency. This committee will be responsible for
planning, coordinating and implementing international informa-
‘tion activities in support of US policies and interests.

The International Political Committee will be chaired
by a senior representative of the Department of State. This
group will be responsible for planning, coordinating and
implementing international activities in support of United
‘States policies and interests. For example, this committee
will coordinate the interagency effort to support the growth
of democracy and democratic institutions abroad. It will
provide the nexus for the policymaking and information
functions and will devise and monitor implementation of
broad public diplomacy strategies for key issues and interests.

‘The International Broadcasting Committee will be
chaired by the Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs. This committee will be responsible for
the planning and coordination of international broadcasting
activities sponsored by the US Government consistent with
existing statutory reqguirements.

The public Affairs Committee will be cochaired by the
Assistant to the President for Communications and the Deputy
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.
This grouf will be.responsible for the planning and coordinating
on a regular basis of US Government domestic public affairs.
activities relating to foreign policy and national security
issues. This will include the planning and coordination of
major speeches on national security subjects and other
public appearances by senior officials and will otherwise
coordinate public affairs efforts to explain major US foreign
policy initiatives. '

February 8, 1983



A BRIEF SUMMARY

WHAT IS PROJECT DEMOCRACY?

Project Democracy 1s an 1integral part of a presidential initiative,
announced by President Reagan in his address to the British Parliament,
It is a long-range, bipartisan project not tied to the particular policy
goals of any one administration. In the President's words, it will help
"foster the 1nfrastructure of democracy... which allows a people to
choose their own way, to develop their own culture, to reconcile their
differences through peaceful means.”

An interagency group, working in consultation with our missions overseas,
has designed a program with five principal components.

1. Leadership training in the skills of democracy.

2. Educational exchanges to increase mutual understanding.

3. Programs to strengthen the institutions of democracy.

4. Meetings and publications to convey ideas and information.

5. Development of institutional and personal ties between groups here
and abroad.

Individual programs will be administered by the appropriate bureaus of
USIA, State, and AID. To ensure the coherence and focus of the Project,
the Director of the USIA will be responsible to the President and
Congress for the overall budget.

$20,000,000 for the current fiscal year (FY 83) has been requested of

Congress to begin funding of Project Democracy activities. $65,000,000
has been requested for FY 84,
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Project Democracy: An Overview

The Idea of Project Democracy

Project Democracy is an integral part of a presidential initiative
announced by President Reagan in his address to the British Parliament on
June 8, 1982, The President urged that the United States make a major
effort to "foster the infrastructure of democracy...which allows a people
to choose their own way, to develop their own culture, to reconcile their
own differences through peaceful means.” He noted the efforts of other
democratic governments and institutions to assist fraternal political and
social institutions to bring about peaceful and democratic progress and
human rights around the world and wurged the United States to take
additional steps toward realizing these goals. Project Democracy 1s a

major step 1in the realization of this initiative. It will be a
long-term, cooperative, bipartisan venture, involving both political
parties, the Congress and private groups. It will transcend the

particular policy goals of any one administration.

The President has also endorsed the study proposed by the Chairmen of
the Democratic and Republican parties, acting through the American
Political Foundation (APF), to determine how the United States,
especially private organizations, can most effectively strengthen
democratic forces abroad. Project Democracy will take the recom-
mendations made by the APF study, now underway, fully into account.

A bipartisan spirit 1s essential to the success of Project
Democracy. The proposal submitted to Congress for 1ts approval has no
ideological premise or bias other than a commitment to the principles of
democracy, such as a free press, free trade wunions, freedom of
association, freedom of choice in religion, a government chosen by the
people in free elections, and protection of human rights.

The program proposals in the project were designed by a staff of
professionals from the Department of State, AID and USIA. There were
also discussions with our missions abroad and experts from the private
sector. All the programs are to be completely open; they will be
implemented without the involvement of any intelligence agency, here or
abroad.

There are and there will continue to be extensive consultations with
both Houses of Congress in refining Project Democracy programs. The
principles and premises upon which the project is founded serve to ensure

)
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that programs included in the project are broad-based and bipartisan and
that they reflect the views and values of America and of all democratic
pelitical parties. This 1s the natural outgrowth of a long American
tradition. For over two centuries, successive American administrations
have made clear their commitment to democracy and human rights at home
and abroad. Secretary of State Daniel Webster wrote in 1850 that
"Well~known circumstances in their history,” have made Americans, “the
representatives of purely popular principles of government. In this
light they now stand before the world. They could not, i1if they would,
conceal their character (or) condition...the prevalence (in Europe) of a
sentiment favorable to republican liberty is the result of the reaction
of America upon Europe; and the source and center of this reaction has
doubtless been, and now is, in these United States."”

In our own time, Presidents Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy,
Johnson, Nixon, Ford and Carter have all spoken eloquently of the
importance of democratic values. Thirty-three years ago, Secretary of
State Dean Acheson declared that "...our own faith in freedom is a
burning and a fighting faith...We believe in freedom as fundamentally as
we believe anything in this world...And we don't restrict this belief to
freedom for ourselves. We believe that all people in the world are
entitled to as much freedom, to develop 1in thelr own way, as we want
ourselves...We must use every means we know to communicate the value of
freedom to the four corners of the earth. Our message must go out
through 1leaflets, through our free press, radlo programs and films,
through exchange of students and teachers with other countries and
through a hundred other ways....”

These premises on which Project Democracy is based may be briefly
summarized as follows:

1, All men and women naturally wish to be treated with human
dignity and to control their own destinies. Democracy, in the
words of the President, is not just for "a lucky few."

2. Democratic institutions are dynamic yet stable. Historical

experience demonstrates that democratic governments best
accommodate peaceful change.

3. Each people must choose their own way. Although certain basic
principles, such as freedom of the press, are constant,
democratic institutions exist in many different forms.

4, International order and peace and respect for the rights of
other nations evolve naturally among democratic nations.
Democracies, which share traditions of justice, freedom and
equality, strengthen international stability and peace. It is a
historical fact that there have been very few wars between
democracies.
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5. Democratic institutions are the most critical factor in
advancing human rights. Again, it 1is a historical fact that
democratic governments have much better human rights records
than do non~democracies.

6. The basic principles of democracy are internationally recognized
by a number of important multi-lateral agreements, such as the
United Nations Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and the Helsinki Convention.

Project Democracy will not advocate partisan political views or
support one democratic institution over another. Democratic values
encourage a free expression of views and an open competition of ideas.
It is up to the peoples of each nation to choose freely from among these
views and institutions.

The purpose of Project Democracy is not to influence that choice,
only to support the notion that this choice in itself should be allowed
to exist.

The Content of Project Democracy

Introducing the foreign policy section of the State of the Union
Address (January 25, 1983), the President stressed that

"Fortunately, we and our allies have rediscovered the strength of our
common democratic values, and we're applying them as part of a
comprehensive strategy for peace with freedom.... We intend to
pursue this democratic initiative vigorously.”

To successfully carry out the President's pledge, we will need to
employ new and imaginative approaches. The United States has 1long
recognized the value of providing military and economic assistance to
friends and allies. While support for liberty and human rights has been
an integral part of U.S. foreign policy since the founding of the
Republic, there historically has been relatively less attention to the
political, intellectual, and social infrastructure necessary to support
democratic institutions and strengthen bilateral ties.

What makes Project Democracy different from past efforts is that it

is an attempt to Institutionalize a continuous strand in American foreign
policy since 1776,

The projects contained in the proposed Project Democracy budget
represent both reinforcement of current, proven programs as well as new
programs designed to support these infrastructures. Programs are
included for all regions of the world.
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These detailed programs will be administered through the traditional
and time-tested educational, cultural and exchange mechanisms of USIA and
AID and the traditional grant-making mechanisms of USIA, AID and the
Department of State.

The same standards of professional excellence and objectivity which
have been applied by these agencies to program selection and
implementation will continue. A detailed set of guidelines has been
developed and Congressional guidance is being sought to refine them.

As Secretary of State George Shultz has outlined to Congress, Project
Democracy consists of five major components:

Leadership Training. This includes making available to current and
future leaders education and training in the theory and practice of
democracy and the skills necessary both to build the basic institutions
of democracy and to countet the actions of non-democratic forces.
Programs would be conducted both in the United States and foreign
countries. Non-governmental institutions such as political parties,
labor, universities, business, state &and local government associations,
legal and community action organizations, and others will play a key role.

Education. We should strive to encourage exposure to the principles
and practice of democracy and to the character and values of the United
States in the educational systems of other nations. We, therefore,
intend to strengthen book programs, American studies institutions,
English teaching, scholarships and fellowships, and related programs.

Strengthening the 1Institutions of Democracy. A number of our
programs will strengthen the basic institutions of a democratic society:
unions, parties, media, universities, business, legal/judicial systems,
religious and community action groups, and others. Here again, we will
rely on American non—governmental organizations to carry most of the load.

Conveving 1Ideas and Information. Through conferences; meetings;
dissemination of books and journals; and special programs in
universities, other institutions, and the media, we hope to promote an
intellectual and political interest in democracy and a reinvigorated
sense of the shared values of democratic societies.

Development of Personal and Institutional Ties. Perhaps the most
important result of all our programs will be the development of lasting
ties and working relationships Dbetween American individuals and
organizations and their foreign counterparts. The proponents of
democracy need an international network which will provide them with
moral  support, intellectual stimulation, practical and technical
assistance, and protection against their adversaries.

&
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It should be noted that many of the programs in Project Democracy are
similar to successful programs long administered by USIA and AID. These
include grants to a variety of non—governmental organizations such as the
AFL-CIO and the Asla Foundation. These organizations have proven track
records. This new commitment to our common goals by the U.S. government
will in no way interfere with thelr complete independence and continued
institutional integrity.

Project Democracy also includes new programs for advancing democratic
values and institutions such as support of regional institutions for the
study of democracy and free elections, workshops to train leaders of all
political views in the skills of democratic government and research on
the forms, development and history of democratic institutions. A number
of USIA posts have already reported local requests for technical advice
in several developing countries where new constitutions are now being
written. All of these new programs will be subject to the same
objective, professional, and stringent review process that regulates
current USIA and AID programs.

Project Democracy will seek to work closely with other democraciles to
provide the ideas and support needed to allow the ideals of democracy the
optimum chance for success. We will always bear 1In mind that if
democratic institutions are to be successful, they must adapt fundamental
principles to the unique historical, cultural and social traditions of
thelr respective nations.

What Project Democracy Is NOT

Project Democracy, a long-term, bipartisan commitment of the
President and Congress should not be confused with any short-term effort
to explain the particular policy views on particular issues of a current
Administration. Guidelines beling developed 1n cooperation with the
Congress will ensure that programs will be open and public, that they
will be free of any 1deological bilas or partisanship, that they will be
designed to transcend any particular administration, and that they will
not be employed for any short-term policy goal or for any covert purpose.

Respounsibility for Project Democracy

Project Democracy 1s an 1Interagency project initiated by the
President and will be developed in ~lose cooperation with Congress.

Since individual programs will be undertaken by USIA, AID, or the
Department of State, each agency will be responsible for the
implementation of those programs which fall within its purview. For the
purpose of coherence and focus, overall budgetary responsiblity for
Project Democracy will lie within one agency, USIA.

*This fact sheet has been cleared by the Department of State, the U.S.
Information Agency and the Agency for International Development,
March 22, 1983
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TO : The Ambassador February 8, 1983
. FROM : DCM - John A. Boyle
SUBJECT : Notes from Dinner - February 7

Ambassador outlined briefly for attendees (NATO Ambassadors,
Chargesand France) parameters of his responsibilities in Washington
and explained he wanted to share with them some perceptions he had
and to gain the benefit of their diverse experience. Ambassador
explained that on a range of issués, but most particularly on
nuclear issue, the allied countries had not properly explained

PJ
existing situation to their own publics. There was a need to work

to create a base of public opinion in Europeen countries generally,
and in siting countries in particular, which would allow the Geneva
negotiators latitude to eliminate an entire class of nuclear
weapons from the world.

The Ambassador indicated the Washington perception was that
this issue should be approached from the standpoint that the policy
of deterence has maintained peace in Europe for over 40 years and
that the planned deployment of Pershing and Cruise missiles, which
was originally suggested by Chancellor Schmidt and acquiesed in by
the United States, reflects a NATO-wide decision to insure that
NATO's deterent abilities are modernized in the face of increased
Soviet pressures. The Ambassador said the START efforts to achieve
arms reductions, which are quantitatively,andtgggl%gggéggéyarms
at existing levels, should be emphasized. Andropov has cultivated ’
successfully a public image of reasonability and deftness
in creating splits in Europeen countries on the nuclear issue. It
is important that he be judged by his deeds not his words.

Allied governments have to deliver their message to their publics

clearly, simply, and repetitively to explain the issues. Since the
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1979 dual track decision was a NATO decision, each NATO country
must deal with this issue as it sees best; however, if the USG

can be helpful to any country in doing this, we would want to be.
The Ambassador indicated that European perceptions of President
Reagan, which were formed largely in response to Reagan's domestic
efforts to mobilizesgupport for increased military spending, have

a negative aspect of militarism. This, he said, has been a problem
internationally and now the President will be concentrating on
peace efforts, such as the current proposal to ban an entire class
of nuclear weapons. Ambassador then invited informal comments from
his guests which are incapsulated below.

DENMARK - Agreed that existing nations generally are at a
disadvantage in dealing with security issues because Western
publics are: 1) unaware of Soviet military build-up and keenly
aware of Western military modernization efforts; and, 2) unfamiliar
with details of Geneva discussions between US and USSR. In addition,
the weapons to be deployed provide potential political blackmail
for many of the minority governments in NATO countries. Politicians
in these countries know the pros and cons of planned weapon deploy-
ments as well as Reagan and Schmidt. However, these politicians are

understandably reluctant to raise these matters as a central
issue in domestic politics because the "fear factor" could easily
topple their governments.

BELGIUM - Over the last 15 years the fear of the Soviet Union
and the prestige of the United States have both eroded in Europe
generally, but particularly among the young. The Vietnam and
Watergate experiences have hurt the United States. Young Europeans
in particular, whose opinions often are shallow and based on
impressionistic media response, tend to equate U5 and Soviet motives
as being identical, namely striving for their own interest at the

expense of Europe. To counter this, US credibility in the eyes of
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the young must be restored. The US must lead the alliance because

European countries, either individually or as part of the European
community, are not able to do so. The US should act in a way that
European Foreian Ministers will not be afraid to speak out in
support of common goals and policies.

ITALY - Stressed need for US leadership and clearer explanation
of issues involved in INF deployment. In addition, the US' public
relations efforts vis-a-vis European publics in response to Soviet
efforts (i.e., Andropov's recent rejections of the President's open
letter) needs a quick and subtle response. Failure to respond assists
the Soviet cause.

SPAIN - Many high level US political personalities fail to
distinguish between the coherence of the United States, particularly
in the foreign policy area and the incoherence among European
states. US experiences and reactions to foreign policy issues have
a great deal of commonality but this is not true in Europe. Most
European nations, excluding Germany, have not faced the Soviet Union
in war. 30-35% of the people in most European countries do not
support NATO and clearly do not believe in further nuclear deploy-
ments. Failure to take these country differences into account in
formulating US policy badly distorts efforts and messages aimed at
achieving Western goals.

FRENCH - The French generally believe US military systems arf
relatively weaker to the Soviet's versus ten years earlier. Fr
does not have a strong pacifist movement an%;ég;giélly seems
of the Russian threat. He stressed that each country in F
be approached individually to consider how NATO message
implemented.

GERMANY - Counting weapons is not the answer.

a new trans-Atlantic confidence and solidarity,
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young people. Hope for the future and common ideals should be

stressed;

BELGIUM - The West is hypnotized by the nuclear issue but a
much more corrosive problem for the Atlantic community is the
prospect of trade war. Recent examples of the Soviet pipeline,
steel exports being blocked to the US and USDA sales of highly
subsidized flour to Egypt are big news in Europe and quickly affect
the totality of US/European relations. Europe would lose a trade
war with the United States but such a war would damage NATO mortally.

DENMARK - In discussing US policies and trans-Atlantic relations,
bipartisan US policies receive a much more attentive hearing in
Europe than the views of a given President. When possible, such
policies should be bipartisan and not identified exclusively with
one President, who might not be in office in two yeas time.

UNITED KINGDOM - The initial impact of the Reagan Presidency
in Europe seemed to be "bombs and more bombs". The US enthusiasm
about the Cruise missile, which received massive amounts of
publicity on British TV channels, worked against US interest. No
one ever saw a picture of Soviet S-20 rockets and the general
impression was that the US was unilaterally gearing up for a nuclear
advantage. Economic issues, such as the Soviet pipeline, place a
considerable strain on good trans-Atlantic relationships.

GREECE - Subscribed to views expressed by a number of other
speakers and emphasized that economic, political and security issues
were all intertwined. Damaging any one could quickly affect the
others.

TURKEY - The Turks have been invaded a number of times by the
Soviets. Turkish young people are reminded through their education
of the nature of the Soviet threat which has not changed over the
years. Turkish public, therefore, recognizes need for strong

defense and supports such efforts.
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CANADA - Living next to US can be a problem: there are

economic issues between the two countries heightened at time of
recession but these are worked out amicably. Fear of Cruise
missiles (guidance system which is made in Canada) is high in
Canada. Would subscribe to views expressed by most speakers and
suggested President demonstrate his concern with Europe by address
to US Congress. Such an effort would grip European imagination.

Ambassador Dailey asked what should be the major themes in
a hypothetical Presidential speech to a European audience. The
following emerged:

-- appeal to youth - give them hope for the future;

-- community of economic, political and cultural interest
between Europe and the US should be stressed;

-- 14 million people are unemployed in Europe, many of the
young are increasingly alienated from their own societies as well
as the United States. Hold out the promise of a better future
for these people;

-- NATO is a defense organization composed of nations whose
sovereignty is not threatened; Europe must remain economically
healthy; people with common ideals in Europe and the US want to live
in peace and freedom; weapons should not be mentioned. President
Reagan should find occasion to speak in Europe to demonstrate his
concern for Europe.

-- President Reagan should speak before a joint session of

US Congress to demonstrate his concern for Europe and the bipartisan
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nature of this concern.




Actions for Consideration

February 8, 1983

- Presidential Proclamation of March 8, 1983 as Peace Through Strength
Day?

* Congressional Liason Staff to work for congressional passage of
Peace Through Strength Resolution as the positive counter to the
Nuclear Weapons Freeze Resolution?

* Coalition for Peace Through Strength leaders to meet with the
President about 2:00 p.m., March 7, 1983 to report on plans
to Peace Through Strength day events planned all across the
country and the status of the Resolution in the U.S. Congress.
Meeting to be followed by press conference at White House?





