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IN REPLY REFER TO
e
MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER RETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY

Subj: ANNUAL INCSEA REVIEW IN MOSCOW 28 MAY-2 JUN 1984

Encl: (1) Results of 1984 INCSEA Review in Moscow

1. Enclosure (1) which contains a summary of the results of the
INCSEA review in Moscow is provided for your information.

/2//’ \
J. A. LYONS, JR.

VICE A.DMIR-AIJ, 'U. s' NAVY
" "TUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
- T, POLICY AND OPERATIONS)

CLASSIFIED BY CNO (OP-61) -
DECLASSIFY OADR
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RESULTS OF 1984 INCSEA REVIEW IN MOSCOW

12487

The annual review of the Incidents at Sea (INCSEA) Agreement
in Moscow 28 May - 2 Jun was conducted in a very positive, .
cordial, and professional atmosphere, in stark contrast to the
harsh rhetoric and propaganda in state-sponsored news media
associated with other bilateral discussions and negotiations,
such as START and INF. Throughout all formal and informal
contacts, the Soviet Navy representatives went out of their way
to ensure that a harmonicus and cooperative atmosphere pervaded.
It was obvious that the Soviet Navy places a high value on the
Agreement and on the contact with the U.S. Navy through the
established communications channel.

During these discussions, the following main themes emerged:

0L
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- This is the only channel of communication between the
U.S. and the U.S.S.R. that is working.

e

- The Soviet Navy warits the Agreement to continue to be
effective in preventing serious incidents.

1

- The Soviet Navy representatives went out of their way
to express their commitment to abide by the letter and
the spirit of the Agreement.
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- The Soviet Navy acknowledged the Agreement was
seriously eroded during search operations for the
Korean airliner in the Sea of Japan. They also
concurred in the U.S. position that the Agreement
needs to be applied consistently throughout the year,
particularly during unusual situations invelving high
tension.

- In working level discussions, the Soviets accepted U.S.
concerns with flare firing at U.S. ships, with
hazardous approach to U.S. helicopters, and with
generally poor adherence to the Agreement by Soviet
Naval Auxiliaries.

- The Soviet Navy committed themselves to reissue instruc-
tions to commanders of maval auxiliaries, combatant
ships, and aircraft to strictly abide by the Agreement.

»~7J ] - The Soviets expressed interest in returning to an

! atmosphere of cooperation such as that existing during
WWII when we had a common objective to defeat Germany.

- The Chairman of the U.S. Delegation countered that we

still have a common objective---to maintain the peace.
He added that the INCSEA framework is a good example to

CLASSIFIED BY CNO (OP-61} Enclosure (1}
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all negotiators of what can be accomplished when the two
sides come to the table with common objectives, equality
of approach and treatment, and without thoughts of
attempting to take advantage of the other.

In side discussions, the head of the Soviet delegation, ADM
Navoytsev, indicated the Soviet Navy would have no problem with
reciprocal ship visits such as had occurred in 1975, for example to
Vladivostok and San Francisco. ADM Navoytsev also acknowledged the
U. S. position that the VICTOR submarine which had collided with
USS KITTY HAWK was obligated under International Rules of the Road

to remain clear of KITTY HAWK and that no additional protocol was
required.

A Soviet-proposed protocol to the Agreement to include military
aircraft approach to civil aircraft was interesting in light of the
downing of KAL-007. The proposal called for caution and prudence
when approaching civil aircraft, and would prohibit simulated
attacks. Simple verbal commands to civil aircraft were also
included. It was interesting that this proposal contained language
similar to that used in the past by the U. S. to argue against the

need for an additional protocol. The U. S. side agreed to study
this proposal.

As provided for in the Agreement, both sides concurred in a
three-year renewal period. The next meeting will be held in
Washington, May-June 1985.

CONFIDENTIAL
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The twelfth annual review of the Incidents at Sea (INCSEA)
Agreement took place in Moscow 28 May = 2 June 1984. The
discussion took place in a very upbeat, cordial atmosphere,
reflecting the importance the Soviet Navy places on maintaining
the agreement and the attendant official contact with the U.S.
Navy. : ’

The U.S. delegation expressed concern that among recent
incidents, those occurring in connection with the Korean airliner
salvage operations seemed to be especially at variance with the
agreement. The large number of serious incidents, in particular
those involving auxiliary naval vessels, raised the possibility
of deliberate acts of violation thereby bringing into question
the Soviet Navy's commitment to the future effectiveness of the
agreement. - :

The Soviet Navy response to the U.S. concerns was professional
and positive. During formal and informal discussions, Soviet
delegation members acknowledged the U.S. concerns while strongly
reaffirming Soviet commitment to the agreement. The positive tone
of these discussions was in sharp contrast to Soviet attempts last
year to shift blame equally to the U.S. side.

The proposal by the head of the Soviet delegation for a
future exchange of ship visits was another positive indication of
their interest in maintaining a good working relationship with
our Navy. The U.S. delegation head supported such visits, and
will look for an opportunity to pursue the proposal.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL :
CoNE IPERTIAL , DECLASSIFIED sune 15, 1980 [1241°
-~ o MRRIW7547-53
BY 20 _tURADATEG/S

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCHARLANE

\]\[\

SUBJECT: Soviet Militjary Priorities

INFORMATION

FROM: JACK MATLOC

Jeremy Azrael has called my attention to a most interesting
interview which appeared in Red Star, May 9, by Marshal Ogarkov,
Chief of the Soviet General Staff. He prepared a memorandum for
Secretary Shultz, a copy of which is attached at Tab I, and I
believe you will find his observations of interest.

First, Ogarkov's comments on nuclear war are entirely consistent
with our conviction that the Soviet General Staff is not fearful
of an imminent U.S. first strike. Although the interview is
directed at a military audience, and therefore would be expected
to convey an air of confidence, his categorical statements that
nuclear war makes no sense comes very close to an explicit
endorsement of MAD. It is particularly interesting in this
regard that he does not dwell on the alleged threat of the
Pershing II's and GLCM's in Europe.

A second striking feature is his treatment of ET. The emphasis
he gives it implies that he sees developments along these lines
as his greatest future worry.

It would be foolhardy to attach too much significance to a single
statement. But this one is indeed food for thought. As Jeremy
points out, one of the questions it raises is whether we may not
have more leverage in vigorous pursuit of ET in the conventional
area than in the strategic nuclear area. Going somewhat further
afield with speculation, one can also read in Ogarkov's treatment
a recognition that the Soviet economy cannot support competition
across the board and may have to make some agonizing decisions on
priorities. This could mean that the Soviet military may not be
as rigid in opposing strategic arms reduction as many assume.
Even if this should be the case, however, we should understand

that the most likely reason will be a desire to have more resources
available for ET.

I have asked the Agency to be alert for any further commentary in
Soviet military literature which reiterates or supports Orgakov's

themes.
Attachment:
Tab I Memorandum "A Reordering of Soviet Military
Priorities?"
CONFI TT
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United States Department of State

Washington, D. C. 20520

June 11, 1984
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM

CONFIDERTIAL SIS o , DECLASSIFIED'
7 o NE.RW’.ZM/@{/_ 4

TO: The Secretary BY @K ﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ATEm

FROM: S/P - Peter W. Rodman 0)/7)2

SUBJECT: A Reordering of Soviet Military Priorities?

On May 9 (Victory Day), the Soviet military newspaper, Red
Star, published a lengthy and authoritative interview with
Marshal N.V. Ogarkov, Chief of the Soviet General Staff
(relevant section attached). U.S. commentary on this interview
has focussed on the relaLi1g_EQQSEEEEQE‘EE_QEEEES%LE.
anti-American rhetoric. -A not unrelated, but WUch more
Jdistinctive and noteworthy feature of the interview is its

guestioning of long-established Soviet mikitary priorities.
—

Unlike virtually all other recent Soviet commentaries on
defense matters, the Ogarkov interview does not dwell on the
threat posed by the deployment of Pershings and GLCM's and the
modernization of U.S. strategic nuclear forces. On the
contrary, Ogarkov describes our continuing nuclear buildup as
“"senseless,” since the already existing "overkill" capacity on
both sides has made it "impossible to destroy the enemy's

systems with a single strike." No matter how destructive an
initial attack, the victim will "inevitably" retain enough
weapons for "a crushing retaliatory strike -- a strike

inflicting unacceptable damage."

It would be unwarranted to conclude on this basis that
Ogarkov has been converted from a proponent of nuclear
war-fighting (the long-established Soviet military doctrlne) to
a proponent of mutual assured destruction. But he has gone out
of his way to discount the military significance of the alleged
U.S. guest for nuclear superiority. Although he refrains from
saying so directly, it clearly follows from his argument that
there is no compelling need either to cap the U.S. nuclear
buildup through early arms~control agreements or.to respond to
that buildup through nuclear countermeasures. Despite new U.S.
programs, a continuing nuclear standoff can be taken for
granted. ' a

Ogarkov's insouciance about a U.S. first- strlke threat is
accompanied by obvious concern about an adverse Shlft in the
conventional balance. He argues at length that conventional
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weaponry is on the threshhold of a technological revolution
that will radically transform current methods of waging war.
Furthermore, he clearly implies that the U.S. has built a
considerable lead in conventional modernization, thereby
threatening to deprive the Soviets of a long-standing and
potentially decisive competitive advantage. 1In Ogarkov's
judgment, this is a threat that must be addressed "right now"
-- with such urgency and concentration that other established,
priorities are bound to suffer. -

Ogarkov concedes that certain risks inhere in such a
reordering of priorities, but he insists that these risks are
manageable and can and must be run. Without gquite saying so
explicitly, he clearly takes it as a given that the Soviet
military does not and will not have the resources both for a

crash program in conventional weaponry and for a significant
buildup of i1ts nuclear capabilities. If this 1s regrettable,
it 1s nonetheless a fact of life, a reflection of what Ogarkov
describes as "an objective law discovered in his time by
Frederick Engels" -- to wit, that "nothing depends on economic
conditions as much as the Army and Navy." Fortunately,
however, the unattainable is unlikely t¢ prove indispensable.
While Ogarkov clearly does not view the existence of a stable
nuclear balance ‘as a guarantee against the outbreak of a -
conventional war (the gravamen of his entire argument is
precisely the contrary), his case nonetheless rests on an ///

assumption that the current period is a period of relative

security. 3

Ogarkov has been a leading contributor to Soviet efforts to
generate a war-scare (something he probably finds useful, among
other things, in pressing his overall budgetary claims). But
in this particularly authoritative statement to a professional
audience, he suggests that it is possible to concentrate
resourses on the development and testing of necessarily .
uncertain emergent technologies and weapons systems because it
is a time of peace ~- and is likely to remain so for some time
to come. In consequence, there is no justification for not
reordering priorities. War is not a clear and present danger,
and attempts to argue the contrary within military circles are
nothing more than poorly disguised expressions of illegitimate
inter-service rivalry. More generally, they reflect precisely
the sort of "conservatism and inertia" that must -be “"resolutely
overcome” . by leaders who appreciate Engels' further "discovery™
that innovations in military affairs often have to be imposed
"almost forcibly and against the will of the military command."”

If this reading of Ogarkov's interview is correct (and it
is one in which Jeremy has considerable confidence), there are
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a number of implications that are worth bearing in mind and
exploring further:

- The Soviet military is far from monolithic and may
Presently be divided by particularly intense
inter-service rivalries.

- Soviet economic stringencies are such that the Soviet
high command faces -- and is more-or-less resigned to
facing -- hard choices among competing weapons systems
and mission priorities. :

- The Soviet high command does not believe that the risk

of war (let alone of a U.S. first strike) is
particularly high.

- The Soviet high command may not be as eager to cap the

U.S. strategic buildup through a START agreement as we
often suppose.

-- The Soviet determination to match us nuclear missile
for nuclear missile in a continuing cycle of
deployments and counterdeploymepnts may be shakier than
we often assume.

-- Within the Soviet high command support for nuclear
arms control may be strongest among conventional force
commanders who are eager to cap Soviet nuclear
programs and increase spending on conventional
modernization.

-— Pressing ahead with our conventional arms
modernization programs may be one of our most
effective means for limiting the modernization of
Soviet strategic and theatre nuclear forces.

- The Soviets may be on the verge of conventional force
modernization programs that will tip the conventional
balance even further in their favor unless we in fact
justify their apprehension and exploit our
technological advantages in the field of conventional
weaponry.
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Ogarkov Interview

PM0OB1625 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 9 May 84 First Edition pp 2-3

[Interview with MSU N.V. Ogarkov, chief of Géneral Staff of the USSR Armed Forces and
USSR first deputy defense minister: "The Defense of Socialism: Experience of History
and the Present Day" — first paragraph is editorial inmtroduction] .-

[Text] The Soviet people's victory in the Great Patriotic War of 1941-45 is being cele=
brated widely and solemnly in our country today. On the eve of this great and resplen-
dent holiday, the editorial office of KRASNAYA ZVEZDA asked Marshal of the Soviet Union
N.V. Ogarkov, chief of General Staff of the Armed Forces and USSR first deputy defense
minister, to answer a number of questions connected with the defense of socialism's
gains.

Question: It is nearly 40 years since the Great Patriotic War. What changes have

taken place in military matters in that time, and how aqé they taken into account in our
military building, in the training of troops and fleets? .
Answer: 1In his time,F. Engels discovered an objective law: "Nothing depends on economic
conditions as much as the Army and Navy. Armaments, personnel, organization, tactics,
and strategy depend, above all, on the level of preduction achieved at a given moment

and on the means of commnication," and “successes of technology, the moment they have
become usable and have been applied in practice in military matters, have immediately --
almost forcibly, and often against the will of the military command — caused changes

and even revolutions in the methods of waging war.”

In present-day conditions, this law is manifested with particular force. In the postwar
years, several generations of weapons systems and combat hardware have already suc-
ceeded one another. '

What do the basic changes in military matters consist of today?

First, the quantitative accumulation of nuclear weapons, which has continued over
several decades, has led to radical qualitative changes in the conditions and potential
for the use of these weapons. The stockpiles of nuclear ammunition and various means
of delivery that the sides created have reached such a size and quality that ghey are
sufficient to destroy all the important targets on enemy territory many times over in
a short space of time.
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For instance, in just one salvo (launch) of strategic/(not counting battlefield)

nuclear forces, the United States could today use about 12,000 nuclear charges with

a total yield hundreds of times greater thanithe yield of all the explosives and
ammunition used by all states throughout the 6 years of Werld War II. With the
deployment of American medium~range missiles in Europe, this potential of U.S. ’
strategic nuclear forces will further increase. You do not have to be a military man

or a scientist to realize that a further buildup is becoming senseless. Nonetheless,

this buildup is continuing, through the fault of: the United States. -
As a result, a paradox arises: On the one hand, it would seem, a process of steadily
increasing potential for the nuclear powers to destroy the enewy is taking : place, while
on the other there is an equally steady and, I would say, even steeper reduction in

the potential for an aggressor to inflict a8 so-called "disarming strike" op his main
enemy. The point is, with the quantity and diversity of nuclear missiles already
achieved, it becomes impossible to destroy the enemy's systems with & single strike.

A crushing retaliatory strike against the aggressor, even by the limited quentity of
nuclear charges remaining to the defender -- & strike inflicting unacceptable damage —
‘becomes inevitable in present conditions. The calculation of the strategists across

the ocean, based on the possibility of waging a so-called "limited" nuclear war, now

has no foundation whatever. It is utopian: Any so-called limited use of nuclear facili-
ties will inevitably lead to the immediate use of the whole of the sides' nuclear
arsenal. That is the terrible logic of war. Their arguments about the possibility

of a so~called "limited nuclear strike without retaljation" against the enemy's main
centers and control points are even more groundless. Such arguments are pure fantasy.

Put together, all this substantially changes both the conditions for the outbreak

of modern warfare and the potential for waging it. L
Second, rapid changes in the development of conventicﬁal means of destruction and the
emergence in the developed countrles of automated reconnaissance-and-strike complexes,
long-range high-accuracy terminally guided combat systems, unmanned £lying machines,

and qualitatively new electronic control systems make many types of weapons global

and make it possible to sharply increase (by at least an order of magnitude) the des-
tructive potential of conventional weapons, bringing them closer, so to speak, to weapons
of mass destruction in terms of effectiveness. The sharply increased range of conven-
tional weapons makes it possible to immediately extend active combat operations not just
to the border regions, but to the whole country's territery, which was not gossible

in past wars. This qualitative leap in the development of conventional means of
destruction will inevitably entail a change in the nature of the preparation and

conduct of operations, which will in turn predetermine the possibility of conducting
military operations using conventional systems in qualitatively new, incomparably,

more destructive forms than before. -

There is a2 sharp expansion in the zone of possible combat operations, and the role and
significance of the initial period of the war and its initial operations become incom-
parably greater. A mnew war, should imperialism unleash it, will certainly be strikingly
lifferent in nature from the last war. ’

fhird, the rapid development of science and technology in recent years creates real
>reconditions for the emergence in the very near future of even more destructive and
reviously unknown types of weapons based on new physical principles.
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Work on these new types of weapons is already in progress in a number of countries,

for example, in the United States. Their development is a reality of the very near
future, and it would be a2 serious mistake not to consider it tight now. This, in tum,
cannot fall to change established notions of the methods and forms of armed struggle .
and even of the military might of the state.

This is & short list of only the basic changeé:currently taking place in the means of
armed struggle. They are inevitably exerting their influence on the nature of war. and
the role and place of the branches of the Armed Forces in resolving operational and
strategic tasks and on the further development and improvement of forms and methods of
conducting military operations and military affairs as a whole

All this must unconditionally be the subject of constant énd in~depth analysis and
must be generalized and taken into account in the practical building of our Armed
Forces.

In consideration of this, the technical equipping, organizational building, and manage-
ment of our Armed Forces are effected in such a2 way that they are always ready umder
any conditions to deal an immediate counterstrike against any aggressor. This
capability must be guaranteed in all instances. The main component of the combat might
of the Army and Navy and the basic factor in curbing the aggressor are our strategic
nuclear forces, which are in a state of constant high combat readiness. All branches
of the Armed Forces and categories of troops are developing harmoniously with them and
are being equipped with the most modern weapons and codet hardware.

There is also & simultaneous process of honing and impraving the system of operationmal,
combat, and political training of troops and fleets; the procedure for mobilizing and
provisioning them; troop and weapon control systems, and forms and methods of political-
educational and party political work.

The Soviet Armed Forces' might is determined by not only the quantity but also the
quality of their weapons and combat hardware. Our main strength is the Soviet people,
who have an expert mastery of the awe-inspiring weapons entrusted to them by the
motherland., Today, over 93 percent of our servicemen have secondary and higher
education. Almost 90 percent of the servicemen are Communists and Komsomol members,
who are transforming our Army and Navy into an invincible force. '

The resolution of the tasks of military building and training of our Armed Forces is
effected on the basis of comprehensive, in-depth analysis of the military-political
situation and the development of the means of armed struggle. Therefore, our military
cadres do not merely copy past experience, they use it creatively and emrich it. They
must constantly improve the training and organizational structure of troops and naval
forces and conduct scientific quests to this end, taking into account the continuous
changes in military affairs and, if necessary, taking justified Tvisks. It is better
to test new forms in peacetime than to seek them in the course of a war. Furthermore,
there would now be mo time for this. We military men must, as Comrade K.U. Chernenko,
general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee and chairman of the USSR Supreme Soviet
Presidium, points out, “resolutely overcome any conservatism and inertia"; for us in
the military "the slogan of the day must be: From a correct idea, fully armed with
experience, to bold actions!"”

[
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[ would like to emphasize that the defense of the socialist motherland is the concern of
very Soviet person, & concern of the entire people. In this conmection, work to educate
he Soviet people in accordance with revolutionary, combat, and labor traditions and train
eliable and skillful defenders of the motherland, and the active participation in this
ork of our party, labor, war, and Army veterans, are of great importance.

he main source of the Soviet Armed Forces' strength and invincibility and en important
ondition of their further strengthening and development has always been and remains the
.eadership of the Communist Party and the wmbreakable unity between the Army and the
eople. The CPSU, its leninist Central Committee, and our government are doing every-
hing necessary to ensure that the Soviet state's defense potential and its Armed Forces'

ombat might are abreast of present-day demands and that no eventuality can take us by
surprise.

‘hegrirz years of the Great Patriotic War are receding further and further into the depths
f history. A great deal has changed in the world in the almost 40 years since then.
lowever, time cannot wipe out from the memory of grateful mankind the unparalleled feat

f the Soviet people and their Armed Forces who, in an unprécedentedly fierce confronta-
ion with a perfidious eremy, not only defended the socialist fatherland, but also saved
he peoples of many countries from fascist emslavement. The memory of the millioms of
veople who gave their lives for the great victory makes it imperative today to rally

he forces of the world's peoples in the struggle against the perfidious designs of the
orces of imperialism and reaction, against the instigators of a new war. The imperialist

retenders to world domination should not forget that history savagely punishes those
ho ignore its lessons.
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MEMORANDUM FOR %&(&.ﬁ “ MCHARLANE t’/ i/
NN

SUBJECT: Soviet Militlary Priorities

FROM: JACK MATLOC

Jeremy Azrael has called my attention to a most interesting
interview which appeared in Red Star, May 9, by Marshal Ogarkov,
Chief of the Soviet General Staff. He prepared a memorandum for
Secretary Shultz, a copy of which is attached at Tab I, and I
believe you will find his observations of interest.

First, Ogarkov's comments on nuclear war are entirely consistent
with our conviction that the Soviet General Staff is not fearful
of an imminent U.S. first strike. Although the interview is
directed at a military audience, and therefore would be expected
to convey an air of confidence, his categorical statements that
nuclear war makes no sense comes very close to an explicit
endorsement of MAD. It is particularly interesting in this
regard that he does not dwell on the alleged threat of the
Pershing II's and GLCM's in Europe.

A second striking feature is his treatment of ET. The emphasis
he gives it implies that he sees developments along these lines
as his greatest future worry.

It would be foolhardy to attach too much significance to a single
statement. But this one is indeed food for thought. As Jeremy
points out, one of the questions it raises is whether we may not
have more leverage in vigorous pursuit of ET in the conventional
area than in the strategic nuclear area. Going somewhat further
afield with speculation, one can also read in Ogarkov's treatment
a recognition that the Soviet economy cannot support competition
across the board and may have to make some agonizing decisions on
priorities. This could mean that the Soviet military may not be
as rigid in opposing strategic arms reduction as many assume.
Even if this should be the case, however, we should understand
that the most likely reason will be a desire to have more resources
available for ET.

have asked the Agency to be alert for any further commentary in
Soviet military literature which reiterates or supports Orgakov's
\ themes,

Attachment:
Tab I Memorandum "A Reordering of Soviet Military
Priorities?"

CONNDE‘NTIA; .
Declabgify on: OADF
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FROM : s/P - Peter W. Rodman fhﬂ BY (@ MNARA DATE 2 £
SUBJECT: A Reordering of Soviet Military Priorities?

On May 9 (Victory Day), the Soviet military newspaper, Red
Star, published a lengthy and authoritative interview with
Marshal N.V. Ogarkov, Chief of the Soviet General Staff

(relevant sect1on attached) U.S. commentary on this interview
has ~ N o - . ’
-1t re

wlstinctive ana notewortny reature OI tne l1nterview 1S its

Factrimrnina AfF TAanreactahltsehald QAavia+r mi Ui+ orir mriAari+dme

Unlike virtually all other recent Soviet commentaries on
defense matters, the Ogarkov interview does not dwell on the
threat posed by the deployment of Pershings and GLCM's and the
modernization of U.S. strategic nuclear forces. On the
contrary, Ogarkov describes our continuing nuclear buildup as
"senseless," since the already existing "overkill"” capacity on
both sides has made it "impossible to destroy the enemy's
systems with a single strike." No matter how destructive an
initial attack, the victim will "inevitably" retain enough
weapons for "a crushing retaliatory strike =-- a strike
inflicting unacceptable damage."

It would be unwarranted to conclude on this basis that
Ogarkov has been converted from a proponent of nuclear
war-fighting (the long-established Soviet military doctrlne) to
a .proponent of mutual assured destruction. But he has gone out
of his way to discount the military significance of the alleged
U.S. guest for nuclear superiority. Although he refrains from
saying so directly, it clearly follows from his argument that
there is no compelling need either to cap the U.S. nuclear
buildup through early arms-control agreements or.to respond to
that buildup through nuclear countermeasures. Despite new U.S.
programs, a continuing nuclear standoff can be taken for
granted. g

Ogarkov's insouciance about a U.S. first- strlke threat is
accompanied by obvious concern about an adverse Shlft in the
conventional balance. He argues at length that conventional

CONFIDENTIAL
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weaponry is on the threshhold of a technological revolution

that will radically transform current methods of waging war.
Furthermore, he clearly implies that the U.S. has built a
considerable lead in convéentional modernization, thereby
threatening to deprive the Soviets of a long-standing and
potentially decisive competitive advantage. 1In Ogarkov's -
judgment, this is a threat that must be addressed "right now"

-- with such urgency and concentration that other establlshed
priorities are bound to suffer.

Ogarkov concedes that certain risks inhere in such a
reordering of priorities, but he insists that these risks are
manageable and can and must be run. Without quite saying so
explicitly, he clearly takes it as a given that the Soviet
military does not and will not have the resources both for a
crash program in conventional weaponry and for a significant
buildup of 1ts nuclear capabilities. If this is regrettable,
it is nonetheless a fact of life, a reflection of what Ogarkov
describes as "an objective law discovered in his time by
Frederick Engels" -- to wit, that "nothing depends on economic
conditions as much as the Army and Navy." Fortunately,
however, the unattainable is unlikely to prove indispensable.
While Ogarkov clearly does not view the existence of a stable
nuclear balance '‘as a guarantee against the outbreak of a
conventional war (the gravamen of his entire argument is
precisely the contrary), his case nonetheless rests on an
assumption that the current period is a period of relative

securitx.

Ogarkov has been a leading contributor to Soviet efforts to
generate a war-scare (something he probably finds useful, among
other things, in pressing his overall budgetary claims). But
in this particularly authoritative statement to a professiocnal
audience, he suggests that it is possible to concentrate
resourses on the development and testing of necessarily .
uncertain emergent technologies and weapons systems because it
is a time of peace -- and is likely to remain so for some time
to come. 1In consequence, there is no justification for not
reordering priorities. War is not a clear and present danger,
and attempts to argue the contrary within military circles are
nothing more than poorly disguised expressions of illegitimate
inter-service rivalry. More generally, they reflect precisely
the sort of "conservatism and inertia" that must -be "resolutely
overcome" by leaders who appreciate Engels' further "discovery"
that innovations in military affairs often have to be imposed
"almost forcibly and against the will of the military command."

If this reading of Ogarkov's interview is correct (and it
is one in which Jeremy has considerable confidence), there are
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a number of implications that are worth bearing in mind and’
exploring further:

The Soviet military is far from monolithic and may
pPresently be divided by particularly intense
inter-service rivalries.

Soviet economic stringencies are such that the Soviet
high command faces ~- and is more-or-less resigned to
facing -- hard choices among competing weapons systems
and mission priorities. :

The Soviet high command dcoces not believe that the risk
of war (let alone of a U.S. first strike) is
particularly high.

The Soviet high command may not be as eager to cap the
U.S. strategic buildup through a START agreement as we
often suppose. ‘

The Soviet determination to match us nuclear missile
for nuclear missile in a continuing cycle of
deployments and counterdeploymepnts may be shakier than
we cften assume.

Within the Soviet high command support for nuclear
arms control may be strongest among conventional force
commanders who are eager to cap Soviet nuclear
programs and increase spending on conventional
modernization.

Pressing ahead with our conventional arms
modernization programs may be one of our most
effective means for limiting the modernization of
Soviet strategic and theatre nuclear forces.

The Soviets may be on the verge of conventional force
modernization programs that will tip the conventional
balance even further in their favor unless we in fact
justify their apprehension and exploit our
technological advantages in the field of conventional
weaponry.
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Ogarkov Interview

PMO81625 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 9 May B4 First Edition pp 2-3

[Interview with MSU N.V., Ogarkov, chief of Géneral Staff of the USSR Armed Forces and
USSR first deputy defense minister: '"The Defense of Socialism: Experience of History
and the Present Day" — first paragraph is editorial introduction] .-

[Text] The Soviet people's victory in the Great Patriotic War of 1941-45 is being cele-
brated widely and solemnly in our country today. On the eve of this great and resplen-
dent holiday, the editorial office of KRASNAYA ZVEZDA asked Marshal of the Soviet Union
N.V. Ogarkov, chief of General Staff of the Armed Forces and USSR first deputy defense
minister, to answer a number of questions connected with the defense of socialism’s
gains.

Question: It is nearly 40 years since the Great Patriotic War. What changes have

taken place in military matters in that time, and how ané they taken into account in our
military building, in the training of troops and fleets? .
Answer: In his time,F. Engels discovered an objective law: "Nothing depends on economic
conditions as much as the Army and Navy. Armaments, personnel, organization, tactics,
and strategy depend, above all, on the level of production achieved at a given moment

and on the means of communication," and "successes of technology, the moment they have
become usable and have been applied in practice in military matters, have immediately --
almost forcibly, and often against the will of the military command — caused changes

and even revolutions in the methods of waging war."

In present-day conditions, this law is manifested with particular force. 1In the postwar
years, several generations of weapons systems and combat hardware have already suc-
ceeded one another,

What do the basic changes in military matters consist of today?

First, the quantitative accumulation of nuclear weapons, which has continued over
several decades, has led to radical gqualitative changes in the conditions and potential
for the use of these weapons. The stockpiles of nuclear ammunition and various means
of delivery that the sides created have reached such a size and quality that they are
sufficient to destroy all the important targets on enemy territory many times over in
a short space of time.
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I would like to emphasize that the defense of the socialist motherland is the concern of
every Soviet persoms a concern of the entire people. In this connection, work to educate
the Soviet people in accordance with revolutionary, combat, and labor traditions and train
reliable and skillful defenders of the motherland, and the active participation in this
work of our party, labor, war, and Army veterans, are of great importance.
The main source of the Soviet Armed Forces' strength and invincibility and an important
condition of their further strengthening and development has always beenand remains the
leadership of the Communist Party and the unbreakable unity between the Army and the
people. The CPSU, its leninist Central Committee, and our government are doing every-
thing necessary to ensure that the Soviet state's defense potential and its Armed Forces'
combat might are abreast of present-day demands and that no eventuality can take us by
surprise,

Thegrim years of the Creat Patriotic War are receding further and further into the depths
of history. A great dezl has changed in the world in the almost 40 years since then.
However, time cannot wipe out from the memory of grateful mankind the unparalleled feat
of the Soviet people and their Armed Forces wheo, in an umprécedentedly fierce confrontae-
tion with 2 perfidious enemy, not only defended the socialyst fatherland, but also saved
the peoples of many countries from fascist enslavement. The memory of the millions of
people who gave their lives for the great victory makes it imperative today to rally

the forces of the world's peoples in the struggle against the perfidious designs of the
forces of imperialism and reaction, against the instigators of a new war. The imperialist
pretenders to world domination should not forget that history savagely punishes those

wvho ignore its lessons.
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STATEMENT TO SMITHSONIAN CONFERENCE

Thank you for coming over to the White House today. When I
heard that you would be meeting at the Smithsonian to discuss
U.S.-Soviet exchanges, I was eager to have a chance to meet you
and to share with you my thoughts on this most important topic.

First, I want to congratulate the Woodrow Wilson Center and
O & C 8 2 .

the Carnegie Ce;pgxaiinn{of New Yérk for organizing your
conference. These institutions are outstanding examples of the
American search for knowledge and communication with the world at
large. And right now there is no topic more worthy of our
attention than ways we can reach out and establish better
communication with the people and government of the Soviet Union.

In my January address on U.S.-Soviet relations I suggested
that the U.S. and Soviet governments make a major effort to see
if we could make progress in three broad problem areas: reducing
the threat and use of force in solving international disputes,
reducing armaments in the world, and establishing a better
working relationship with each other. We have been working hard
to secure Soviet cooperation in all these areas.

I've had a lot to say recently about our efforts to
establish a dialogue on regional issues and on arms reduction and
control. Today I would like to describe to you what we are
proposing to establish a better working relationship with the
Soviet Union. If these proposals are accepted, they could open

up new avenues for your own efforts.
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First, we have informed the Soviet Government that we are
prepared to initiate negotiations on a new exchanges agreement,
and we have completed our preparations for these negotiations.

Second, we have proposed that we resume preparations to open
consulates general in New York and Kiev.

Third, we have taken steps to reinvigorate our agreements
for cooperation in the fields of environmental protection,
housing, health and agriculture. Activities under these
agreements have waned in recent years, since there have been no
meetings of their joint committees to plan projects. We have
proposed that preparations begin for such meetings in order to
increase the number of active projects.

Fourth, we are in the process of renewing several agreements
which otherwise would have expired this year.

-- We have proposed extending our fishing agreement for 18
months and are looking at possibilities to increase cooperation
under it.

~~ We have proposed that our Agreement to Facilitate
Economic, Industrial and Technological Cooperation be renewed for
another ten years, and that preparations begin for a meeting of
our Joint Commercial Commission.

-- A U.S. Navy delegation held talks this month with their
Soviet counterparts in accord with our agreement on avoiding
incidents at sea, and we have agreed to extend that useful
agreement for another three years.

-- We are reviewing the World Oceans Agreement, which has
been useful in promoting joint oceanographic research, and will

give careful thought to renewing it when it expires in December.
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Finally, we have made proposals in several other areas in
order to solve problems, improve ocur dialogue and foster
cooperation.

—-- We have proposed a fair and equitable resolution of our
differences on the exact depiction of the maritime boundary off
Alaska.

-- We have proposed a joint simulated space rescue mission
in which astronauts and cosmonauts would carry out a combined
exercise in space to develop techniques to rescue people from
malfunctioning space vehicles.

-= We recently concluded another round of talks on consular
matters, in which we are trying to improve visa procedures and
facilitate travel between our countries.

-~ We have suggested discussions between the U.S. Coast
Guard and the Soviet Ministry of Merchant Marine on search and
rescue procedures to assist citizens of all countries lost at
sea.

-- We have made progress in our talks on upgrading the
Hotline, and have proposed measures to deal with nuclear
terrorist incidents, establishing a Joint Military Communications
Line, and upgrading embassy communications in both countries.

~—~ We have put forward a specific set of steps to improve
navigation aids along the North Pacific air routes to ensure that
the KAL tragedy never recursﬁ

~~ We have suggested that we establish regular, high-level
contacts between military personnel of our two countries.,

As you can see, we have been working as hard to improve

communication and our working relationship with the Soviets, as
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we have to persuade them to join us in finding ways to reduce
arms and settle disputes without the use of force. We cannot yet
judge the results: ;some oi;guxmprop@sé;s'h;ve been‘rejected --
at least for the moment; a few are near agreement; and many
others are still under discussion. But one thing is certain. We
want to move ahead.

We don't expect that to be easy. Opening up contact and
communication with a closed society governed by exceedingly
suspicious officials can never be easy. I am as disturbed as you
are by recent reports of new steps which have been taken by
Soviet authorities to restrict their citizens' contacts with
foreigners. And these come on top of intensified repression of
many persons who have dared express views contrary to those of
their political leaders. The people of the Soviet Union pay the
greatest price for such practices, but we are all affected.

When attempts are made to seal off great, proud,
accomplished peoples from outside influence, two things happen.
First, fheir own intellectual and cultural life suffers. And
second, the rest of the world is deprived of the cultural riches
and intellectual stimulation they can offer.

Sometimes, if we get preoccupied with our political and
ideological differences, we may not think enough about this. But
we all know that Russian writers, composers and scientists are a
part of our own heritage. What American does not think of
Tchaikowsky as one of his favorite composers? And what would our
literature be like without Tolstoy, Dostoevsky and Chekhov? Or

chemistry without Mendeleyev? I could give many more examples,
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but the point is clear: we all have a stake in keeping contacts
and communication as broad and deep and unfettered as possible.

While our main problem, for decades, has been the Soviet
propensity to seal their people off, or to filter and control the
flow of contacts and information, we too have sometimes made
decisions that led to a decrease in contacts, though that was
never our purpose or goal. For example, some of the cooperative
agreements which we would like to revive have been languishing in
part because of our refusal, following the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, to hold high-level meetings.

Here, frankly, we face a dilemma. When Soviet actions
threaten the peace, or violate solemn agreements, or trample on
standards essential to civilized mankind, we cannot be silent or
continue to deal with the perpetrators as if nothing had
happened. To do so would not only betray our deepest values and
violate our conscience; it would also ultimately undermine world
stability and our ability to keep the peace. We must have ways
short bf military threats to make it crystal clear that Soviet
actions do matter and that some will inevitably affect the
quality of the relationship.

But we have to bear something else in mind. That is, that
our guarrel is not with the Russian people, or the Ukrainian
people, or any of the other proud nationalities living in that
enormous multinational state.}(Pause) I can think of another word

for it, but don't want to be accused of indulging in rhetoric.f
We wish the peoples of the Soviet Union well, and want only to
live in peace and cooperation with them. And we're sure they

want the same with us. So we must be careful, in reacting to

‘“5‘-1»,
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actions by their government, not to take out our indignation on
those not responsible.

That is why I feel that we should move to broaden
opportunities for Americans and Soviet citizens to get to know
each other better. Our proposals are not a "signal" that we have
forgotten Afghanistan. We have not, and we will continue to
demonstrate our sympathy for the people of that Q;%é;gggfland,
and will support their desire to rid themselves of foreign
occupiers and reestablish an independence and neutrality which
could threaten no one.

Our proposals also do not mean that we ignore violations of
the Helsinki Final Act, or the plight in which the Soviet
authorities have placed some of their noblest citizens. Andrei
Sakharov, Yelena Bonner, Anatoly Shcharansky, Yuri Orlov and many
others weigh heavily on our hearts, and it would be misleading to
imply that their treatment and fate will not have an effect on
our ability to increase cooperation with the Soviet Union. It
will, and we all know it. Not because I want it that way, or you
want it that way, but because our own consciences, and those of
the American people, will have it no other way.

I know that these thoughts do not resolve the dilemma I
mentioned. If they did, it wouldn't be a dilemma. But it is a
dilemma for all of us, and T will value any advice that you, who
have so much experience in dealing with the Soviet Union, may
have for me.

You know, I don't think there is anything we are encouraging
the Soviet leaders to do that is not as much in their interest as

it is in ours -- and the whole world's. If they are as committed
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to peace as they say they are they should welcome our
outstretched hand and join us in a dialogue aimed at solving
problems. If they really want to reduce arms, there's no excuse
for refusing to talk about ways to do just that. And if they
want to deal with us as equals -- which is quite natural, and in
fact the only way to treat each other -- then they wouldn't try
to avoid a frank discussion of real problems.

Some say that the Soviet leaders are not really interested
in peace but only in avoiding war while they use their military
power to spread their dominance. A lot of things they are doing
certainly seem to support this interpretation. But even if this
is the case, it should be clear by now that it's not going to
work. Once they realize that, maybe they'll see more clearly
that they have as much to gain as everyone else from improving
our dialogue, solving some problems and reducing tensions.

So I'm not going to stop trying to get our relations on a
better track.

Your efforts will be very important. The best way
governments can promote contacts among people is to avoid
standing in the way. We in the American government will do all we
can in conscience to stay out of the way, and to persuade the
Soviet government to do the same. We all know this isn't going
happen overnight. But if we are successful, or even partially
successful, it's going to be up to you to do the real work of
getting a lot more Americans into wider and more meaningful
contact with a lot more Soviet citizens.

With all the problems in our relations, it may seem an

impossible dream to think there could be a time when Americans
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and Soviet citizens of all walks of life could travel freely back
and forth, visit each other's homes, look up friends and
professional colleagues, work together on all sorts of problems
and, if they feel like it, sit up all night talking about the
meaning of life and the different ways they look at the world.
All these things we take for granted with most countries of the
world. We should never accept the idea that it should not be the
normal way of interacting with people in the Soviet Union as
well. When you think about it, doesn't it give you as clear a
picture of true peace as you can imagine?

As distant as it may seem, I don't believe it's an
impossible dream. And I hope you don't either. Let's dedicate

ourselves to making it a reality.

AN
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PRESIDENTIAL STATEMENT TO SMITHSONIAN CONFERENCE

Gathered here today is an impressive group of Americans
dedicated to the improvement of the range and quality of our
contacts with the people of the Soviet Union. The Smithsonian
Institution and its Woodrow Wilson Center are themselves
outstanding examples of the American search for knowledge and
communication with the world at large. As you know, I am
generally less impressed by what governments can do in resolving
outstanding problems than dedicated individuals giving free range
to their energy and imagination. As I said on January 16, people
don't make wars; on the contrary, their common interests cross
all borders. For this reason, I believe your efforts to improve
meaningful people-to-people communication is a matter of the
greatest importance indeed.

The people of the Soviet Union have impressive energy,
talent, and resources to contribute to the overall betterment of
mankind. We all know that Russian writers, poets, and composers
have made enormous contributions to the development of Western
culture. What American does not think of Tchaikowsky as among
his favorite classical composers, and what would our common
litararv haritage be like without Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, or

Our recent commemoration of the Normandy landing

reminds us once again of the incredible courage and sacrifice
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of the Russian people, and the contribution we each made to the
other's efforts when confronted with a common enemy. In the
years since World War II, the Soviet and American governments
have often been on the opposite sides of major issues, but our
people still retain fond memories of the past and understand
clearly the value of communication for the future.

I want to emphasize to you, and to the people and leaders of
the Soviet Union that: Ihcreased communication among the world's
peoples is the trend of the future, an essential ingredient for
social progress and world peace. Genuine dialogue between the
American people and the people of the Soviet Union is necessary
for all of us. 1In an era of increased global interdependence,
the trend towards Soviet self-isolation and restriction of
contacts can only undermine the future of Soviet science, its
economy, and its cultural development. The Kremlin's current
approach is not healthy for Soviet society or for mankind as a
whole. We hope it will change, and quickly.

All of us here today share a common goal in seeking to reverse
this negative trend. You can -- and I trust you will -- make new
efforts on the people-to-people side. We, for our part, have been
working hard to make progress on a set of issues designed to
facilitate communication between the United States and the Soviet
Union. Those of you at this conference are well aware of some
elements of our agenda and our effort to improve the overall

atmosphere of the US-Soviet relationship.
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—-—- We have encouraged the Soviets to return to the Geneva
nuclear arms talks, put forth a new Chemical Weapons Treaty
proposal, and advanced new ideas to break the impasse at the MBFR
talks.

—== In Dublin, I noted our willingness to discuss the Soviet
proposal on non-use-of-force in the CDE at Stockholm along with
our proposals to make conflict in Europe less likely.

~—- We have sought to engage the Soviets more deeply in
discussions of regional trouble spots, most particularly in
recent months, the Middle East, Iran-Iraq, and Southern Africa.

-- And, of course, we continue to make representations on
human rights issues -- on the Sakharovs, on Shcharanskiy, on
Orlov, on other persecuted individuals, on emigration issues, and
on divided spouses. In these discussions, we regularly emphasize
the importance of movement in the human rights area to an
improvement in the overall relationship.

To give a fuller view of our efforts, I would like to take
this opportunity today to provide for the first time a detailed
accounting of the comprehensive program for cooperation and
contacts between our peoples which we have proposed in recent
months to the Soviet leadership.

First, we have completed all the necessary technical

preparations for negotiations on a new exchanges agreement.

This would open the way for official exchanges and encourage

increased people-to-people contact. Our proposal contains

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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such features as a resumption of the highly popular
exhibitions in the USSR and a proposal for reciprocal
appearances on national television which would allow the
leaders of the two countries to communicate directly with the
people of the other.
Second, we are working with the Soviets on moving to open
consulates in Kiev and New York. The details may yet take
some time, but when completed, a Consulate in Kiev would give
us greatly increased contact with the people of the Ukraine,
the largest non-Russian nationality in the USSR.
Third, we have taken steps to reinvigorate agreements in
force in the fields of environmental protection, housing,
health, and agriculture.
~—- Specifically, I have directed EPA Administrator
Ruckelshaus to assume the position of U.S. Co-chairman of
the US-USSR Committee on Environmental Protection. He
is talking with his Soviet counterpart to begin
arrangements for a Joint Committee meeting which would
expand environmental cooperation.
~—~ Becretary Pierce at HUD has begun preparations for a
meeting of the Joint Housing Committee, the first in over
six years.
~- We are ready to move ahead with a full meeting of the
Joint Agriculture Committee and rejuvenate cooperation in

this vital area with, I hope, private sector participation.

~SECRET/SENSITIVE.
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~— In the health area, we have informed the Soviets of
our willingness to broaden cooperation under both the
health and artificial heart agreements as soon as the
issue of Mrs. Bonner's need for medical treatment abroad
is resolved.

Fourth, we are in the process of renewing several US-Soviet

agreements that expire this year.
~- We have proposed that our bilateral fishing agreement
be extended for eighteen months, rather than one year, and
are looking at possibilities to increase cooperation
under it.
—- Secretary Baldrige has formally proposed to Soviet
Foreign Trade Minister Patolichev that we extend our
Long-term Economic Cooperation Agreement for ten more
years, hold a experts working group in the near future,
and, if that meeting is successful, then convene a
Cabinet-level Joint Commercial Commission to examine
trade and economic issues.
-- A U.S. Naval delegation went to Moscow earlier this
month to renew the Incidents at Sea agreement for another
three years. This has been a highly successful agreement
that demonstrates clearly the ability of our armed forces
to ensure unnecessary frictions are not introduced into
our military-to-military relationship.

—— And we are reviewing the World Oceans Agreement that

~SECRET/SENSTITIVE
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has been quite useful in ocean-going joint research. The
agreement is due for renewal in December and we
anticipate no problems continuing our cooperation in this
area.
Finally, I should note that we are negotiating on or have
proposed steps in several other areas that will improve our
government-to-government dialogue with considerable benefits
for the people of our two countries.
-- We recently concluded another round of Consular Review
Talks in Moscow aimed at improving visa procedures and
facilitating travel between our two countries.
-~ We suggested a compromise formula to settle the
exact depiction of the maritime boundary between us in
the Bering Sea.
-~ We proposed to the Soviets a joint simulated space
rescue mission in which astronauts of the two countries
would carry out a combined exercise in space to develop
ways to rescue astronauts from malfunctioning space
vehicles.
-— We suggested discussions between the U.S. Coast Guard
and the Soviet Ministry of Merchant Marine on search and
rescue procedures that could be of major value to

citizens of both countries lost at sea.
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-— We have made progress in the talks on upgrading the
Hotline, and we have made proposals dealing with nuclear
terrorist incidents, establishing a Joint Military
Communications Link, and upgrading embassy communications
in both countries.

~~— We have also put forward a specific set of steps the
Soviets and we could take along the Pacific air routes to
ensure that the KAL incident never recurs.

~-- Finally, I want to mention that I suggested to General
Secretary Chernenko that in addition to our other channels
of communication, we institute regular, high-level

contacts between military personnel of our two countries.

I have enumerated the steps above because I wanted you to
know the scope of the efforts that we are making to improve the
quality of our dialogue with the government and people of the
Soviet Union. We are sufficiently realistic not to expect
immediate results in all our endeavors and, given the current
mood in the Kremlin, even small steps can be difficult. We are,
however, looking to the long-term in our approach. If we cannot
settle all of these issues today, we want nevertheless to lay the
groundwork to convince this and future Soviet leaders of the need
and value of better and more fruitful communications in the
future.

All of us know that broadening genuine communication with a
country as closed and suspicious as the Soviet Union is no easy

SEERET/SENSITIVE ™
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task. There is a natural conflict between the deeply ingrained
American desire for free-wheeling discussions at all levels and
the Soviet penchant for restricting contacts to a few hand-picked
individuals on their side. At the present time, the atmosphere
for contacts is at low ebb. Perhaps becausé of their own
uncertainities, the Soviet leadership has recently boycotted the
Olympics, reduced emigration abroad to a trickle, increased
controls over mail allowed in, stepped up harassment of tourists,
and even keep Soviets from our ambassador's cultural performances
at his residence in Moscow.

One cloud over all our efforts to improve communications is
the Soviet leadership's treatment of Academician Sakharov and
Mrs. Bonner. As part of their generally defensive mood, they
have gone to extraordinary lengths to cut them off from the
outside world. The actions against the Sakharovs have earned the
deserved condemnation of much of the world scientific community
and forced the National Academy of Sciences to postpone its trip
to the USSR. This is preeminently a people-to-people issue and
it will inevitably affect what cooperation between our two
peoples is possible. I call on the Soviet leadership to relax
their pressures on the Sakharovs, allow them to communicate with
the outside world, and provide them with their basic rights to
seek medical care within or outside the country as necessary.

All of us here today understand only too well the

difficulties before us. However, we cannot only dwell on the
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problems before us. We must must strive to reach the goal we are
seeking and I am confident that those here at this meeting share
my desire for improved communications with the peoples of the
Soviet Union. I want to wish you well as you seek to formulate
imaginative, but realistic, people-to-people programs that can
increase the level of genuine and meaningful dialogue between our

two peoples. Our task is hard, but I am sure that working

together we can succeed.

Thank you.
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHARLES HILL IR k1 LAY sl %7

Executive Secretary

ARY/2:
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Department of State ChimébgLL““g%BATE

Tt

SUBJECT: U.S.-USSR Fishing Relationship (&4

The recommendations of the Departments of State and Commerce in
the memorandum from Mr. Hill to Mr. McFarlane of April 28, 1984,
have been approved. These steps are:

1. Restoration of a directed allocation of 50,000 metric tons,
conditioned on a Soviet commitment to increase the existing
joint venture with an American firm commensurately; and

2. Permission for further joint vizgures providing there are no
overriding security problems. )

Any steps taken should be coordinated in ngrmal fashion with the
appropriate internal security agencies. (2?

The proposed press release should be submitted to the NSC for
approval. LC{

oM. l(;miﬂ‘

Robert M. Kimmitt
Executive Secretary
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. Mc
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Review of US-USSR Fishing Relationship

On May 23, the NSC requested the views of the Department of
State on the question of the timing of the President's decision
on partial restoration of the bilateral fisheries relationship
with the USSR and, if such a step is to be taken now, on how we
would explain a favorable decision in light of current strains
on the bilateral relationship.

The Department of State recommends that the President
decide now on whether to grant the Soviets a directed fishing
allocation in the range of 50,000 tons and permit expanded
joint ventures, if requested, provided there are no overriding
security problems. We do not believe that the President's
decision should be delayed by the factors mentioned in your
memo of May 23 because:

1) The war in Afghanistan will continue for years and our
sanctions have made their point. While our sanctions policy as
such remains in place, therefore, we should be willing to make
specific exceptions that are in our interest, such as these.

2) The Olympic boycott is largely an example of the Soviet
tendency to retreat into self-isolation and our policy purpose
is to encourage the Soviets to constructive engagement with us
through steps that are mutually advantageous, like these.

3) We are attempting to persuade the Soviets to take
action in the Sakharov case through quiet diplomacy and
international pressure rather than through bilateral economic
sanctions. Implementation of steps to activate four bilateral
agreements will be affected by developments in the Sakharov
case. But in our view this logic does not extend to the whole
agenda of relations such as arms control and economic
relations. In particular, it does not extend to economic steps
of clear benefit to us, like these.



In their original recommendation of April 28, State and
Commerce noted that this would be a carefully modulated step,
which excluded renegotiation of a bilateral fisheries agreement
at this time. Our recommendation was based on the fact that
the proposed steps would be of direct economic benefit to the
currently depressed US fishing industry and were strongly

supported by relevant Congressional delegations. This
continues to be the case as we recently confirmed with contacts
on the Hill. 1In addition, our recommendation was based on our

belief that we should maintain the structure of economic
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union,
expanding it those areas in which it is appropriate from a
security and economic standpoint to do so.

If the President decides to go forward, we recommend that
we inform the Soviets here and in Moscow and do a low key
public announcement. We believe that this course would enable
us to present this action publicly as an example of the US
policy of taking steps to increase exchanges of non-strategic
goods as enunciated by the President in his June 4 speech. Our
press guidance would underscore the benefits to the US fishing
industry, noting US willingness to build upon existing
structure in the US-USSR economic relationship where
appropriate.

n

ber Charles Hfifl
Executive Secretary
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHARLES HILL //]
Executive Secretary gY @ NARA “’?a,?ﬁ'é/y

Department of State

SUBJECT: Review of U.S.-USSR Fishing Relationship 7

Since your memorandum of April 28, 1984, on this subject was
sent, a number of additional strains have developed in the
U.S.-Soviet relationship. These include the Soviet boycott of
the Olympics, the intensification of the war in Afghanistan, and
the steps taken against Mrs. Bonner and Academician Sakharov.

In view of the above, the Department's views are requested on the
question of timing the President's decision on the fisheries
matter. Specifically, should such a step be taken now, and if
so, how should we explain a favorable decision on this matter in
light of present circumstances? ny}

Upon receipt of the Department's views on the timing question,
the matter will be forwarded to the President for decision. }QT//

Robert M. Kimmitt
Executive Secretary

CO‘\IFID/ENTIAL
De&\% M/\\
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. McFARLANE
THE WHITE HOUSE
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SUBJECT: Review of US - USSR Fishing Relationship

The NSC on March 21, 1983, requested an interagency review
of measures proposed by Congressman Breaux regarding the
fisheries relationship with the USSR. Breaux's proposals would
remove an Afghanistan sanction and restore our bilateral
fisheries relationship. They are strongly supported by the
fishing industry and other Senators and Congressmen from the
Pacific Northwest and Alaska. We and the Soviets just agreed to
extend the existing fisheries agreement for eighteen months,
through December 31, 1985.

The interagency review, interrupted by the KAL incident, has
been completed. The concerned agencies (State and Commerce; NSC
unable to attend) considered the following three steps:

—-—granting the Soviets a directed fish allocation of
approximately 50,000 metric tons to permit expansion of the
existing joint venture based in Seattle. Prior to the
Afghanistan invasion, the Soviets had a 500,000-ton
allocation. A directed allocation would permit Soviet
vessels to remain on station fishing when weather conditions
require the smaller U.S. fishing boats to seek shelter.
This would permit an expanded Soviet processing capability
to remain in place for longer periods of time, which would
benefit the joint venture. At present, Soviet vessels can
only process U.S.-caught fish;

—-allow further joint ventures in other areas of the U.S.
fishing zone as they are proposed, assuming there are no
overriding security problems;:

——inform the Soviets we are prepared to renegotiate the
US-Soviet fisheries agreement, with the possibility of
negotiating an agreement to allow US fishermen access to
Soviet fisheries. This would almost certainly require a
large directed allocation to the Soviets in return.

The IG determined that there are strong economic reasons to
restore the fisheries relationship and that the current
sanctions are imposing economic hardships on the U.S. fishing
industry:

—— The US firm currently involved in the existing joint

CONFIDENT
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venture has stated that it expects to increase the joint venture
operations by the amount of the direct allocation given to the
USSR. The joint venture currently processes about 160,000 MT of
US~caught fish annually, valued at $30 million, and involving 40
US vessels which otherwise would not be employed. An additional
50,000 MT caught by the joint venture would result in an
estimated $8 million increase in proceeds to participating US
fishermen.

Establishment of new joint ventures with the Soviets in
US waters would increase our leverage with other countries now
fishing off the US coast (Japan and Korea) to expand cooperation
with the US fishing industry.

—= 'The US fishing industry is depressed and the impact from
the joint ventures is substantial; the multiplier effect on
local fish-related industries from each dollar earned by the
present joint venture is estimated at four to one.

-~ There has been a significant reverse flow of technology
and expertise to the US fishing industry from the Soviets as the
result cf the joint venture and our cooperative fisheries
research programs. Restoration of Soviet fishing privileges
would enhance our opportunities to take greater advantage of
these benefits.

The IG also concluded that forward movement would be
consistent with the President's January 16 speech calling for a
constructive dialogue with the Soviets. The fishing sanction on
Poland has been removed and the restoration of Soviet privileges
would underscore cur commitment to review sanctions to ensure
that US business interests are not unfairly penalized. Finally
this action parallels negotiation of the the new LTA.

The Departments of State and Commerce have concluded that we
should now take the first two steps: restoring a directed
allocation of 50,000 MT, conditioned on a Soviet commitment to
increase the existing joint venture commensurately; and,
permitting further Jjoint ventures providing there are no
overriding security problems. We would not publicly encourage
new joint ventures, however. The allocation would be granted in
at least two stages to permit observation of Soviet |
performance.

1t was deemed inappropriate to seek renegotiation of the
bilateral fisheries agreemeént at this time. We will keep this
step under review should political conditions permit our moving
in that direction in the future.

CONEFDENTIAL
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We now request NSC concurrence with the recommendations of
the interagency review and that the matter be forwarded to the
President for his review of all the options and decision.

b Charlies Hij
Executive Se
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHARLES HILL
Executive Secretary
Department of State

BY (k_ MARADATEL/S/7

SUBJECT: U.S.-USSR Fishing Relgfionship JCT

The recommendations of the Departménts of State and Commerce in
the memorandum from Mr. Hill to Mr. McFarlane of April 28, 1984,
have been approved. These steps are:

1. Restoration of a diregfed allocation of 50,000 metric tons,
conditioned on a Sovdet commitment to increase the existing
joint venture with an American firm commensurately; and

2. Permission for Ffurther joint ventyres providing there are no
overriding segrity problems.

Any steps taken/é;ould be coordinated in normal fashion with the

appropriate ipternal security agencies. (

Recommenda¥ions for public handling of the issue contained_ in Mr.
orandum of June 18, 1984, are also approved.

Robert M. Kimmitt
Executive Secretary
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHZ}R;LES HILL NLRWL
Bxecutive Secretary oy @y WARADATEY/SS
SUBJECT: U.S.-USSR Fishing Relationship (ey

The recommendations of the Departments of State and Commerce in
the memorandum from Mr. Hill to Mr. McFarlane of April 28, 1984,
have been approved. These steps are:

1. Restoration of a directed allocation of 50,000 metric tons,
conditioned on a Soviet commitment to increase the existing
joint venture with an American firm commensurately; and

2, Permission for further joint ventyres providing there are no
overriding security problems.'/('E‘)'B

Any steps taken should be coordinated in normal fashion with the
appropriate internal security agencies.

The proposed press release should be submitted to the NSC for
approval. jefp

ot ICAJ

Robert M. Kimmitt
Executive Secretary
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