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MEMORANDUM 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

9078 . 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

December 13, 1984 

DONALD GREGG/l ,\M 

JACK MATLOC~ 

Navarin Basin 

• : . 
~ · .. : 

(_ 

Regarding your memorandum of December 5 concerning Soviet 
interest in a joint oil drilling project in the Navarin Basin, my 
immediate reaction is that there are at least three complicating 
factors: 

1. Part of the area involved is in a zone currently in 
dispute between the US and USSR as regards the maritime boundary. 
We have been negotiating with the Soviets on the issue, but it 
does not, at the moment, seem near resolution • . 

2. Interior has put up some tracts in the area for bidding 
by American firms. Drilling cannot of course occur until the 
maritime boundary is settled (except in areas not under dispute), 
but it is possible that the Soviets are try ing to finesse 
re s o lution o f the i ssue (and t hwar t I nterior ' s bid p roce ss) by 
dangling joint drilling ideas with U.S. firms. 

3. Any proposal for joi nt deepsea d ri lling would have to be 
r e viewed from the s tandpoint o f export contro ls on the sort of 
equi pment invol ved. 

These are all highly technical -- and potentially contentious
issues politically . I would sugge st that Ha l bou t y be advised to 
discuss the matter with State, Interior and Commerce. 

I will be glad to ask State, Interior and Commerce for comments 
if you wish, but Halbouty can probably get the information he 
needs faster if he puts it directly to the experts. Elizabeth 
Verville in State's Legal Adviser's office has been handling the 
boundary demarcation issue and would probably know who the best 
contacts in Interior would be. On the export control question, 
the authorities are at Commerce. Lionel Olmer would be an 
appropriate place to start. 

Alternatively -- and probably more simply since so many issues 
are potentially involved -- we could ask EUR/SOV in State to set 
up a meeting of appropriate specialists with Halbouty's people . 

Please let me know if you need my help in setting this up. 



OFFICE OF THE VICE PR E SI DE N T 

WASHINGTON 

December 5, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK MATLOCK 
NSC 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DON GREGG ,Qi 
Navarin Basin - Joint Venture, US and 
Soviet Union 

The attached memorandum is self-explanatory. The 
Russians apparently have an interest in a joint oil drilling 
project in the Navarin Basin. 

The Vice President would be very interested in 
whether you have heard anything of this possibility and what 
your thoughts about such a project might be. Please note that 
the island i question, St. Matthews, has currently been blocked 
from oil exploration. This in itself may jeopardize the 
concept. Please let me know. 

Attachment 



THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 

November 26, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FROM THE VICE PRESIDENT ~ 
FOR : ADMIRAL DANIEL MURPHY "?' 
SUBJECT: Navarin Basin - Joint Venture, USA and Soviet Union. 

Mike Halbouty came to see me last week. Boyden was present. Halbouty 
had gone to Moscow August 15, 1984 to give the keynote speech to the 
27th International Geological Congress. During his speech he mentioned 
a "possible joint venture." Following his speech the Minister of 
Geology, Professor Yevgeny A. Kozlovsky, approached Halbouty to see if 
he felt a joint venture would be possible. Mike told him that he 
thought it would and that he would check. I think Mike implied that 
he would be checking with the President, whom he does know well, and/or 
with me. He told the Minister it would be a private U.S. business 
that would enter into the joint venture, since the U.S. side does 
not have a government controlled exploration and production company. 

The attached map shows the area involved. The acreage on either side 
of the "dash" line is in dispute. The idea would be to pick out a 
block with equal acreage on both sides of the line. 

The block would be jointly explored (geophysics) and then jointly 
drilled. 

The closest land on our side is St. Matthew Island and there is some 
dispute about using it. Some acreage in the Navarin Basin already 
has been leased to oil companies. 

Halbouty mentioned two other names: 

1. Edouard A. Griaznov - Assistant to the Minister for Geology 

2. Nikita Bogdanov - A Scientist that Halbouty knows well 

After my meeting with Halbouty, he called Moscow asking if they were 
sti11 interested telling them he had made contact here an~ there was 
interest. They will be sending him a letter shortly. 

Halbouty estimates the cost to drill our well - $40-50 million. I 
believe that would include the necessary seismic work. 

Attachment 
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l THE 27th 11\TER~ATIO~.A.L 
GEOLOGICAL CO~GRESS 

Profe5,sor 

YEVGENY A. KOZLOVSKY 
Pre5,ident, 

27th International Geolog ical Cong ress, 
Doctor of Sciences (Te~h.) 

123812, Mosrow, 
B. Gruzinsk;iya ul.. 4/6 Tel 252-23-05 

I Edouard A. GRIAZNOV 
• 

Assistant. to the Minister 
for Geology of the USSR 

-4/6 B. Gruzinsk:iya Ministry of Geology 

Mos~l. 2 ~;'-)/-Ji the USSR 
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CTOS POST • I( SUNDAY. DECEM~ER 2, 1984 AS 

I Wtldlif e Refuge Land ~xchange Blocked 
u Conservationists Hail Judge~ Decision on Alaskan Island 

Associated Press 

ANCHORAGE, IJ)ec. 1-A 
· judge's decision to block a federal 
: land exchange that would have let 
oil companies use an island wildlife 
refuge as a base for oil drilling prob
ably will discourage similar ex-

, changes, conservationists say. 
• U.S District Court Judge James 
: Fitzgerald on Friday ruled the ex
. change invalid. It had been ap-

proved by the Interior Department 
under then-Secretary James G. 
Watt in August 1983. 

Conservationists claimed that the 
exchange sidestepped the refuge 
and wilderness restrictions on use 
of St. Matthew Island, part of the 
Bering Sea Wildlife Refuge. 

-Thia .rulkqr ..-- - ~ 
have upheld the sanctity of the wil-
derness system" and will not allow 
use of the exchange provision to 
further dev~lopment, said Susan 

Alexander, regional director of the 
Wilderness Society. The Interior 
Department gave three Alaska na
tive corporations ' land "'tm St. Mat
thew Island in exchange for wilder
ness property elsewhere in Alaska. 

The corporations planned to sub
lease property on the island to oil 
companies exploring the Navarin 
Basin, which may contain up to a 
billion barrels of crude oil. 

Fitzgerald said approval of the 
exchange represented "serious er• 
rors of judgment," a misapplication 
of federal law and a failure to act in 
the public interest. " 

He ruled in a suit brought by the 
National Audubon Society and six 
other conservation groups that said 
the corporations' plans would jeop-_____ ..__ ~ ►h -•nde _.of 

birds and marine mammals on the 
island about 225 miles west of Alas
ka. 

Plans were to build an airfield, 

port and oil storage facility on the 
land to service the oil interests if oil 
were discovered. 

As part of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservat,ion Act of 
1980, Congress _gave the .Interior 
Department authority to exhange 
land. Use of that statute in the St. 
Matthew Island exchange was a 
central issue in the suit. 

The St. Matthew exchange "was 
a case where the administration 
was trying to use the law to provide 
for development," Alexander said. 

"This should be a clear message 
to all those who might consider 
making a raid on the National Wild
life Refuge System that they won't 
be allowed to get by with it," said 
David Cline, Audubon Society re
.aional vice p resident. 

"Of all the islands in the Bering 
Sea, this one is extremely unique. It 
is the only one never occupied by 
humans," he said. 

I 
' 
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~~MSG FROM: NSRCM --CPUA 
To: NSJMP --CPUA 

NOTE FROM: ROBERT MCFARLANE 
SUBJECT: System II 91272 

TO: NSGVE --CPUA 12/14/84 15:28:37 

-- SESR,EJ; --

On the idea of the President doing an interview with Pravda or Izvestia in the 
runup to Geneva I have two problems. First is the issue of confidentiality. Do 
we really want to be part of a propaganda war for the life of the 
negotiations? To be fair I would have to admit that we already are witness the 
Chernenko interviews etc. But one must ask whether we want to encourage a 
sustained give and take like this through the headlines for the next four 
years. At bottom, progress won't come from what we or they say in these 
interviews--indeed they may complicate the negotiation as each side takes 
public positions which they later find difficult to come away from in private. 
So while I can imagine that one interview might not be precedential, it could 
leave us vulnerable. 

The second point is less relevant but it concerns our turndown to Kalb for an 
analogous interview (albeit only for US consumption). Fron Kalb's point of 
view our argument--that we want to deal in diplomatic channels--would fall 
apart. But think about 'both points; talk to Karna, Bob and Ron and get back to 
me please. Many thanks. 

copy to Small e Sims and Ron Lehman 

cc: NSGVE --CPUA 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRRt')Q:¥ -! J-5 I+ .,,._4' 3 3 lo 
... I 

BY ,,t:.Mt- NARA DATE Ce/2..S/ 10 



_,,,- MSG FROM: NSJMP --CPUA TO: Karna Small, Jack Matlock, +12/14/84 17:17:53 
To: Karna Smalc::;::J ack Matlock,-:!S>n Lehman, Bob Sims 

NOTE FROM: JOHN POINDEXTER 
-/cRET 

SUBJECT: Presidential Interview by Soviets 

Please think about this over the weekend and let's caucus right after the 0730 
meeting on Monday. 

DECLASSIFIED "" 

,~z=Gu:~~~~-
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ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

N AT IO N AL SECUR I TY C O UN CIL 

ROBERT C. MCfr~RLANE 

~3~i> ('_,, C. 
SYSTEM II v\ 

91272 

December 12, 1984 

SUBJECT: 

JACK MATLOC~~ 

Presidential Interview with the Soviet Press 

State has suggested, in the Hill-McFarlane Memorandum at TAB I, 
that we offer a Presidential interview to the Soviet press to 
counter the recent Soviet .media blitz, which included a Chernenko 
interview to the Washington Post. 

I think the idea is a good one, so long as we can obtain the 
following commitments in advance: 

That q uestions be submitted in advance; 

That a brief mee ting wi ll b e arranged for two or three 
follow-up questi ons; 

That there be an advance commitment to run the full text of 
the wri t t en q uest i on s and answers in Pra vda or Izvestia or 
b oth . . 

I wou ld recommend tha t, i f the President agr ees to this, Larr y 
Spe a ke s or Bob Sims no t i fy t h e TASS correspondent a cc red ited to 
th e 1·~l~ i: c Hou s e or t h€' Press Offic e r at t he Soviet Emba ss y that 
a n i n terview could be granted on the cond i tions noted a b ove , if 
the r e is interest. ~ _,,,,.-

Karna i~all and Ron Lehtn con cur . 

Re c ommend a tion: 

That you discuss the question with the President at a 9:30 
meeting and if he agrees, that you arrange with .Spea~es to take 
the n e xt step. 

Approve Disapprove 

Tab I Hill-McFarlane Memorandum of December 10, 1984 

, ... 
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ES SENSITIVE 8433 468 

United States-Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520 

December 10, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

SUBJECT: Countering the Soviet Media Blitz: A Presidential 
Interview with the'soviet Press 

The Soviets have been qu-i te active •in using Chernenko as the 
center of a media blitz designed to seize the propaganda high 
ground before the Geneva Shultz-Gromyko meeting. He has met with 
and issued statements thrpugh Armand Hammer, British Labour leader 
Neil. Kinnock and Austr,ian Foreign Minister Sinowatz; sent a message 
to a physicians group; and made formal statements in the RSFSR and 
Aupreme Soviets and other for~. Perhaps t~e most no~able effcrt 
to directly influence American and world public opinion has been 
his two interviews with Dusko Doder of the Washington Post and 
Marvin Kalb of NBC. We expect this "Chernenko public affairs 
·blitz II to continue in the weeks ahead, with its central point that 
everything is up to the U.S. side, . in order to put pressure on us 
in the leadup to the Geneva meetings. 

We believe it would be useful to consider appropriate ways to 
counter these moves by some increased Presidential efforts openly 
focussed toward the Soviet audience. One possibility would b e for 
the President to give an - interview to a Soviet correspondent to 
reciprocate the Doder and Kalb interviews. An interview with 
Izvestia or another central Soviet newspaper consisting of written 
and oral ans wers would be so obviously reciprocal the Soviets 
might print i iis comments in toto. 

This sort of interview would provide the President an ideal 
method to communi cate his peaceful intentions directly to the 
Soviet people and to the world at large. The basic message, we 
believe, should be that the President is committed to resolvi ng 
problems and reducing tensions in all areas of the US-Soviet 
relationship on the basis of mutual benefit on substantive issues, 
and that this will be our approach to the upcoming discussions 
focussed on arms control in Geneva. We would, of course, 
publicize the interview and VOA can help keep the Soviets honest 
by broadcasting the full text of the interview in Russian. In 
addition to seizing the ·high ground just prior to the meeting in 
Geneva, this sort .of reciprocal approach would fit well with our 
ongoing effort to negotiate some .media reciprocity with the 
Soviets in ·the new exchanges agreement. 

e,m· 
Charl~ 
Execu~ivifcretary 

-BECitET(SENSITIVE 
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BY 

ES SENSITIVE 8433468 

united States Department of State 
SYSTEM II 

Washington, D.C. 20520 91272 

December 10, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

SUBJECT: Countering the Soviet Media Blitz: A Presidential 
Interview with the Soviet Press 

The Soviets have been quite active 'in using Chernenko as the 
center of a media blitz designed to seize the propaganda high 
ground before the Geneva Shultz-Gromyko meeting. He has met with 
and issued statements through Armand Hammer, British Labour leader 
Neil Kinnock and Atist:r;-ian Foreign Minister Sinowatz: sent a message 
to a physicians group: and made formal statements in the RSFSR and 
Supreme Soviets and other fora. Perhaps the most notable effort 
to directly influence American and world public opinion has been 
his two interviews with Dusko Doder of the Washington Post and 
Marvin Kalb of NBC. We expect this "Chernenko public affairs 
blitz" to continue in the weeks ahead, with its central point that 
everything is up to the U.S. side, -in order to put pressure on us 
in the leadup to the Geneva meetings. 

We believe it would be useful to consider appropriate ways to 
counter these moves by some increased Presidential efforts openly 
focussed toward the Soviet audience. One possibility would be for 
the President to give an interview to a Soviet correspondent to 
reciprocate the Doder and Kalb interviews. An interview with 
Izvestia or another central Soviet newspaper consisting of written 
and oral a~r. ~r s would be so obviously reciprocal the Soviet s 
might prir:~ J.is comments in toto. 

This sor t of interview would provide the President an ideal 
method to comn unicate his peaceful intentions directly to th e 
Soviet people and to the world at large. The basic message, we 
believe, should be that the President is committed to resolving 
problems and reducing tensions in all areas of the US-Soviet 
relationship on the basis of mutual benefit on substantive issues , 
and that this will be our approach to the upcoming discussions 
focussed on arms control in Geneva. We would, of course, 
publicize the interview and VOA can help keep the Soviets honest 
by broadcasting the full text of the interview · in Russian. In 
addition to seizing the high ground just prior to the meeting in 
Geneva, this sort of reciprocal approach would fit well with our 
ongoing effort to negotiate some media reciprocity with the 
Soviets in the new exchanges agreement. 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRR[a(z-[(f/1 71-Wft, 
0~ NARA o~ 11 ( 1-1 /1 r 

e;m · 
Charl~ 
Execu~iv{fecretary 

.sECRE'i'/SENSITit'E 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

·-€ONFWEN'PIAL/EYES ONLY December 16, 1983 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

FROM: JACK MATLocf/S,w'J 

SUBJECT: Suzanne Massie's Suggestions 

I agree with several of Mrs. Massie's basic points, but have 
serious reservations about her specific suggestions as to how to 
handle them. 

I agree: (1) that cultural exchanges are in our interest; 
(2) that there is widespread anxiety among Soviet 

intellectuals about U.S. intentions; and 
(3) that the authorities would probably welcome 

resumption of negotiations on an exchange 
agreement if it is offered in the right way 
(though I doubt that the impact would be as 
great as Mrs. Massie assumes). 

I see real problems with using Mrs. Massie as an official 
emissary, however: 

--I believe we have adequate means to take an informal 
sounding of the Soviet attitude toward a proposal to resume 
exchange negotiations, if we wish to do so. Hartman can see 
Demichev or Arbatov as easily as Mrs. Massie can. 

--If we want a "special emissary" to talk to Andropov or 
those close to him, Brent Scowcroft is much better qualified to 
deal with the central questions of the relationship. To name 
someone else in addition would be confusing, and almost certainly 
counterproductive. 

--Designation by the President and conferral of diplomatic 
status and "authority" is a bad idea in principle and probably 
unworkable in practice. 

--Regarding Mrs. Massie's second step, I doubt that we need 
another presidential commission to examine the content of a 
proposed exchanges agreement. We already have a Presidential 
Commission which deals with international cultural exchanges. 
Its members are not sufficiently specialized in their background 
or experience to vet this kind of detail, but naming another 
commission (aside from the general question of how much 
proliferation of this practice is desirable) would be seen as 
duplicative--and perhaps an insult to the existing commission. 

...C QNF I BEM'f IA:E.-
Dec lass 1 f yon: OADR 
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Having said this, I wou-ld see no great harm, and perhaps some 
limited benefit, if we could arrange for Mrs. Massie to go to 
Moscow strictly unofficially, but with a general message that she 
has discussed the questions of cultural and informational 
exchanges with senior officials of the Administration, has found 
that there is a willingness to consider ways to move ahead to 
expand them, and would be prepared to relay any ideas her Soviet 
interlocutors might have regarding desirable next steps in this 
area. In this context she might ask what the Soviet reaction 
would be if we should propose a resumption of negotiations on an 
agreement. She should, however, not ask to see anyone more 
senior than Minister of Culture Demichev. 

On the "second step," I would see no objection to consulting Mrs. 
Massie unofficially (or even naming her officially as an NSC 
consultant) on the text of a proposed exchange agreement. She 
might well have something to contribute in this area. 

The way you respond to Mrs. Massie will also depend importantly 
on your judgment as to whether we will in fact be prepared to . 
resume negotiations on the cultural exchanges agreement in the 
near future. If you are sanguine on this score, and if you wish 
to be as responsive as possible to her suggestions, then I would 
recommend the following: 

(1) That we offer to name her a consultant to the NSC; 
(2) That we suggest travel to Moscow in that capacity, for 

general consultations as outlined above, in close coordination 
with the Embassy; and 

(3) That we give her a role in advising on the content of 
any draft agreement we might propose. 

Before we proceed with such an offer, however, I should discuss 
with Bob Kimmitt the technicalities of naming her as a consultant 
and the ground rules for financing her travel. I suspect that 
the formalities (including security clearance) would take much 
too long to make travel toward the end of the year, as she 
suggests, feasible. 

Alternatively, you could reply to her by thanking her for her 
ideas, assuring her that we will give priority consideration to 
resuming negotiations on cultural exchanges, and offering to stay 
in touch as plans move forward. 

RECOMMENDATION: • • 

(1) That you authorize me to discuss with Bob Kimmitt the 
technicalities of naming Mrs. Massie a consultant and arranging 

\ Y' 
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Dear Mr. MacFarlane, 

SUZANNE MASSIE 

60 WEST CLINTON AVENUE 

IRVINGTON, NEW YORK 10533 

I regret, but fully understand that the pressure 

of your schedule did not permit us to meet when I was 

in Washington on Friday. I hope that a meeting with you 

will be possible at some future date before my departure. 

I am aware that Jack Matlock has fully informed you 

of our conversations and of my feeling that it is extremely 

important for me to see the President even if only for 

a short time before I leave on this mission. Nevertheless, 
I wish to explain to you directly my reasons for feeling 
so strongly about this. 

It is my considered assessment, knowing the Russians 

as I do, that it is vital to the potential success of 

this initiative for me to be able to say that I have seen 

the President and that he has personally assured me of his 

interest in the resumption of dialogue between our two 
countries on the subject of cultural exchange. For Russians, 

personal contact is far more important than it is for us, 
a psychology that we often do not completely understand or 

share. For them, everything is decided at the top, and only 
at the top. If I say that I have spoken with the President's 

highest advisors but am forced to admit that I have not 

seen him personally, the results will not be the same. Not 

only will it diminish my credibility, but far more importantly 
I fear, it will reflect on his. As you are aware, an 

important part of the problem for them now is not only the 

question of issues and substance, but the matter of style 
and personality. They simply do not understand our President 

and do not trust him. Because of this they are deeply suspicious 

of his motives and all of his initiatives, however reasonable. 



Mr. MacFarlane 2. 

Given the state of communication between our countries 

at this time, this will not be an easy perception to dispel. 
My task of persuasion will be made much more difficult if 
I have to say that I have never actually met him. I know them. 
Their reaction may very well be, 11 We trust you, but if you 
have never met him, why do you trust him? How do you know 
this is a genuine gesture?" It will make it much easier for 
them to dismiss this initiative as II just another American 
ploy", rather than the sincere and genuine action I know 
it to be. 

I hope you will give me the fullest support as 
I believe you understand that I would not presume on the 
President's time if I did not think a face to face meeting 
to be a necessary and perhaps vital ingredient in the 

success of this mission. 
Thank you for your trust in me. I shall do 

my best to serve the interests of our nation and of peace. 

~incerely :') 

'2..(%.y\.~ Vla.<:>~(:_ 
Suzanne Massie 
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~ SUZANNE MASSIE 

60 WEST CLINTON AVENUE 

IRVINGT□ N , N . Y. 10533 

The Honorable Robert C. MacFarlane 
The White House 
Washington D.C. 20500 

\ TO BE OPENED ONLY BY WILMA HALL .•e 



FOR: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 14, 1983 

AMB JACK MATLOCK 

Wilma Hall ~ 

Mr. McFarlane has asked that I send 
the attached package from Suzanne 
Massie to you asking for your 
recommendation. He also notes that 
he would like to encourage her. 

1;\ 

Please prepare an appropriate response 
for Mr. McFarlane's signature. 

Many thanks. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
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December 3, 1983 

SUZANNE MASSIE 

1 WEST 67TH STREET 

NEW YOR K , N . Y. 100 2 3 

The Honorable Robert C. McFarlane 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. McFarlane: 

As you requested, I am writing to outline some of the points and 
proposals we discussed during our meeting on November 30th. 

I believe that an important step toward thawing the chill that 
has developed in our relations with the Soviet Union would be the 
resumption of talks on cultural exchange. 

I. I would be willing to help this process in any way that I 
can. Because of my books and extensive lecturing, I am known by 
the American public as someone who understands and loves Russian 
culture and the Russian people, but who has consistently adopted 
a firm and even a hard line toward the aggressive actions of the 
Soviet government both abroad and toward its own people. 

The Soviet authorities are well aware of my position and I 
believe that their initiative and timing in granting me a visa 
after so many years of refusal, reflects a desire on their part 
to open new cultural avenues. During my recent visit, despite 
the tension in our official relations, they went out of their way 
to make it possible for me to accomplish all the goals of my 
trip. I have now asked for the necessary permissions to write a 
book about the history and restoration of the palace of Pavlovsk 
outside Leningrad, a project in which they expressed interest 
when first proposed many years ago, and now again. As a result, 
I may now be in a position to build some bridges toward the re
sumption of cultural dialogue between our two nations. 

I have carefully considered the points you brought up during our 
meeting. If I were to make a t rip, I would wish to go not as a 
member of any governmental agency, but as a private citizen, 
de signated by t he p r esident as a special cul t u r al e nvoy wi t h 
diplomatic status and authority. 

The purpose of my trip would be to explore, without loss of face 
for either side, the mood and willingness of the Soviet Union to 
resume talks on exchange begun in August before the Korean 
Airline disaster. The trip should be low key and discreet. 
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It might also serve as the occasion to deliver a private message 
from the President to Chairman Andropov expressing in a general 
manner his views on the usefulness of broader exchange between 
our countries as a means of reducing tensions and promoting 
peace. 

I would ask to meet with Chairman Andropov, Pyotr Demichev, 
Minister of Culture, and with Georgy Arbatov and his colleagues 
at the USA Institute, most of whom I already know, and with whom 
I have discussed the resumption of cultural exchanges. 

II. If the results of this first step are positive, the second 
step would be to work out the timing and forum for such talks to 
take place officially. 

In preparation for this second step, we in the United States need 
to determine more precisely our long range national objectives 
for such exchanges. This might be accomplished by the creation 
of a special presidential commission which would: 

a) Articulate such priorities and goals. 

b) Consider the image of our country we wish to present 
to a new generation in the Soviet Union. 

c) Make recommendations concerning the kinds of American 
exhibits, programs and individuals we would send to the 
Soviet Union. 

d) Consider ways to broaden the number and variety of 
Soviet citizens we would like to invite to the United 
States. 

III. There is opposition in some quarters of the Sovi et 
government to any cultural exchange, but almost all Soviet 
officials pay at least lip service to the desire for such 
exhanges, and of course the majority of Soviet people would 
enthusiastically welcome it. 

In the United States, I know from my travels around the country 
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that exchange enjoys wide public support. Moreover, since my 
return, I have, during the past weeks, met with many members of 
Congress and I am certain that there is strong bi-partisan 
support for new cultural initiatives. For example, as a direct 
result of one of these meetings, Representative Daniel Glickman 
called for a special Order of Congress on the 50th anniversay of 
diplomatic recognition of the USSR by the US. (I enclose the 
text of these speeches for your information. 

After the Christmas recess, at the request of Senators Cohen and 
Heinz, I will be speaking to other senators on the subject of 
cultural exchange and our relations with the USSR and I have been 
asked to meet with another group of congressmen early in January. 

IV. Given the current situation in the USSR, it is impossible 
to predict the Soviet response to this overture. However, we 
would lose nothing by making this gesture and might gain a great 
deal. From the talks I had in October, I know that the Soviets 
were not closed to the idea of discussing new cultural exchanges 
at that time, and were eager for some evidence of US flexibility. 
At this time, when the dialogue between the US and the USSR over 
arms has reached an impasse which the Soviets may not be willing 
or able soon to overcome, it is important that we offer them in a 
non-military form, both a sign of our willingness to ameliorate 
our relations and an opportunity for them to respond. Therefore, 
I suggest that such a trip should take place as soon as possible, 
precisely because of the uncertain political consequences of 
Andropov's health. We need to feel out the changing terrain. 
The reaction of the Soviet Union to a positive move on our part 
on such a relatively uncontroversial subject as cultural exchange 
might be an indication of future attitudes about far more sensi
tive issues. A particularly symbolic time for such a mission 
might be the Christmas season, December 26-January 1st or Ortho
dox Christmas which is celebrated on January 7th. 

I e njoye d our c onve r s at i on and look forward to h e ar i ng from you. 

_ sincerely, (\ r 

e=:::::::::=- ZO~~ r ~b<.-<., __ _ 
~anne Massie 

SM: jk 
enc. 

) 



HENRY, M. JACKSON 
WASHINGTON 

ROOM 711 

SCNATS HAJtT 0P'F'ICE. BUILDINQ 

, WASHINGTON. 0 .C . 20510 
( 202) 22(-3« I 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

April 11, 1983 

The Honorable Arthur A. Hartman 
American Embassy 
APO New York 09862 

Dear Mr. Ambassador: 

C OM M I TTC'C 9 1 

AR ME D SCRVICES 

E N E RGY ANO 
NATURAL R ESOURCES 

GOV E RN M!:NTAL AFFAIRS 

INT ELLIG E NCE 

I wanted you to have this special word from me about 
the visit which ~uzanne Massie will be paying to the Soviet 
Union from May 3 through May 18. This seems to me one of 
the most interesting and potentially constructive recent 
private American vlsits. 

Suzanne has become, as you know, a distinguished expert 
on Russian history, culture and art. As researcher and 
editor of her husband's book Nicholas and Alexandra, author 
of The Living Mirror, Five Young Poets of Leningrad, and of 
Land of the Firebird: Beauty of Old Russia, Suzanne is 
known for her scholarship and interpretive skills both by 
the American public and in many circles in the Soviet Union. 

Following up on her earlier trips, she is looking for
ward to meetings with key Soviet off icials in the field of 
r e storation, and to visiting some of the newly restored sites 
in Moscow and Leningrad. She expects to be staying at the 
National Hotel in Moscow, May 3 to May 9, and will be in 
Leningrad from May 9 to May 18. · 

Suzanne and her family have been long and close friends 
of mine. I respect her highly as a person of great charm, 
outgoing, straightforward and reliable -- fully aware of the 
complexities and uncertainties in U.S.-USSR relations. 

I will deeply appreciate whatever assistance and courte
sies you can appropriately render ·to make Suzanne Massie's 
visit as productive as possible. 

With best regards. 

Since rely yours, 

HeLbs~ 
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such as Latvia and subjugating them After the war ended, the horror con 
completely to the dominance of the tlnued a.s thousands more were sent to 
Russian majority. the Gulags, Today, It Is no coincidence 

I believe we must reject such a proc- that a large percentage of people 
ess of Soviet colonization Just as living In these occupied countries are 
throughout our history we have re- not of Baltic descent. The Soviets have 
Jected all other forms of colonization. tried repeatedly to russlfy the Baltic 
Our resolute refusal to legitimize the peoples. And they have failed. The 
Soviet seizure of Latvia Is a fact which culture, religion and traditions of 
gives moral strength to the long-suf- these great peoples Is still alive and 
ferlng, but brave people of Latvia who each hew generation continues the 
continue to fight the efforts of Soviet- hope for a one day free Latvia. 
lzation. Let our commemoration of the Latvians are a fiercely proud people 
65th anniversary of Latvian Independ- who hav-e not yielded to the Injustices 
ence Day be a symbol of hope and a . of their Soviet occupiers. We can 
signal that no amount of tlm.e will ever never forget their struggle or the 
shake our commitment to the· Latvio.n struggle of their neighbor countries. I 
struggle for .their Independence and am proud to say that the United 
freedom.• States has never recognized the Baltic 
• Mr. RIITER. Mr. Speaker, I am · countries as part of the Soviet Union. 
proud to Join with my colleagues in I am currently sponsoring House 
solemn observance· of the 65th annl- Concurrent Resolution 192 which ex
versary of Latvian Independence Day. presses the sense of Congress that the 
While we share In this day with Lat- President should take all steps neces
vlans throughout the world, I believe sary to bring the question of self-de
ft ls Important that we also remember termination of the Baltic States before 
those brave -men and women who con- the United Nations. Many other Mem
tlnue to live in Sovlet-domh111.ted bers of Congress have joined ns co
Latvia today. Their struggle for free- sponsors and It Is my hope that this 
dom and basic human rights ts the resolution will be passed before the 
struggle of all freedom-loving people U.N. HQman Rights Session convenes 
everywhere. In February. We In Congress have an 

As World war I ended Latvia de- Integral role to play In keeping the 
clared Its Independence• from the hopes of all oppressed peoples before 
newly formed Soviet regime. Through- world attention. I Invite you to Join me 
out Latvia, men and women began to on this resolution. 
build a nation that had been torn -----
apart by strife and war. Few nations 
had such a formidable challenge as 
the Latvians 1n transforming a hard
fought Independence into a judicious 
and benevolent government for all the 
people. After overcoming great obsta
cles a new nation was formed and a 
people were united in their Independ
ence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a pervlous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. PORTER) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

[Mr. PORTER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter In 
the Extension of Remarks.] 

nlversary: regrettably, the gold In this 
relationship Is badly tarnished. 

.Since the Soviet Invasion of Afghani
stan, the Imposition of martial law in 
Poland, and, most recen tly, the shoot
Ing down of Korean air fli ght 007, 
United States-Soviet relations have 
grown progressively worse. Today 
there Is considerably less trade, no cul
tural exchange and scant bila t.eral co
operation. Within the last 18 months. 
four of the eight science cooperation 
agreements with the Soviets have ex
pired and have not been renewed. Two 
others are scheduled to run out next 
year. 

A recent article In the New York 
Times revealed that 10 Russian college 
students scheduled to take classes at 
the State University of Albany, N.Y .. 
this fall have not left Moscow. a.nd 
there Is now doubt whether the stu
dent exchange will be completed. Al
though the delay, in part, Is attributa
ble to the banning of Aeroflot. the 
Soviet airline, from landing In the 
United States or Canada, an official 
from the State University said that 
she had received word from American 
students studying In Moscow that the 
delay In the departure of the Rus
sians-the only 10 Soviet undergrad
uate students to see America this 
year-could also be attributable to the 
tensions between the two countries. 

Political dialog has been largely si
lenced and diplomatic contacts arc se
verely strained. According to an 
American, just returned from Moscow, 
In the Soviet Foreign Ministry there Is 
a new joke that Ambassador Anatoly 
F. Dobrynln here In Washington has 
"joined the ranks of the unemployed 
in America," because there Is now so 
little for him to do here. The few on-

During the lnterwar years, Latvia 
enjoyed a prosperous and productive 
existence. Output In virtually every 
sector markedly improved. As a 
member of the League of Nations, 
Latvia enjoyed good relations In the 
International family of nations. . 

going contacts exist because of arms 

-,:&!111~fil:~1~1~J1~"'P•ii111s":,1~~iti+llr~~,x~. _'!!~~g~i~rE~RT~x~~ri~rr-. ~~~tr~~le~ego~tl~t:~~s i~ ~e;e~~vi!~:. 
2I O ..m: Recent events In Lebanon and Grena-

However, as the dark clouds of war 
began to menacingly spread across 
Europe, small nations such as Latvia, 
Lithuania, and Estonia became Inevi
tably embroiled In the power struggles 
being waged In war-planning rooms of 
Moscow and Berlin. Although .neutral, 
the Soviet Union Invaded these coun
tries In mld-1940, unlawfully ending 
their independence. One year later, 
the Soviets. antlclpa.Ung a Nazi t.ake
ovcr of the Baltic countries bega.n o. 
mass deportation of tens of thousands 
of Baltic people. They were laying the 
groundwork for a future occupation 
and the fulflllment of their diabolical 
plans. Whole famllles were forever 
broken apart, others were sent to Sibe
ria to live the re~t o! their lives literal
ly In slavery, and still others were 
summarily executed. That week has 
come to be known as the Baltic Holo
caust and It Is a wound that not even 
time will heal. · 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under da now present questions about the 
a previous order of the House, the gen- future of even these relationships. 
tleman from Kansns <Mr. GLICKMAN) We cannot close our eyes to the So-
ls recognized for 60 minu tes. victs' International aggression or their 

GENER,\L LF.AVE 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I nsk 
unanimous coni,e:-it that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro - tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 

hour Is late but the subject Is quite Im
portant, and I am sorry that a number 
of my · colleagues who were supposed 
to be here tonight and have submitted 
statements for the RECORD could not 
·stay because of the late hour. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I 
have called for this evening's special 
order to reflect on the 50th anniversa
ry of the establishment of formal dip
lomatic ties between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. A 50th anniver
sary ls traditionally the golden an-

censorable internal repression , nor can 
we stress strongly enough that many 
of the breaches In United States
Soviet relations are the result of Rus
sian misconduct. I also realize that as 
long as this Nation and the Soviet 
Union each remain true to the princi
ples upon which they were founded, ri
valry and disagreement will continue. 
·The world's surfeit of sophisticated 
weaponry, however, makes that rivalry 
extremely dangerous, a.nd that makes 
continued diplomatic, cultural. and 
trade contacts with the Soviet Union 
absolutely essential to the prevention 
of nuclear war and to any hope of 
achieving real peace In any of the 
world's trouble spots. 

We also need to do our best to have 
access to the formulation of opinions 
by the Soviet people, particularly to 
the extent that we can encourage 
them to share the same frustrat!ons, 
the same concerns that Americans do 
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the .threat that nuclear war poses to 

, the future of the human adventure as 
the only relevant question in Ameri
can policy toward the U.S.S.R. The 
other pole of the argument sees a to
talitarian state, organized on Leninist 
principles, massively repressing Its 
own people, and armed beyond any 
reasonable defensive needs. In the 
aftermath of the KAL 007 incident, 
this deep division In America was 
clearly unveiled. There were calls to 
make the U.S.S.R. a pariah nation: to 
sequester It, in effect, from the com• 
munlt,y of nations until it radlcaJly 
changed its behavior in the world. 
Conversely, other voices talked of the 
historic "paranoia" of the . Soviet 
Union about the security of Its bor
ders, and counselled extreme clrcum• 
spection so that similar Incidents 
would not lead to the ultimate disas
ter. 

Whl\t was tragically missing from 
that debate, as from the past 15 years 
of argument over United States-Soviet 
relations, w.as a third voice: one which 
recognized the grave threat posed to 
American security and Western demo
cratic values by an armed, ·totalitarian 
power with world-historical ambltlorui; 
one which recognized that merely con
firming the Soviet geopolitjcal agenda 
would heighten, not minimize, the 
dangers of war; but one which asked
What can America do to change• the 
present course of Soviet policy and 
make agreement between Ol!-r two 
countries possible on the full range of 
issues that stand between us: arms re
ductions leading to mutual and verifi• 
able disarmament, International insti
tutions capable of resolving conflict 
without the use or threat of mass vio
lence, the protection of basic human. 
rl t:hts, the amelioration of the press
ing need for social, economic, and PO· 
.litical development in the Third 
World? 

The real tragedy of our present do
mestic division on United States-Soviet 
relations Is not that one pole of the ar
gument is right, and the other wrong. 
The tragedy ls that there are Impor
tant elements of truth In each polar 
,1ositlon, but no third voice to cn.ther 

1 
them together, create new agreement 
within our own country, and thus 
equip us for the long term, difficult, 
crucial task of coping with Soviet 

! power In ways that enhance the 
world's prospects for peace and sccu
rit.y, for liberty and prosperity, 
· That third voice could be raised In 
this Congress. It would be one of the 
most Important contributions we , in 
the Congress could make to both the 
foreign policy of the United States and 
the health of American political cul• 
ture as it debates that policy. What 
notes would that third voice sound? 
What policy directions would It sug
gest are worthy of exploration, by 
those on both sides of the pre.sent 
debate who wish to work together for 
a new American consensus on United 
States-SO\·iet relations? 

That changes In the present course 
of Soviet policy are absolute)y neces
sary for the world's peace and security 
Is a proposition that should need little 
more than assertion. But the next, and 
more Important, question, Is: Can 
there be change In the U.S.S.R.? And 
this leads to the crucial policy ques
tion: What can the United States do, 
In Its formal and publlc diplomacy, 
and through Its nongovernmental or
ganizations, to help make that desir
able change possible? 

When many Americans look at Lhe 
Soviet Union today, they see a mono
lithic society, ·run by State police 
terror against Its own citizens, and vir
tually Impervious to change. That de
scription of the present Soviet regime 
Is accurate; but the conclusion drawn 
from It is mistaken. For despite the 
best efforts of Soviet leaders since 
1917, Soviet society Is not monolilhic. 
Newman's axiom, that change is the 

'

law of life, Is just as true of the 
U.S.S.R. as of any other society. That 
change will take place Is certain; the 
Issue Is the direction change will take. 

We can be certain of this because 
there are multiple pressures within 
Soviet society today that make change 
Inevitable. The Soviet leadership will 
undergo an· Important, and perhaps 
profound, generational change over 
the next decade. The last of the Sta
linist generation will die, and a new 
generation of leaders-no less commit
ted to the maintenance of their power, 
but not formed In the crucible of the 
ll)30s purge trials and the seering ex
periences of World War II-will come 
to power. This new generation of lead
ers will have to deal with massive, sys
temic problems In Soviet society. The 
ngrlcult.ural system remains In chronic 
disarray; a country that was once the 
world's leading grain exporter Is not 
Its leading grain Importer. Soviet sci
ence and technology lag behind the 
democratic West In virtually all the 
frontier fields of applied human Intel
ligence: microbiology, cybernetics, ro
botics. The Soviet work force is 
plagued by alcoholism. The Inefficien
cies of Soviet medical practice and 
family planning are sucn that the 
average Soviet woman can expect to 
undergo at least six abortions during 
her fertile years. Contrary to the ex
pectations of Marx and Lenin, religion 
Is not withering away In the commu: 
nist state, but Is enjoying a rcmark·
able renaissance, particularly among 
the young. Then there are the pro
round demographic changes that the 
Soviet Union will experience over the 
next 20 years. By the turn of the cen
tury, the majo'rity population of the 
world's last 'empire will no longer be 
ethnic · Russian. Tensions and pres
sures for change In the traditional pat
tern of ethnic relationships within the 
U.S.S.R. are already evident. not only 
in the southern tier of Soviet Islamic 
republics, but throughout the Baltic 
States, the Ukraine, Byplorussla, l\nd 
Georgia. 

The Soviet Union of 2000 will thus 
be Inevitably different from the Soviet 
Union of 1983, even as today's Soviet 
Union Is different from the U.S.S.R. of 
1938, or 1917. The only question is the 
-direction change wlll take, and wheth
er It will make agreement between our 
two countries more or less likely. 

For change in the U.S.S.R. to make 
agreement with the United Stales 
more likely, though, the most Impor
tant change that must take place is in 
the present Soviet political system. As 
we face that system, and as It acts In 
the world, the most Important of its 
characteristics Is not its Marxism-the 
official ide.ology may still shape Soviet 
foreign policy, but the old revolution- · 
ary fervor Is long gone-but Its Lenin
ism. According to Leninist doctrine, 
there can be only one center of power 
In the state. Through that doctrine, 
the 14 members of the Polilburo of 
the Soviet Communist Party Centra I 
Committee own and operate the 
U.S.S.R. In light of that doctrine, 
every attempt ls made to break down 
the distinction between public and pri
vate life in the country. A humane 
genius like Andrei Sakharov, whose 
scientific work contributed no little to 
the Soviet Union's present world posi
tion, ls caught in the web of this Len
inist refusal to allow the sphere of the 
private and the personal any sway In 
public affairs. Sakharov, and tht>U· 
sands of others, are even denied the 
right of personal conscience, since it is 
assumed that any right thinking Is to• 
tally in accord with the Politburo's 
line. Dissenting thought is, objective
ly, Insanity; hence the abuse of psychi
atry and the gross use of psychiatric , 
drugs on those who dissent. 

It ls this Leninist character or the 
U.S.S.R. that must be altered if the I 
Soviet Union is to come into agree- · 
ment wit.h the United States on a 
world safe for peace and security, for 
liberty and prosperity. What kind of 
change Is possible? Solzhenitsyn is 
most probably correct in his claim 
that a change In the Soviet Union 
from Leninism to Western-style de
mocracy is highly unlikely, given Rus
sian cultural and historical factors. 
But the Soviet Union need not become 
a parliamentary democracy overnight 
for it to change Its present course in 
world affairs. What is necessary, as 
University of California political scien
tist Aaron Wildavsky has rcct' ntly 
written, Is a slow process of plurnllza
tion in the U.S.S.R.: The development 
of other centers of power and Influ
ence that could be brought to bear on 
the dccislonmaking of the party lead
ership, speaking for the Soviet peo
ple's deep desire for peace, for a much 
greater degree of material prosperity, 
for a measure o1 human freedom. Plu
ralizing the centers of power In the 
U.S.S.R. thus seems an entirely appro
priate goal for U.S. policy to encour
age and assist. for It is the prec.ondi
tion to the Soviet Government's 
tR.king a new, and more des irable. 

~ 
•' 
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course In the world affairs. For so long Government? American academic asso- of United States-Soviet con met. 
as the members of the Politburo are elations have had some modest success · Forthright American leadership 
responsible only to each other and to in pursuing this goal, for the Soviet toward the development of a Crisis 
their Internal power struggles, for Just need for knowledge can · occasionally Consultation Center would also dem
that long will Soviet policy continue override the Soviet •leadership's con- onstrate to the world the priority 
on Its present, dangerous course. As cern for Leninist controls. The chal- which the United States gives to errec
other centers of power come Into the lenge would be to create such new tlve action that reduces the peril of 
Kremlin's policy calculations, though, rules for · United States-Soviet ex- ·nuclear war. I would urge the admlnls
we can hope to .see .positive change: change In ways that do not jeopardize tration to give this concept the most 
For such a process of pluralization legitimate scholarly interests, but that careful study, and then to make Its 
could lead the U.S.S.R. to concentrate also provide some measure of help and creation and Implementation among 
more heavily on Its grave domestic relief for Soviet academics and tech- the highest priorities of American 
problems, and more on approaches to n~loglsts-and, thereby, help pluralize peace and security policy. 
world conflicts that lessen the danger power In the Soviet Union. I have focused here on the need for 
or military confrontation and thus American voluntary organizations I I s ·I t l' d h . th t 
lessen the need for military hardware. could also play an Important role In ef- ~~:~:: !!i1gf1~ e b:oc~cJ~e~~ed ~: th~t 

How could the policy of the United forts to pluralize the U.S.S.R., and In . ' 
States aid In pluralizing the centers of some cases may be more effective than new conscn~us, bipartisan consens~ts, 
power In the U.S.S.R.? We cannot do government. The commitment of the on Americas ~ole in th_e. superpo\rnr 
this directly; but. we may be able ·to American Jewish community .to rellev- competition might be bu1l~. We should 

·, ., 

help the process along obliquely, Sev- Ing the burdens of Soviet Jewry/also be. clear that our ov.n _ policy r:• 
eral possibilities come to mind In the1 should be matched by slmllar commit- .quires change, and that_ our O\rn 
are_ a of our public . diplomacy, that Is, ments and actions by American Chris- public debate needs a new mjectlon of,. 
the U.S. Government's address to the tlal)S and American Muslims. The -.,,eason. We can no longer afford the :~ 

reople of the U.S.S.R. . American peace movement could be lux~ry o! osci}latlo~ between a too-, 
, Strengthening our broadcast capa- enormously helpful to the project of bemgn view of Soviet purp_oses ~nd 
jbilities into the Soviet Uni.on, through pluralization If It would become the In- power. and a view of the Soviet Umon 
the Voice of America and Radio Liber- ternatlonal .voice of those courageous 130 harsh that It precludes the posslbll-
ty, could be an Important component Soviet peace actlvltsts who have tty or any agreement between us. We 
of a policy of pluralization. Telling the broken with the official, Party-run need, In -the Congress, a new spirit. of 
truth about America-which ls the job peace movement in the U.S.S.R. No blpartlsanshlp,_so th~t proposals from 
of the VOA-and telling the truth one doubts that the people of the a Republican admlmstration arc not · 

, about news within the Soviet Union- u.s.s.n. want peace and peace and sc- automatically rejected by Democra~s. 
which ls the task of Radio Liberty- curlty just as badly as do the people of and Democratic proposals are not dis
are essential checks· against the com- the United states; the difficulty ls miss<'d out or hand by R~publicans In 
plete \'lctory of the Leninist model of rthat the Soviet people, under. presentl the execul.l\'e and legislative brnnc~es .. 
go\'ernance. The Soviet Union current- conditions, have little If any Impact on There Is no need here to emp_hnsl~c 
ly spends more on jamming American the policy of their government. Those the stakes of the contes_t In wh1c_h we 
broadcasts Into its country than we Americans who wish to channel the are engaged-and in which we will be 
spend on all of our International common human -yearning for peace engaged for the foreseeable fut':1re. 
broadcasting to the U.S.S.R.; more- Into meaningful political channels, There.are no quick fixes, psycholog1c;il 
over, we have not been very supportive and who wish to do so by reaching or political. There will be costs as well 
of our own efforts here, for thf! VOA across national borders In human soil- as benefits In the kind of approach to 
Is In some cases using transmitters darlty with the people of the u.S.S.R., United States-Soviet relations I 1un 
captured from the Germans In 1945. are a potentially powerful Instrument suggesting here. ,. 1 believe the Amerl
Enhanclng this broadcast capablllty, for not just understanding, but for can people are willing, Indeed ea~er, to 
adding new hours of informational, re- change-if their actions challenge the bear t~?se costs If they bell~ve m th~ 
liglous, and cultural programming to , present Soviet agenda rather than~ possib1hty or an enormous benefit: a 
our Soviet-language services, helping 'confirming_ lt, and If their actions give changed course f?r Soviet pollcy, _lead. · 
the Voice of America and Radio Liber- more effcc~ive voice within Soviet poll- Ing to the poss1billty of meanmg_ru 
ty develop the technical capacity to tics to the people of the U.S.S.R. agreement between our two count~1c 
better resist Soviet Jamming: All of Trust will not be the final basis on on making the world safe for confltct. 

, these are ways ln which American which United States-Soviet agreement The wise management or that con-
' policy can help open windows in the rests; mutual self-Interest will be, and fllct ls the hardest te~t ever faced by 
closed society of the Soviet Union. should be, our guide, particularly In the American republic: hardest. be
Such an effort would also be complete- the field of national security and cause of the degree of threat posed by 
ly consistent with our rights and re- peace strategy. Fears of a nuclear war the So\'iet Union, because of the lm
sponsibllitles under the Helsinki Final by accident or miscalculation are not mense danger or nuclear holocaust. be• 

· Act. . the private preserve of move produc- cause of the long-term patience and 
[ Professional, technical, and scholar- ers. There are short-term steps that purposefulness that ls requir<'d or us. I 
! ly exchange programs can also be the we could take to lessen this threat, belle\'e that the American people will 

occasion to open closed windows in the steps that would also enhance the abil- mee.t the challenge of that test if their 
U.S.S.R. and, even tf· modestly, help lty of the United States and the Soviet political leadership shows the nbilltY 
pluralize power In the Soviet Union. Union to work together for mutually to break out of today's polarized 1 

, These programs have human, aca- ~eslrablc goalR. My late colleague fron~ debate nnd defin e new nm! b<"ttcr 
\ demlc, and occasionally commercial the State or Wn.c;hlngton, Senator ground on which American policy 
'. value In their own right. Could they Henry M. Jackson, took the lead with toward the So\'ict Union can be de-
also become instruments In a policy of thers In the Senate In proposing signed and Implemented. I hope thnt 

tJ pluralization? The Soviet Union need11 olnt United States-Soviet Crisis Con- the American people demand that 
access to Western ·knowledge and sultatlon Centert hat woula 6u Tcf on much of us. I hope we show ourselves 
Western technological capabilities, the existing hotline arrangements to capable of assuming such leadership ' 
access often provided through ex- .n lessen the danger or war through accl- as tht>Y, l\nd the world. deserve. 

, ihange programs. Might we conslder~dent or miscalculation. Such a center • Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I Join 
altering the rules governing such ex- ls squarely In the Interest or bot.h with may colleagues today In marking 
changes so that the Soviets involved countries. It Is In the Interest of the the 50th annl\•ersary or the establish· 
are those who actually deserve to par- world. It would set a model for cooper- ment or formal diplomatic ties be· 
lclpate, rather than only those who atlon that might be replicated over tween the United Statei; and the 
re politically acceptable to the Soviet time In other. equally dangerous areas So\·lct Union. Becnusc of the impor• 

-~ . 

I 
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tance or maintaining meaningful com
munication with the Soviets, I feel 
that It Is crucial to reflect upon the 
PI\St, present and future of United 
States-Soviet· relations. 

George Kennan Is one of the most 
knowledgeable experts In this country 
on our relations with the Soviet 
Union. Therefore, today I 

I 
would like 

to share with my colleagues a recent 
article by George Kennan which ap
peared In the New Yorker. The article 
follows: 

BREAKING THE SPELL 

So\·let•Amerlcan relations, In consequence 
of a proceM or deterioration that has been 
going on for several years, are today In what 
Cl\n only be called a dreadful and dangerous 
condition. Civility and privacy of communl• 
cation between the two governments seem 
to have largely broken down. Reactions on 
each side to statements and actions or the 
other side have been allowe~ to become per
meated with antagonism, ' suspicion, and 
cynicism. Public discussion of the relation& 
between the two countries has become 
almost totally militarized, at lea.st In this 
country: mllltarlzed to a point where the 
casual render or listener is compelled to con
clude that some sort of military showdown 
is the only conceivable denouement of their 
various differences-the only one worth 
considering and discussing. Can anyone mis• 
take, or doubt, the ominous meaning of 
such a state of affairs? The phenomena Just 
de:;cribcd. occurring In the relations be
tween two highly armed great powers, are 
thl' fnmlllar characterlstks, the unfailing 
charecteristlcs, of a march to~ard ~.ar
that, and nothing <'lse. The danger would be 
lntolernble even If the two countries Wl!re 
armed onlr wll.h v.•hat. are called convention
al v.·eapons. The history of the past. century 
has shown that the damage produced by 
armed conflict between highly lndustrlal-
11..ed grrat powers In the morlern agP., cvrn 
without the use of nuclear armam,mts, ls so 
apppJllng thnt It Is doubtful whether West
ern clvili:.mtion could survive another •uch 
castostrophe. But this danir<'r Is now ln
crcl\Sed many t.lmes over by the nature of 
the weapons that the two countries hold In 
their hnnds. Either or thr.se two factors
the nature of the weaponry, the state of the 
political relations-would be a danger · In 
Itself. The two In combination present a 

1Bhadow greater than any that has ever 
before darkened the face of Western clvlll
zntlcn. 

Is this state of affairs really neccssnry? Is 
It unavoidable from the standpoint of the 
American policymaker? Is there no way we 
coutd hope to cope with It other than by a 
continuing an Intensified weapons rncc of 
lnd!'finite duration? The casual reader or 
listener Is led to believe that there ls not. If, 
however, there Is something that could be 
done. what Is It? There are those In Wash
ington v.·ho would argue that the present 
situation flows automatically from the 
nature of the regime that confronts us In 
Moi;cow, and Is therefore unavoidable, To 
support their view, they would point to a 
given Image of that regime. Goethe's Meph
lstophrlcs observes cynically, In the second 
part of "Faui;t," that "In the end we are all 
depen(.ent on monsters or our own cre
ation." And so It ls with the Image of the 
Soviet regime which hl!.S come to . Inform 
American policy. It Is an lmnge of unmiti
gated darkness, with which we are all famil
iar: that of a group of men already dominat
ing and mlsrullnr a large part of the world 
and motivated only by a relentless determi
nation to bring still more peoples under 
their domination. By those who cultivate 

this Image, no rational motivation Is sug
gested for so savage and unquenchable a 
thirst for powrr. The m<'n who suffrr this 
thirst, one Is allowed to conclude. were 
simply born with It-the products, prr.~um• 
ably, of some sort of negative genetic mlr• 
aclr.. In any CME', since th r.y W<'re born wilh 
It and arc unable to hr.Ip themselves, there 
Is no way-or so wr are told-that. they 
could be reasoned with; no basis on which 
they could usefully bt' approached; no Ian• 
guage thC'Y could be cxpcct,id to undr.rstand 
other than that of Intimidation by superior 
military force. Only by the spectre of such a 

· force-an overwhelmingly superior nuclear 
force, In particular-could these men be "de• 
terred" from committing all sorts of acts of 
aggression or Intimidation with a view to sub
jugating other peoples and eventually to 
conquering the world. There are alleged to 
be no other Inhibitions, no other consider-

:tnd dcfcnsi\'e-an obsession .th:tt has inter
r red with its relations with the West. and 
hM ev<'n damaged the regime's own int1•r
ei;ts, more often and more seriously, than 
the regime has until lately brought IL~c lf to 
recognize. The penet ration by a So\·let sub
marine Into srnsitlve Swedish waters and 
the rccrnt 11hootlng down of the Korc:tn :tir• 
liner are striking examples of the ovcr•in• 
dulgencc In this obsessfon: and one hopes 
that the Soviet leaders will lea.rn from the 
world reaction to these event s what h:trm 
they do themselves when they let military 
considerations ride roughshod over wider In
terests. 

To continue with this listing of the ncga• 
tlve factors: So\·iet negotiating techniques 
often. apprnr, particularly to those not fa
miliar with them, to be stiff. awkward. se• 
crctlve, and unpredictable. Above all. they 
are lacking In the useful lubrication that 

atlon,. no other Interest., th:tt could be ex- comes from Informal personal association 
pcctcd to restrain them from such behavior .. and exchanges among negotiators. And 

Well, If this lma,:e had been applied thirty there arc, too, specific soviet policies that 
or forty years ago to the regime of Joseph grate severely on Western sensibilities. The 
Stalin It might have been nearer to reality Soviet leaders do Indeed make efforts to 
(although even t~en It would have been In gain Influence and authority amorig the re• 
some respects wide of the mark). Applied ~o gimes and peoples of the Th ird World. 
the Soviet leadership of the year 1983, It 1s While the methods they employ do not 
seriously overdrawn: a caricature rather seem to differ greatly from those of other 
than a reflection of what really exists, and major powers Including us and while their 
misleading and pernicious as a foundation • ' 
for national policy Beyond that It Is deeply efforts In their direction have not met. gen
and needles.sly off rnslvc to th~ people In erally speaking, with any very Al:1rmlng 
question. But how much truth, If ,my, Is mcnsurc of success, these practices !'atural
there In It? ly arou11e concern a~d resentment m large 

The So'vlet regime hns always been sections of our official community. And 
marked by a whole series of ch:tro.cteristlcs then, of course, there Is the fact that the 
that complicated, and were bound to compll• Soviet leader~ Insist on maint~inlng a mo• 
catc, Its relations with the west. Some of nopoly of polttlcal power In their own coun• 
these were inherited. Many-sided ei,trangc- try and proceed harshly a.galnst thosr who 
ment from the West WM nothing new in appear to challen~c .or threaten tha~ mono• 
Russian history. It wns an out.standing fen- ploy; and, b~yond that. they unquestionably 
ture of the old Grand Duchy of Moscow- use their military hegemony to support and 
pious, xenophobic, eternally su11plclou11 of to maintain In power In E,:-5tcrn E~rope, !"· 
the hrretical foreigner. Two hundred years sofar as It Is possible, ~cgnncs sim1lar1r ,m• 
of Petersburg rule broke down this cs- spired and similarly resistant to llbcraltzmg 
trangcment only In part, and prlm:trlly tendencies. All th is is obviously a co~stant 
among · the educated c!Mscs: the nobility, thorn In the flesh of much Western opinion. 
the gentry, commercial circles, and the lib• And, finally, th.ere is t he phcn?menon. f;l• 
eral lntclllgcnt.sla. And then the RuSll in.n mlllar to all foreign representatives and ob
Revolutlon, occurring In all the agony of servers in Russin., of the curious dual P<' r• 
the First World War, and marked, as It was, sonality that the Soviet rrglme pr!'srnt:; t_o 
br the return of t.he capital to Moscow and the resident fore igner: t he facade t hat 1s 
the polltlcnl destniction or elimination of composed of people- often am iable and 
precl11ely the more cosmopolitan elements of charming people- authorized to associ:tte 
the population. Intensified the estrnn i:e• and communicate 'l'l ith the out. Ide world; 
mcnt enormously, substituting a militant and, behind that facade, never visible but 
Ideological antagonism for the onetime rell- always perceptible, the Inner, conspiratorial 
glous abhorrence of the West, and discover- personality, of whose Inscrutable attitudes 
Ing a new form of dangerous heresy In the and Intentions the forci r,ner is never quite 
Marxist vision of capitalism. This militancy, sure, and which for that rr R.son probably 
to be sure, soon began to fade under the Incurs more suspicion than it dcservrs. 
Impact with ren.lity; but the rhetoric, in Now. these, and othcr.s that could be 
Itself an Impediment to normal relations, re- named, 1tl'e formidable difficul t ies. Of 
malned. And the years of Stalinist horror course they limit the relationsh ip. And or 
were no help. This fearsome Stalinist despo- course lh<'Y ha\'c to be taken Into r.onsid ro.• 
tism, a grotesque anomnly In the modern tlon by Western pollcym.akers. But th!'re 
world, could no more stand free a.5,~ociation are certain n:;pects of them that deserve to 
with the Western countries than could the be kept in mind. First, most o'r them are not 
court of old Muscovy In the days of Ivn.n the new. Some have been t here since the outset 
Terrible. And the t.races of Stallnlsm, while of t.he Sovlct•American relationship. All of 
todn.y much faded and partly oblltc rntcd , u s who ha\'e serv~d In Moscow have had to 
nre still not wholly absent from the Sovlt•t contend with them. We were tnu ght . In fact. 
scene. to .regard them as the more intractable 

All In all, then. the Soviet regime never parts of the problem. General Georg(' Mar
was, a.nd Is not today, one with which the shall, I rc,,an. u ed to sl\y to us. "Don't ff t:ht, 
United States could expect to have anything the problem," by which he meant, I bclic\'e, 
other than a complex and often difficult re• "Don't fight against the problem as a whole, 
latlonshlp. It Is a regime marked by a rela• for It Includes elements that you cannot 
tlvely high sense of Insecurity, It hl\S a t<md- hope to change; find out which elem nts. If 
ency to overdo In the cultivat.lon of milltary any, are susceptible to your Influence, and 
strength. It Is unduly sensitive to the slight- concentrate on them." Second, man)' or 
est Influence or lnrnlvement or outside these difficulties are actually less ncntr 
powers In regions Just beyond Its lengthy today than they were many years ago. This 
borders. It has neurotic pas.slon for secrecy shows that they are not theoretically unsus
and, as a product of that pnsslon, a positive ceptlble to change. Perhaps, If t hey arc ap• 
obsession with espionage, both offensive pronchrd with patienc-f' :tnd undcrstandinR. 
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they c:m become cve.n less pronounced In 
future years. Third. the negath·e factors are 
counterbalanced by a number of encourag
ing ones In bot.h the psychology and the sit
uation of the Soviet lea.dershlp. 

Of lhe11e. the most Important consb;t.s of 
lhe many 1>ersua5lve Indications that that 
leadership, however compllcatcd Its rP.la
tions 1.1.·lth the West may be, docs not want a 
major war-that It has a serious Interest In 
a1·oiding such a war. and wil.l. · given a 
chance. go quite fa.r together with us to 
avoid it. The term "Interest" does not mean. 
In this case. an abstract devotion to the 
principle of peace as a moral Ideal. It means 
a consciousness on the pnrt of these men 
thnt certain of the things they most deeply 
en.re about would not be served by Russia's 
lnvoll'r.mcnt in another flrcat \\'ar. Anyone 
who tries to put himself In the position of 
the Soviet leaders will at onre recognl1,e the 
force of thL-; point. Even If they should be as 
c1·illy motivated ns they arc somct.hnes seen 
to be, these men arc not free agents, wholly 
detached from the manifold complexities 
and contradictions that Invariably go with 
the exercise of vast power. They constitute 
U1e government of a great country. They 
hn,·c a direct responsibility for the shaping 
or Its society and Its economic life. It ls from 
the sur.cr.ssful development or this society 
and this economy that they derive their 
strength. They cannot play fast and loose 
with either. Beyond that, they live and op
erate In a highly complex International cn
,·ironmcnt. There Is no slngle consideration 
that would serve to persuade these men 
that thP.lr In terests would not be served by 
openinit the Pandora's box or another world 
l\'ar: rather, there are do1,rns or con:;idcr
ations- and these quite aside from any so
cal!<'d "mllltary deterrcncc"-that would 
dis.~11:i.clc them from such a venture. The 
view that sees them as supremely Independ
ent, wholly on top of all their other prob
lrms, o.nd madly rivr.ted to dreams or world 
conquest to the point where It Is exclusively 
by the Interposition of overwhelming oppos
ing military force that they could be dls
sundrd from striking out 1n all directions 
with acts of aggression or tnUmldatlon-thls 
view is, If one wlll forgive my language, 
simply ch!ldlsh, Inexcusably childish, un
worthy or people charged with the responsi
bility or conducting the affalrw of a great 
power In an endangered world. Surely 
American 11tatesmen can do better than this 
In penetrating, with their Imaginations and 
their powers of analysis, the true complex
ity or the forces that come to beAr on the 
decisions or another great go9ernment, and 
In forming a realistic idea of the motivation 
of that government's conduct. And surely If 
they were to make this effort what they 
would then see world be more reaaurlng 
than what, ln the absence of It, the7 are led 
by their fears to assume. • 

Nor Is the area of common Interest be
tween the Soviet Union and the United 
States limited to the need of both countries 
to see world peace preserved. Both !I.Te great 
lndustrlal powers. A3 such, they have a 
,:rowing number of common problems. 
Prominent among these arc the environ
mental ones. Both countries occupy major 
portlon.<i or the envlornmentally endangered 
Northern Hemisphere. The So\'let leadeni 
are no less aware than we &re of the extent 
to whlch thll! hemlshere, If It escapes nucle
ar cllSMter, will stlll be threatened ln the 
most serious way be environmental pollu
tion and deterioration. They know that 
these problems will not be mastered Just by 
measures taken within any single country
that the solution will require Jnternatlona.1 
collaboration, particularly between the two 
greatest lndustrto.l l)OWCrs of the hemi-
sphere. · 

And the environmental questions are only nition that ns of this moment thin12s arc 
examples or the mnny problems and chnl- royally fo11lrd up. Any cffort.s to strnir.hten 
lenges that all the great Industrial societies them out would unn1·oldably take lime. 
of this 11ge. Including the United Stat.cs nnd Thrrr arc some who bcli1:ve thnt nothing 
the SO\·let Union. are coming to hm·e In t.h11t r.011ld be undertaken from the Amrrl
common. Thrre arc the tnily revolutionary cnn side In the period bl'fore the next elcc
e!fects, In some ways promising and in some lion could restore the atmosphere ncc<'s.<;a ry 
ways terrifying, of the present revolution In to pro1·iclr prospects for success. Possibly. In 
communications on education, on the orga- nny case. to remove all those sources of ten
ni1..ation of life, on the human spfrit and t.he slon which are theoretically susccpliblr of 
human fibre. The Soviet Union Is no less af- remo\·al would certainly be a tnsk of years, 
fectcd by this re\'0iution than we are. It is not months. But it ls nerer t.oo enrly to 
such problems that unite- they are the onPs make II beginning: and nothing prc1·ents us 
on which we and the So\'iet Union can rol- from conslcl ring what sort of agPncla mighl 
laborate. And they are the problems of the be nrc-,·ssary If one \\'antrd to t'mbnrk on 
future. The others- the ones flowing from that course. 
the Ideological conflicts or the tum or the Some or this floll's, by Implication. from 
century which produced the Russian Hrrn- whn.t hns already been said. We could try. 
lullon- are the problems of the pe.~t. first or nil, to rrstore the full c·onfidrnlinlily 

Those ate Rome of the pros and conn or and the cil'ility or communiC'ntlon brlwren 
the Sorlct-Amcricnn relationship; and If the two IIOVE'rnments. And we could c nsc 
these pros and cons a.re stacked up against trratintt the soviet Union n.-: tho111rh we 
each other what one gets ls, nat.urnlly, a wnc. out of one porket, at pence with It 
mixed parttern, embracing serious difler- and, out or the other, at war. We could lift 
ences or out-look and Int.crest but also em- the hel\\·y dead hand from So\'ict Amrric'an 
bracing positive possibilities that arc not trade and proceed, with the usual, minimal 
negligible. It ls a pattern that, of course, security precautions, to permit that normal 
leaves no room for exaggeralcd hopes, or !or and u~e ful branch or human acth'lty to de
fulsome and hypocritical pretenses to a vclo:> In response to Its own economic rr
frlend ·hip that does not, and cnnnot, fully qulrcml'nts. We ha\'C no need to be trying to 
exist. The pattern embraces problems that set back the economy or depress the lil'fng 
will not be solved by Just any summit meet• stanciards or any other great people: nor ls 
Ing. But It also affords no Jusiflcatlon for t1uch nn effort In keeping v;•ith the American 
some or the extremes of pessimism we i;cc 
around us today: no Justification for the tm<liLion. 
conclusion that It Is only by some ultimate We could take a much boldrr. morr hope
mllllary showdown that the various Soi·ll't• Jul, and more promising position In matters 
American differ nces can be resolved: and of arms control. This docs not mean t•m• 
no Justification for the overdrawn lmai;c or bracing In nny way the principle of unilntcr
thc Sol'l!'t leadership to which rcferrilt'C al dixnrmnment. We could -ncknowit'di;c <nnd 
hM here been made. Americans lived for It Is hh:h time we did> that the nuclear 
more thl\n a century at peace with the weapon is · a uselcss one: that ft rould not 
empire or the cv.nrs. Despite the addition or co11c<'il'nbly bl' Ill.Cd without brini,:ini; catns-
11cveral seriously complicating met.ors trophe upon whatever country lnitlntcd lls 
during the pres nt century, they have lived use, along with untold millions of proplc 
for some six and a half decades at peace clsrwherc. Acknowledging this. we could 
wlth the Soviet Union. In the mixed pat.t,•im · reject all dreams or nuclcru superl?rity and 
we have Just had occasion to note, there ts see what we could do about rcducmg exist• 
nothing to suggest that these two countries lng nuclea.r arsenals, with a view to their 
should not be able to continue to live at eventual ellmlnntion. A number of ap• 
peace "11:lth each other for an Indefinite preaches have been suggested: a freeze, 
numbt1r of decades Into the future. deep cu.ts, the so-called "build-down," a com-

This cnanot, of course, be L.'ISurcd by the prchcnsive test-ban treaty, others as well. 
state or relations we have before us today. These are not alternatl\'es. They are com-
1'he prospects for a peaceful development or plemrnl nry. Any or all or tht•m would be 
Soviet-American relations are not theoretl• useful. But to get on with any_ of them we 
cally hopeleM, but they could easily become would have to lenm to treat the problem as 
Just that u 'l\·e are unable to rise above some a whole In our negotiations \\'Ith the Rus
o! the morbid nuclear preoccupations that sian.s, not cut It up Into 11. series or fragr.1cn
nov.• 1wcm to possess us- If we are unable to tizcd technical talks: to treat It at the senior 
see the positive posslblllLlcs behind the neg• politicl\l level, where It belongs, not in perl• 
atlve, military ones, and are unable to give odic encounters bctv;·ecn polit.lcally hclplcRS 
to those posltl\·e ones a chance to take experts: and to treat It-Initially, at least
shape and to realize themselves. No one In an atmosphere of complete confldcntlal· 
questions the· fnndamentn.J Importance or lty, not In a series or public po:;turln,is 
the outJ;tandlng question., of arms control. before 1·arlous domestic political constltucn

·These represent the rreatest and most clcs. 
urgent single problem we have before us In And then, while we were working on the 
our relations with the Soviet Union. With- more positive and hopeful possibilities, we 
out progress tn this respects, there can, of could set out to tnke ad\·antage of those 
course be little hope of a peaceful future. areas where the peaceful lntcrestll of the 
But It is vitally Important to t·emember tllat two powers do coincide o.nd where posslbill· 
there are other dlmcn.,;iorui to the Soviet.- tics for collaboration do exist. What have 
American relationship than the mlll t11ry we to Jose? If m)• memory Is correct, 11,e once 
one; o.nd that not only arc these other ell· had thlrtern st•pnrntc ni:rcemr11ts for col• 
menslons of sufficient Importance to war- lnboration and personal exchanges In a 
rl\nt nttcnt.lon In their own right but unless whole series of cultural and scle:1tlflc fields. 
they, too, can be recognized, and cultl\·atcd, A number of them proved frullful: some. we 
and their favorable posslblltles taken ndvan- are told, dlci noL I hold no brief for the re
tage or, the arms to.lks themselves are un- tentlon of the ones that did not. But many 
likely to have any adequate and enduring of the thirteen, Including certain• of the 
11uccess. The two L<;pect.s of the relationship useful ones, have been allowed to l11pse. 
are complementary. Progress ln the one ls These could be restored, and others could be 
Indispensable to progress In the other. added. There are many possibilities In the 

What could be done. then, to place this re- scientific field, some of which exist In rucll· 
latlonsh ip on a sounder, less frightening, mcntary form and all or which could be ex
and more hopeful basis than It rests on tended: Possibilities for collo.boration on en
today? One starts, of COUl'lle, from the rccog- vlronmenta.l -proplems, on the study of the 

-; \ 
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Arctic and the Antarctic, on oceanographic alternntives to this pnth which would not be 
research, on public health, on riuclear preferable to It. Wh.A.t Is needed here is only 
fusion. The entire great area of the uses of the w111-the courage, the bold·ness, the af
outer space-this vast umbrella that pro- firmation of life-to break the evil spell that 
tccts every man, woman, and child on our the severed atom has ca.st upon us nil; to dc
phmet-ought to be not only demilitarized clare our independence of the nightmnres of 
but genuinely Internationalized; and these nuclear danger; to turn our minds and 
two ·great countries could well be taking a hearts to better things. 
major ,collaborative part in that lnternation- The foregoing observations now from an 
alizatlon, rather than each speculntlng how Involvement with Soviet-American relations 
it might exploit this medium to the detri- on this writer's part which goes bnck over a 
ment of the other party, and perhaps Lo the longer span of years than that of anyone 
detriment of humanity as a whole. else now In public life on either side, except 

These 1trc those who will say, "Yes, we for that of Averell Harriman. In the course 
once had such agreements, but we did not of these yea.rs-there are fifty-five of 
get as much Information out of them as the thl!m-I have seen this rcla1.ionshlp in some 
Russians did." The answer to this objection of Its better times: pa1tic11lnrly at the time 
is clear. If the acquisition of mllllary lnLelll- of the establishment of diplomatic relations, 
gence is the only reason one can see for en- Just a half century ago; and again during 
tcring Into such agreements with another our L'ISOCl!\tlon with the Soviet Union in the 
country, lhm they had better be omitted. waging of the Second World War. I have 
But if one is prepared to pince one's hopes also seen It in some of the most bitter and 
on their long-term effects-their effects In disheartening moments It has known-have 
bringing people together in a collaboratl\'e not only seen It in such moments but felt 
relationship and helping them to see one some of Its more painful effects upon my 
another as human beings, not as some spe- own · pr.rson. Precisely for this reason, I 
cie11 of demon, then mnny of these arrange- think I know as much as anyone about the 
ments will provide a more hopeful pcrspec- difficulties that the relationship Involves. 
live than the most ambitious of our efforts Yet at no time In the course of these fifty
to leam how to d,estroy each other. five years hR.ve I Jost my confidence In its 

Such collaborative arrangements require, constructive possibilities. For all their his
as a rule, formalized agreement.~. There are torical and ideological differences, these two 
some· 11.,ho question whether we can trust 
thP Soviet government t.o live up to such peoples-the Russians and the Americans-
agreements when It makes them. When l complement cnch other: they need each 
hear this question asked, I am surprised. We other; they can enrich each other; together, 
now have six and a half decades or expert- granted the requisite Insight 1md restraint, 

they can do more than :my other two 
ence to go no, and the answer pro\·ided by powers to assure world peace. The rest of 
this experience Is reasonably clear. You can 
conclude useful agreements with the Soviet the world needs their forbearance with each 
side, and they will respect them-on condl- other and their peaceful collaboration. 
Uon, however, that the tenns be clear and Their allies need it. They themselves need 
specific, not general; that. as little as poss!- it. They can have it if they want It. If only 
ble be left to lnterprutntion; that questions this could be recocnir.cd, we could perfectly 
of motivation, and particularly professions well go forward to face the challenges that 
of noble principle, be left aside; and that the the true situation presents, and to shoulder, 
other contracting party show a 6erious and soberly but cheerfully, and without all the 
continued interest In their observance. melodramatics or offended virtue, the bur-

Fim\llY, there Is thr question of "human dens It Imposes. -Ororgc Kennan.• 
rights." American sympathies are, of course, • Mr. PATTERSON. M'.r. Speaker, I 
engRged In behnlf of people who fall afoul want to commend my colleague from 
or any great political police system. This Kansas and our other · colleagues who 
neither requires not deserves any conceal- encouraged Members to speak today 
ment. But If what we are talking about Is on the 50th anniversary of the estab
the official lntcrelalionship of great govern- lishment of diplomatic ties between 
ments a choice must be made betwern the 
Interests of democratization in Russia and the United States and the Soviet 
the Interest of world peace. In the face of Union. It Is Indeed Important to con
thls choice, there can be only one answer. tinue to use these diplomatic ties and 
Democarcy Is a matter of tradition, of all of our available means of communl
custom, or what people are used to, of what cation to continue a dialog with the 
they understand, and expect. It ls not some- Soviet Union aimed .at making our 
thing that can be suddenly grafted onto an would safer and more Just. 
unprepared people-particularly not from My colleagues pointed out the obser
outside, and particularly not by precept, vallon of Dr. James Allen Dtlllngton, 
preaching, and pres.~ure rather Umn by ex- director of the Woodrow Wilson lnt.er
nmple. It is not a conct-pt fnmilinr to the 

. mass of the Russian people: and whoever national Center, that a new generation 
subordinates the lntcrest8 of world peace to of potential Soviet leaders Is waiting in 
the chimera or an early rlemocratiZl!.tion of the wings, A post-war, post-Stalinist 
t. he Sovit't Union will assuredly sacrifire the(!enere.tlon. This successor generation 
first of those values without promoting the may perhaps offer some hope for a 
second. By the nature or things, democrat!- Jess paranoid, more reo.sonn.ble, more 
r.atlon not only can but must wait; world peaceable Soviet Union Our survival 
peace cannot. IC what we \\rant to achieve Is · . 
a llberallzntlon or the pollticnl regime pre- demands that we at least try to com
valllng in the Soviet Union, then it Is to ex- munlcate with the upcoming genera
Rmple rather than to precept that we must Ion of leaders. 
look: nnd we could start by tackling, with W'e should also keep In mind that 
far greater resolution and cournge than we there Is a .growing group of young dis
hnvc shown to date, some of the glaring de- sidents coming of age In the Soviet 
rlciencics In our own society. . Union. Their existence pro ides a con-

Thrsc, then, are the directions in which I h 1 · · i 
we rould move If we wanted to case the sit t nual c a lenge to the rigid Sov ct 
ualion. We ha~e. I reiterate, 60 little to Jose: leadersh}P to look Inward and face the 
Al the end of our present.path of unlimited U.S.S.R. s press ing domesLlc problems. 
military confrontaLion lies no visible destl- Just as It Is Important to maintain 
Mtion but failure And horror. Them• ar • no contact wlt.h the Soviet lraders, so is it 

important to maintain relations with 
the Soviet people-Including the cou
rageous dissident minority. 

I met Just' yesterday with a gentle
man from my home district. Mr. Ken
neth Levin, who told me of his efforts 
to meet with the family of Lev Elbert. 
a young rcfusenlk, during a recent 
visit to Moscow. Despite harassment 
by Sovie t authorities, Mr. Levin and 
his family persevered. These people
to-people encounters are imp·ortant 
and I commend the Levins for their 
dedication and effort. We must try to 
live at peace, while at the same lime 
we continue to emphasize the ·nherent 
rights of all people to freedom and jus-• 
ticc. It is incumbent upon us- our 
leaders and our citizens alike-to try 
to keep open all channels of communi
cations with the Soviet Union. I am 
proud that my constltutents have 
made such an effort to do so.• 
• Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, today marks the 50th anni
versary of the establishment of formal 
diplomatic tics between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Sad[y, 
this annivcrsnry comes at a time when 
things are not well between the two 
superpowers. 

Perhaps the words that can best 
characterize the state of United 
St.ates-Soviet relations are tense, an
tagonistic, and suspicious. Clearly, we 
are engaged In an unhealthy competi
tion to achieve goals of questionable 
benefit to humankind. 

Relations between our two nations 
have never been without their consid
erable problems, but perhaps rarely in 
our relationship have our problems 
been so considerable. They arc exacer
abated by our mutual, unrelenting but 
ever-elusive struggle toward military 
and nuclear superiority, and our suspi
cion and fear that the other might· be 
the first to commence a nuclear con
flagration the likes of which we have 
never seen from which It would be im
possible to recover. 

The sad state of our relationship •is 
evidenced first and most obviously in 
the tension between the two countries. 
There are other signs as well . They In
clude an absence of any meaningful 
dialog between the two countries and 
strnined diplomatic contacts. Today 
there is reduced trade bet.ween the two 
nations and cultural exchanges and bi
lateral cooperation have been brought 
to a near standstill. Accommodations 
have not been reached on the nuclear 
n.rms talks between the two countries 
and rhetoric Hies freely about Just 
whose fault It is. 

Annlvesn.ries are often used as a time 
to reassess the status and direction of 
things. Perhaps this would be a good 
time to begin to reassess the relation
ship between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. Neither country is 
without some responsibility for the 
frayed state of our r.elationship. Per
haps It Is time to begin to look at 
common interes ts and common goals 
towa rd which we can work together. 
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about the disastrous consequences of home clearly the trngedy of a nuclear attack 
nuclear war. In fact, earUer this week. · because the setting Is home; the setting Is 
a disparate group of Members of the Kansas. On No\·ember 20. ABC will show 
Congress attended a meeting . also at- that movie "The Day After." Perhaps It wlll 
tended by Soviet Ambassador Do- cause others, aa It did me, to think about 
brynln. During that session, our col- the Implications or the arma race, to view In 

the context of a potential disaster what can 
league ELLIOTT LEvITAS and I uriied · happen If the two superpowers do not come 
the Ambassador to do whatever he to terms with their awesome power and the 
could to encourage the showing of the potential for destroying the human rnce If 
upcoming television . program "The we do not learn to live with each other. 
Day After" on Soviet television. In July of this year, Yuri Zhukov, a 
Having seen a preview of that film, member 'ot the Supreme Soviet and Chair• 

man of the Soviet Peace Committee, made 
there Is no question but that ·Jt does the comment to me during a congressional 
very effectively capture the fears that trip to the Soviet Union, that "your Prest
stir In the hearts of many Americans dent Is too provincial. .. calling us an evil 
about the disaster which nuclear war empire and engaging ln na.sty, polarizing 
would create. There Is a concern by rhetoric." The irony of that comment made 

I th. t t'h t th t by a man known u "the butcher of 
some n ts coun ry a a same Moscow" was not lost around the luncheon 
feeling might not exist In the minds of table In the Kremlin. 1 responded to Zhukov 

, Soviets because they have been en- that Kremlin leaders, Including Yuri Andro
couraged to believe that such a war Is pov, were guilty or much uglier rhetoric. 
Indeed survivable. The ultimate goa~ Zhukov·s response wu "perhaps you are 
of our Interrelationships must be t right. but you Americans do not show us re• 
change the minds of the Soviet people, spect." He then described a meeting with 
If they do Indeed believe that such a Richard Nixon over ten years ago In the 
war fs survivable, and those of their same room where 9,•e were eating, and where 

..,., the Test Band Treaty had been signed at 
leaders as well. .1 hat will then lmmea- the very same time the United States was 
su·rably Increase the likelihood of placing mines in Haiphong Harbor In Viet
achieving a much safer world. To do nam. Zhukov said, "Even at the Identical 
that, we must maintain contacts; oth• time you were placing our ships at risk In 
erwlse, no minds will be changed. the harbor. Nixon at least showed us cour-

In a piece for the Washington Post age and particularly the respect by coming 
entitled "Now Get Ready for the Real here to the Kremlin." 
Crisis," Ravmond Garthoff, a Russian• Zhuko\'·s comment was very significant. 

J l:Je WIL'I telling me that u a Russian, he 
speaking retired foreign service offl• didn't necessarily care to be loved, Just rc
cer, reflected on the ominous portend- sl)('cted. Later. our Soviet "expects" rrom 
ings of the growing chill In United the Stnte Dt>partment accompanying us on 
States-Soviet relations. After 2 weeks the trip said that I had "discovered" a very 
of speaking with a wide variety of Rus- significant fact about the way ~he Soviets 
sian officials and ordinary people, he v_lew their relationship with the West, par-
writes· t1cularly the United States. My discovery 

· was nothing more than reaching the know!• 
This escalating deployment or new wcap- ~dge that we must deal with nations as we 

ons is one reflection of the deterioratln rela• would with lndlvldunls, remembering that 
lionshlp between Moscow and \\'.ashlngton. simply recognizing the other's point of view 
These new deployments don't mean that ·s the first step In communicating. And aJ. 
the Russians will be looking for opportunl• hough It may be a cllche, cotnmunleatlon is 
tics to use their weapons, but that ls not the he key to resolving the impending disaster 
only danger. we could be racing. The door that separates 

The principal risk lies not ln the posslbll• the two most powerful countries on earth is 
lty that the leadership In Moscow or Wash• open now only a slight crack; If It closes 
ington will Intentionally challenge Its adver- shut, the consequences are unthinkable. 
sary with bold new Initiatives to probe his Nuclear war would not In all probability 
resolution. This seems unlikely-although It start by reason of an Intentional first strike 
Is what both Soviet and American leaders attack by one superpower against the other 
suspect or each other. The greater danger but a miscr,lculatlon based on the mlslntcr• 

1 
will come from the reactions or both super- prctalion of the other side's motives and 
powers to unpredictable new situations or could end In a holocaust. That mlscalcula• 
crises triggered by events beyond the con- tlon could literally corM•from something so 
trol of Moscow or Washington. The deterlo- simple a perception as not being shown re• 
ration of relations has reduced stlll further ,i;pect. 
the thin margin of restraint that cushions After forming this realization of the 
t!1e reactions of both powers In such sltua- Sovirt Union, and deciding to learn a bit 
t1ons. more about our major adversary, I have 

So has the door of communication come up with a few suggestions to deal with 
between the United States and the them. to open up comm11nlcatlons with 
Soviet Union slammed shut? Not them, and to modify our methods or com• 
quite but It does appear that the door munlcalions to foster a new era of super-
I ' 1 power dctent,e. First, we need to realize that 
s coming per lously close to closing. we are dealing with two Russias. There is 

Realizing the Importance of keeping the old hard line dialogue with the remain• 
that door open, I recently reflected on Ing Stalinist leadership like the Andropovs. 
the question of why and how we must They hal'e experienced war and want some 
continue to talk to the Russians In an agreement with us, but they wlll push us as 
article for the Wichita Eagle-Beacon. I far as they can and try to get as much as 
would like to shnre It with my col- then can. They experienced power and poll• 
leagues at this time· tics In one or the most repressive times of 

· all history and are probably the group most 
BETWEEl'f RUSSIA AMD TUE UNITED STATr.S: A sensitive to not being "respected." . 

CLOSING DooR The second Russia is post-war, post-Stalin• 
The mo,·le Is set In Lawrence, Kansas. and 1st. These Russian leaders did not expcrl

it chronicles a nuclear war. The destruction encc the war, at leut not In a leadership 
Ls mlndboggltng. The familiar setting brings context. This new generation potcntlllllY 

can move away from the aggrrssl\•e adl'l'n• 
tures of Poland and Afghanistan toward an 
emphasis on their own domestic problems. 
They did not experience t.he political purges 
either and there are signs that this part of 
the Russian leadership, who will be in 
charge one day, may be more attuned to co
,operatlon If it means Improving their eco• 
nomlc problems. The successor generation 
then, could conceivably be approached to 
set In motion an opening up or lines of com• 
munlcatlon beneficial to both of us. For ex
ample, the signing or the recent grain agree• 
ment should be matched by bilateral cultur
al and scientific exchanges. And while we 
must guard agnlnst exporting strategic 
knowledge and secret technology, neither 
should we refuse to enter such accords In 
health care, agriculture or energy research 
simply because they don't work 100% in our 
fa\'Or alone. There arc many ways in 11,•hich 
we can talk, can cooperate 11,•fthout harming 
ourscll'es. 

We must then. on the one hand speak in 
harsh, direct specifics with the old Stallnists 
who will rule Russia until the end of this 
decade, realizing that a little common sense 
understanding or their need for "respect" 
and a mutual cooling of hot political rhet• 
oric might reduce tensions a bit. At the 
snmr lime, while krcping a strong militnry 
posture, we must search out non-mllltnry 
ways to cooprrate with the post-Stnlinisls 
11,•hosc intcrl'sts will be more and more fo . 
cused on II disastrous domestic econom>•• 
and whose background Is not steeped In 
warlike tradition and political genocide. 

We are, after all. two nations armed v.•lth 
the awesome power to annihilate the world. 
Each of us knowns so little about the other, 
its history, Its culture and Its Ideals. But 
since It is lmposslb,le to talk through a 
closed door, we must work to open that 
door. In this era of conflict In Lebanon and 
Grenada, where the superpower tensions be· 
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union underlie almost every brush fire and 
confrontation that ls occuring tn the world, 
there are no miracle answers to prevent the 
nuclear holocaust portrayed In the ABC 
movie. There are no absolute solutions to 
prevent a future "Incident," like the shoot• 
Ing down of the Korean airliner, or the lm·a• 
sion or an Island nation, from sno9,·balling 
into the unthinkable. But 9,·e must try to 
find those answers and look for the mfr• 
acles. to not do so could turn move fiction 
into fact and actors playing roles of dyin1t 
Kansans into the real thing. 
e Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker, one 
of the great dangers in U.S./Sovlet re
lations today lies. not fn Moscow or 
Leningrad or Vladivostok, but In 
Washington, D.C. and Seattle and 
Peoria. That danger ls the profound 
and passionate disagreement In our 
own country on the nature of the 
threat posed by Soviet power and pur
pose. and •.i:hat America can do to gain 
agreement wlt,h our principal Rdv r• 
sary on the pursuit of a humane world 
agenda. · 

The consensus on America's rela
tionship with the Soviet Union that 
sustained the policy of containment 
from 1949 through the mld-1960s has 
shattered rather than consensus, what 
we· now experience has been aptly 
called fragmegratlon by James Ro
senau of the University of Southern 
California: the broken, fragmented 
pieces of the old consensus have rein• 
tegratcd Into sharply divided, polar 
positions. One pole of the debate secs 
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SurPly the control of nuclear wcap- search for ways to modcrat,e our 

ons, or at least control over our rivalry mutual distrust In the Interests of our 
for nuclear superiority, is one of those Joint survival. 
goals. Are not the United States and The survival or our two states Is not 
the So\·let Union afraid enough of simply a bilateral matter, but one of 
each other already? Would not It be to international necessity. Together we 
our muLual Interest to work together have the capabllity to end all life on 
toward the.t goal? this planet. This fact alone should be 

There are many things for which we enough for one to realize that a dialog 
have rightly criticized the Soviet between our two countries must con
Unlon. For example, their treatment tlnue. This dialog should be contlnu
of Soviet Je\\·s ane other minorities ous, Informal, practical, and noncere
has given them a deplorable human monin.l. Results wjll not come quickly, 
rights record-one that Is In violation success will not arrive soon, but I be
ol internationally recognized human lleve that through these discussions 
rights agreements and accords. The we will make this world a safer place 
Soviets have n.tLemptcd, through the to llve. 
use of military might, to oppress the 1'he primary obJectl\•e for achieving 
people of Afghanistan and Poland. peaceful competition should be bal• 
The shooting down of the Korean air• . anced, mutually verifiable and just 
liner with 269 men, women, and chil- arms control agreement. This commlt
dren aboard was an act or aggression ment touches not only the balance or 
the heinousness or which defies de• destruction, but the one credible 
scrlption. source of Soviet strength in the world: 

We do not approve of these actions- their military power. This power-not 
In fact many, myself included, have economic resources, not solid political 
strongly condemned them. But, ult!• a1li:mces, not Ideological appeol--is the 
mately, we must realize that. like It or key to Soviet Influence In the affairs 
not, we are neighbors on a very small of other nations. If we engage In a 
planet. Today we have weapons that constructive dialog by lowering the 
can destroy each other from across rhetoric and achieving a reduction of 
the globe In less time than It takes to armaments, we can defiate the oml
walk from the White House to the nous perception of the So,·iet Union 
U.S. Capitol Building. That is a sober-. both to ourselves and the rest of the 
Ing thought. world community. 

Given the past history of the rela-, We must ali;o renew our cultural nnd 
tlonship between our two countries, It scientific exchanges. Programs such as 
is difficult to be optimistic about read- these allow Individuals to gain a 
lly establishing a harmonious relation- human perspective of their counter
ship. we might find some hope, howev- parts, free of Ideological trappings and 
er. from the fact that the Soviet governmental polemics. At· the same 
Union and the United States have time we should attempt to improve 
never fought In a war against each trade relations In the Soviet Union. By 
other. But Instead of engaging In saber seeing the Soviet Union enter the In
rattling and brinksmanshlp, we ought ternational commercial order. accept
to be taking steps to insure that we Ing its rules, and gaining a stake in Its 
never do. Surely, the time must come ,•tabllity, they will become less menac-

11: when we learn to live with each other Ing to Western values a.nd political 
peacefully if we are ever to Insure a to- goals, more committed to evolutionary 

· _ morrow.e progress, and leS& prone to exploit up-
,\) Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, today heaval and subsidize subversion. 
marks the 50th anniversary of the es• This course will not be an easy ob• 
tabllshment of formal diplomatic ties Jective, but Its final goal will be 
between the United St.ates and the worthy of the efforts taken to attain 
So\'iet Union. It Is a telling fact that It It. On this 50th anniversary of U.S.· 
took 10 years after the birth of the U.S.S.R. relations, I call on my col
Soviet Union for diplomatic relations leagues to promote better understand
to be fully Instituted between our two Ing between our nations.• 
governments. Since that date, the 
course of these relations have, for the □ 2310 
most part. been far from cordial. 
There remains between our two coun- BANKRUPTCY: THE CRISIS THAT 
tries a profound clash or purpose In In- WON'T GO A WAY -II 
tematlonnl affairs, a la.<;ting difference The SPEAKER pro tcmpore. Under 
in our \'lew of whnt com1tltutc11 a a prcvlous.ordnr or the House, the gr.n
stable, just and product.ive lnLcrnn- tlemnn from New York (Mr. Furn) Is 
tlonnl order, and most sl,::niflcnnlly, an recognl7.ed for 5 minutes. 
atmosphere of profound distrust. • Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker. yesterday, 
Recent events-the shooting down or In discussing the crisis In bankruptcy, 
Korean atr flight 00'1 by the Soviet I warned the House that as of April 1, 
Union and their continued presence In 1984, there will be no qualified bank
Afghanistan-have only increased the ruptcy Judges available to preside In 
already tense atmosphere between our the U.S. bankruptcy courts. I also re
two nations. No matter what our opln- viewed the rehabilitative and other ob• 
Ion or the Soviet Union may be, and I Jectlves of the bankruptcy code, the 
share with the vast majority of Amert- . enormous volume of pending ca,c;es. 
can citizens an abhorrence of the and some of the policy determinations 
Soviet system, we must continue In or tnken by the Congress In en11.ctlng the 

1978 Reform Act. The key decision 
then wns to establish an Independent 
bankruptcy court system with unified 
Jurisdiction over all matters arjslng In 
bankruptcy or related thereto, pre
sided over by Judges appointed by the 
President for 14-year terms commenc
ing April 1, 1984. Today I shall address 
myself to what went wrong. 

In January 1980, the Northern Pipe
line Construction Co. filed a petition 
for a chapter 11 reorganization in the 
U.S. bankruptcy court In Minnesota. 
Two months later it returned to that 
court to file a breach of contract suit 
against Mnrathon Pipe Line Co. Mara
thon sought to dismiss the cnse on the 
ground that the Bankruptcy Act, of 
1978 unconstitutionally conferred the 
judicial power of the United States on 
Judges who lack the life tenure and 
protect-ion against reducLlon of sala
ries required by article III of the Con
stitution. The bankruptcy court 
denied the motion, but it \\·as granted 
on appeal by the district court and n 
direct appeal to the Supreme Court 
followed. 

On June 28, 1982, the Supreme 
Court held in Northt~rn PiJJeline Con
struction Co. against Marathon Pipe 
Line Co. that Congress had Indeed ex
ceeded Its authority in the 1978 act 
when It gave broad powers to· the 
bnn~ruptcy court but failed at the 
snmc time to confer on its Judges the 
two attributes specified by article Ill 
of the Constitution-life tenure during 
good behavior a.nd a guarantee against 
reduction of salary while in office. 
These fundamental requirements 
Insure the independence of Federal 
judges against the pressures of the po
litical process. In this way the Found• 
Ing Fathers made certain that we have 
a strong and unbiased Judiciary and 
public confidence In the rule of law. 

The House was well aware or the 
constitutional mandate and It acted 
n.ccordingly. The Judiciary Subcom
mittee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights the full Judiciary Committee. 
n.nd the House as a whole all conclud
ed In 1978 that article III court status 
was constitutionally required for the 
new bankruptcy court system. In con
ference, however, the Senate insisted 
that the bankruptcy judgei- should be 
appointed to 14-year terms commenc
ing In 1984. Unfortunately, the other 
body prevailed on this Issue. Thus the 
stage wns set for Marathon. 

The Supreme Court's or<11•r In the 
Mnrn.thon <'lt.'IC became cff!!r.tlve nrtcr 
th<' l-<'C'Olld t-xtcnslon of Its slay t'X · 
pircd on December 24, 19U2. ~incc 
then, the bankruptcy courts have been 
operating under a.n interim rule pro
mulgated by the Admlnlstro.t.ive Office 
of U.S. Courts and adopted by the var
ious district courts. 

Under the Interim rule, nll cnscs aris• 
Ing under tIUe 11-the Dankruptcy 
Code-and all cases related thereto are 
referred by the District Court to the 
bankruptcy Judges of the dlstrlt't. 
Orders and Judgments by the bank-
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FOR: 

FROM: 

/ 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1984 

JACK MATLOCK 

Wilma Hall 

When I tried to reach Suzanne Massie 
to say that Mr. McFarlane regretted 
that he would be unable to meet or 
talk with her, she was already enroute 
to D.C. Unfortunately, his schedule 
has not permitted him to return her 
call and much as he would like to 
meet/talk with her, he really will not 
be able to do so for the next couple 
of weeks anyway. 

Could you please explain all this 
and say that I tried to reach her 
and am sorry I missed her. Thanks 
a bunch. I know RCM has discussed 
all this with you and unless you have 
something unforeseen come up, believe 
everything is under control with you 
working directly with Mrs. Massie. 
Let me know if I can help in any way. 

Thanks again. 



January 4, 1984 

RCM: 

Jack Matlock called --

He has talked with Suzanne Massie and is taking care of 
making arrangements for her to go to Moscow through Charlie Wick. 

Suzanne is corning to Washington on Friday and Matlock will 
meet with her. She is, however, pressing for another opportunity 
to talk with you -- and has renewed her request with both 
Matlock and again with me to see you. 

Matlock feels confident that he can convey your views but 
felt obligated to pass on her request. 

Wilma 

Shall I schedule? 

V Matlock should handle; regret that 
RCM's heavy schedule precludes mtg 

Other: 

r 

ofc: 212/496-1786 
res: 914/591-9005 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

~ 
ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ROBERT C. McFARLANE 

RON LEHMAN~~ 

European Support for SDI 

December 20, 1984 

In reference to your profs note on the need to prepare Europe for 
SDI, I would note that the SDI package has a section specifically 
addressing this. While we are not yet satisfied with the level of 
detail, it outlines our current approach and we are working with 
State to improve it. The SDI Public Diplomacy Action Plan (also 
in the SDI Bible) also identifies items like an SDI speakers' 
corps that would help us in Europe. Also the consultation paper 
prepared for our next Senior Arms Control meeting by Jack Chain 
contains higher level policy considerations related to this issue. 
In your talking points for the SACG, we had recommended that you 
instruct that these efforts also be fleshed out further. 

You are correct that we need early missions to Europe by thoughtful 
SDI advocates. You would be ideal. Experience with recent 
efforts makes clear that we must have effective advocates and 
Peter Sommer and Jack Matlock plan to feature your role in their 
in their revised paper on your possible trip to Europe. Our best 
luck has been with the Germans where Richard Perle, Rick Burt and 
I have worked at all levels. Fred Ikle has already been to Europe 
on this issue and the results were mixed. Abrahamson's trip to 
NATO was helpful overall and was strengthened in the end by 
Perle's interventions on the policy implications. Burt and 
Dobbins have been very effective in formal meetings, but have been 
particularly ineffective in working the British and French 
problem. Some worry that State is working its own private agenda. 

Outside spokesmen can be particularly helpful, but we must be 
careful. Fred Hoffman, who works for Albert Wohlstetter and Fred 
Ikle, took a European tour which included the disastrous IISS 
conference. Fred Hoffman is not as bad as reports would indicate 
and can be worked with, but he continues to press the ATBM issue 
on the Europeans. Needless to say, that does not help right now. 
Publication of the SDI White House pamphlet will be helpful in 
making clear what our policy position is. Implementation of the 
SDI Public Diplomacy will also help. As you will remember, the 

fffi~ET" 
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SDI Public Diplomacy Plan calls for itemization of a core group of 
speakers. This should include nongovernment officials. All would 
benefit from a seminar built around the various sections of the 
SDI bible -- a sort of murder board to prepare everyone and be 
sure they are speaking from the same sheet of music. 
Recently, Bob Linhard and I cancelled an SDI briefing trip to 
Europe planned by very junior officials to brief high public 
officials, including in Germany, committees of the Bundestag and 
Minister Alois Mertes, the Prime Ministers and Defense Ministers 
of both Denmark and Norway, and other high officials around NATO 
Europe. Neither the trip nor the talking points had been cleared 
with the White House. These uncoordinated efforts with the 
Europeans have been quite harmful. Jay Keyworth takes pride in 
his work with the French Embassy. Unfortunately, sources have 
told us that Keyworth's presentations aggravate the situation. 
Whether that is true or not, Jay continues his "lone wolf" effort. 
Likewise, cables from Europe indicate "High Frontier" 
presentations have not been effective. 

A test case for our approach to SDI for the Europeans will be 
found in the way we deal with the Aspen Institute of Berlin SDI 
Conference on the 13th and 14th of January. Distinguished 
government officials from around Europe will attend. I have urged 
that Johnny Foster (Jack Matlock also believes Foster would do a 
good job) and Bud Whelan, both effective spokesmen for SDI, accept 
invitations, and per my conversation with John Poindexter, expect 
that I may attend as well. Whoever goes, however, must understand 
how best to explain SDI to the Europeans. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

That we continue to press for elaboration of our plans for 
presenting SDI in4Europe and alliance consultations to include 
expediting the s~l ection and training of a core group of speakers. 

0L-Approve -1t-- Disapprove 

That you take advantage of opportunities such as the Wehrkunde 
Conference to make the case for SDI in ~urope . . 

Approve ''[L,._,.~ c~~----
-----

That you endorse our insist~nce that all SDI-related trips and 
briefings involving SDI and to Europe, be cleared through the 
White House. 

c{J()__ B.J,/Disappr~,
9 
__ D,, Approve 

Don Fo~'t-er, 
concur. 

S~iner, Bob Linhard, Gil Rye and Jac]f-!A.i't.iock 



MSG FROM: NSRMK --CPUA 
To: NSPBT --CPUA 

NOTE FROM: Robert M. Kimmitt 

TO: NSBTM --CPUA 

--~--

SYSTEM II 
91308 

12/18/84 10:07:06 

Subject: Forwarding Note 12/18/84 09:48 Follow up to Thatcher meeting 
please task to rlehman, comment to sommer, cobb, matlock, fortier, rye, and 
raymond, info to l i nhard, steiner and small.put in sys 2. 

* * * F O R W A R D E D N O T E * * * 
To: NSRMK --CPUA 

NOTE FROM : ROBERT MCFARLANE 
--~ 

SUBJECT: Follow up to Thatcher meeting (" 

It seems to me that in view of Thatcher and Mitterand statements on SDI \ · 
(although for reasons related to preserving their SLBM programs) we need to \~ 
consider how to avoid further erosion of European support for SDI and our arms 
control positions more generally. This suggests the value of an early mission 
by a thoughtful SDI advocate from within or outside the USG (or perhaps both) 
to Europe in the near futu r e. We could send someone like Ikle to several 
European capitals . A visit by me could also help. We could consider another 
Abrahamson trip and others by outsiders like Wohlstetter or others. 

While it will be essential for the President to set the tone in the Thatcher 
meeting, we must sustain it through letters from him to counterparts in Europe 

in which he might propose the visit(s). Please ask Ron to think about this 
andto talk to Don and Jack and get me a proposal. He should also talk to Ikle 
and anyone else he believes worthwhile. Many thanks. 

cc: NSJMP --CPUA 

cc: NSGVE --CPUA NSBTM --CPUA 

. 
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MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

December 21, 1984 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ROBERT C. M~ARLANE 

JACK MATLOC \,../\ 

Your Dinner ith Dobrynin, December 21, 1984 

Dobrynin will doubtless wish to discuss with you preparations for 
the meetings in Geneva and will attempt to obtain as much of a 
preview of our position as he can. Substantively, I believe you 
should stick pretty much to what you said in your backgrounder 
yesterday, but probe for the Soviet position (which Dobrynin may, 
in fact, not be able to predict in detail even if he were allowed 
to) and convey some truths about our assessment of the Soviet 
position up to now. 

It would also be a good occasion to make clear our position on 
maintaining reciprocity in contacts, while desiring broad and 
intensive communication, and to solicit Dobrynin's comments on 
the impact of Ustinov's death. 

I would suggest talking points on these subjects as follows: 

Arms Control and Geneva 

-- Stress the seriousness of our approach and the importance of 
getting the levels of offensive weapons down. 

-- Recognize the connection of offensive and defensive systems 
and stress that we welcome the opportunity to initiate a 
searching discussion of this relationship. 

-- Point out that we do not understand what the Soviets mean by 
their term "the militarization of space." 

-- On the one hand, we see a well-developed BMD program on 
their part, an operational ASAT, and a broad-based R&D program in 
other defensive areas. In other words they are actually doing 
more in this area than we are. 

It is~ therefore, disingenuous -- to say the least -- for 
the Soviets to imply that all this can suddenly be banned or that 
the only problem is U.S. programs. 

BY 

DECLASSIFIED 
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' -- We assume, therefore, that the wo:t'd they use is not 

to apply to all military uses of space. But if that is the c 
what does it apply to? We need to talk about this and get an 
understanding on it. 

-- In the meantime, accusations .that the U.S. is breaking 
treaties or intends to do so, or is seeking an arms race in 
space, are not only dishonest (given the fact that we ara doing 
less than the Soviets in the defensive area), but also are 
destructive of a negotiating spirit. 

-- There are many on our side 'who read these Soviet tactics as 
prima facie evidence that the Soviets are determined to achieve 
strategic superiority and will resist any fair agreement in order 
to preserve a Soviet option for a first-strike capability. 

-- ~ f we are both serious, therefore, it is important to stop the 
public polemics on these issues and get down to confidential, 
comprehensive and detaJled discussions and negotiations. 

-- Basically, we do not accept -the Sovi~t positi0n tha,t it is up 
to the U.S. to "prove" its sincerity. We could make the same 
demand with greater justice. 

On Communications and Procedures 

We favor the most comprehensive contacts, at all levels, so 
that we can make the maximum progress in bridging gaps in our 
policies. 

-- Reciprocity is and will continue to be an important element 
our overall approach. This applies to contacts as well. 

-- If Dobrynin feels he has lacked the contacts with the Reagan 
Administration which he had with some previous ones, he should 
understand that this is no reflection on him personally, but the 
result only of the policy that we must maintain similar contacts 
in both capitals. 

You hope that your acceptance of his invitation to dinner will 
be reciprocated by a willingness of your · counterpart(s) in Moscow 
to give our Ambassador equivalent access. 

Given the fact that our respective assessments of the military 
balance differ so widely, we feel strongly that it would be 
useful to establish more contact between our respective military 
leaders and staffs. Does Dobrynin have any ideas as to how thi~ 
might be achieved? 



• ' 

Soviet Policies and Developments 

Will Gromyko be bringing new proposals to Geneva? 
he anticipate? 

What 

-- Does the appointment of Romanov to head the Ustinov funeral 
commission indicate that he is likely_ ta be t,he next Minister of 
Defense? 

-- What is Dobrynin's assessment ~of Soviet 
the arms control area and in others? 

both in 



J\;ATI O:'.\AL ~I( l'ldTY coc::--:c1 L 

December 21, 1984 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

FROM: JACK MATLOCK 

SUBJECT: Your Dinner with Dobrynin, December 21, 1984 

Dobrynin will doubtless wish to discuss with you preparations for 
the meetings in Geneva and will attempt to obtain as much of a 
preview of our position as he can. Substantively, I believe you 
should stick pretty much to what you said in your backgrounder 
yesterday, but probe for the Soviet position (which Dobrynin may, 
in fact, not be able to predict in detail even if he were allowed 
to) and convey some truths about our assessment of the Soviet 
position up to now. 

It would also be a good occasion to make clear our position on 
maintaining reciprocity in contatts, while desiring broad and 
intensive communication, and to solicit Dobrynin's comments on 

· the impact of Ustinov's death. 

I would suggest talking points on these subjects as follows: 

Arms Control and Geneva 

-- Stress the seriousness of our approach and the importanc e of 
gett ing the levels of offensive weapons down. 

-- Recognize the connection of offensive and defensive systems 
and stress that we welcome the opportunity to initiate a 
searching discussion of this relationship. 

-- Point out that we do not understand what the Soviets mean by 
their term "the militarization of space." 

-- On the one hand, we see a well-developed BMD program on 
their part, an operational ASAT, and a broad-based R&D program in 
other defensive areas. In other words they are actually doing 
more in this area than we are. 

It is, therefore, disingenuous -- to say the least -- for 
the Soviets to imply that all this can suddenly be banned or that 
the only problem is U.S. programs. 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRR d /;ta #1'b'-f-3 
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-- We assume, therefore, that the word they use is not meant 
to apply to all military uses of space. But if that is the case, 
what does it apply to? We need to talk about this and get an 
understanding on it. 

-- In the meantime, accusations that the U.S. is breaking · 
treaties or intends to do so, or is seeking an arms race in 
space, are not only dishonest (given the fact that we are doing 
less than the Soviets in the defensive area), but also are 
destructive of a negotiating spirit. 

-- There are many on our side who read these Soviet tactics as 
prima facie evidence that the Soviets are determined to achieve 
strategic superiority and will resist any fair agreement in order 
to preserve a Soviet option for a first-strike capability . 

If we are both serious, therefore, it is important to stop the 
public polemics on these issues and get down to confidential, 
comprehensive and detailed discussions and negotiations . 

-- Basically, we do not accept the Soviet position that it is up 
to the U.S. to "prove" its sincerity. We could make the same 
demand with greater justice. 

On Communications and Procedures 

We favor the most comprehensive contacts, at all levels, so 
that we can make the maximum progress in bridging gaps in our 
policies. 

-- Reciprocity is and will continue to be an important element in 
our overall approach. This applies to contacts as well . 

-- If Dobrynin feels he has lacked the contacts with the Reagan 
Administration which he had with some previous ones, he should 
understand that this is no reflection on him personally, but the 
result only of the policy that we must maintain similar contacts 
in both capitals. 

You hope that your acceptance of his invitation to dinner will 
be reciprocated by a willingness of your counterpart(s) in Moscow 
to give our Ambassador equivalent access. 

Given the fact that our respective assessments of the military 
balance differ so widely, we feel strongly that it would be 
useful to establish more contact between our respective military 
leaders and staffs. Does Dobrynin have any ideas as to how this 
might be achieved? 
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Soviet Policies and Developments 

Will Gromyko be bringing new proposals to Geneva? What does 
he anticipate? 

Does the appointment of Romanov to head the Ustinov funeral 
commission indicate that he is likely to be the next Minister of 
Defense? 

-- What is Dobrynin's assessment of Soviet priorities -- both in 
the arms control area and in others? 



MSG FROM : NSJMP --CPUA 
To: Jack Matlock 

TO: Jack Matlock +12/21/84 11:11:52 

NOTE FROM: JOHN POINDEXTER 
SUBJECT: Talking Points 

-~-

Bud and Jonie are having dinner tonight with Amb and Mrs . Dobrynin . Bud has 
asked for your thoughts on what he ought to say in that setting. 

cc: NSRMK --CPUA BOB KIMMITT DECLASSIFIED 
Sec.3A(b~ E.O. 12958, as amended 

~~e~~pL JJlµ°f/t BY N'A ___ , DATE . l> 
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l\ATIO:\°AL SECURITY CO UXCIL 9185 

December 24, 1984 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT M. KIMMITT ~. _ 
Cf \AL, L7v "" L Vvc..----

FROM: JACK F. ~TLOCK/TYRUS COBB 

SUBJECT: Memo to Michael Deaver on NBC Interview 

Attached at Tab I is a memo from you to Michael Deaver responding 
to the NBC request for a Presidential interview (Tab A) marking 
the 40th anniversary of V-E Day. 

~~ ) ~:l t e r Raymond and Karnt/ Small concur. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the attached 

Approve 

Attachments: 

to Michael Deave r. 

Di sapprove 

Tab I 

Tab A 

Memorandum to Michael Deaver 

NBC Letter to the President 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL w (\ 
January 3, 1985 

ACTION 
( 

MEMORANDUM FOR MICHAEL K. DEAVER 

FROM: ROBERT M. KIMMITT 13..,t,..--

SUBJECT: · NBC Request .for Presidential . Interview on V-E Day 

NBC has written to the President Tab A requesting an interview on 
the occasion of the 40th anniversary of V-E Day. As part of 
their continuing series on Soviet-American relations, NBC would 
like to do interviews with General Secretary Chernenko and the 

_. · -~- .-':-/ . .- -.J?.~,~~i.d~~t~,:-OJ? __ .~l;l-~,.;7t~B;i.~~s=~n~e:._..9~--~~:-~.4-ll!~.-. ~-9.0P.~!ati?~:- for . t~~--- ,· ........ -:- _. .,. _ 
· future ·of the ··sov1et-Amer1ca.n· ·re·latidnshii;f.·· ·· '' _. · .·. · · ·· .. _. ·· · · " ·.•··. :-· · .,. · ·· ··,· ·. 

•·.• 

The NSC has no objection, in principle, to the concept of a 
Presidential interview timed to coincide with the commemoration 
of the V-E Day anniversary. However, it is probably premature 
now to commit to this project. We should be able to better gauge 
the value .of such an interview once we have evaluated the success 
of the Shultz-Gromyko meetings in January and have a better ~ense 
of Allied thinking with respect to the scope of desired Soviet 
participation in the V-E Day commemorations .• 

In your discussions with NBC you might a l~o inquire whether or 
not the network will be able to decide on the questions, or will 
Chernenko simply be given a major forum from which to expound 
Moscow's point of vi€w? You may also wish to ask if any thought 
would be given to requesting reciprocal treatment of the 
_interviews: i.e.,/ would Soviet TV provide equivalent treatinent of 

... _ - . the , ·Pre·s·ident Is ··· emarkS·-~------·•· · .:·. ~-: .. ·---.-: _,;_. . ·: -: '.· ,.,. ' .. ·:: .. . ' '. _. ... :: . . r. .·· . 

Attadunent: . : ' ·\ . 

T{lb A 

• • j • ~ ... . . •. , ., . . . ' . .. . . • I ,.' 

Letter to the President dated December 17, 1984 
.. • • • J • 

' 
cc ·: Baker 

-.Speakes 
- .-. 

:" :• . !' _._. . . ·_ :- : .• ~--.~ .. --. :- ·-.. .,-.; . . :: .. :-= . ·: ~ ;~ _. ;-:_ . ; :.·.• .: ...... ~ .. : _,..-: -~--~ ,:: .' ·-.··. -,~ :·: .. . : .. :., t : . . . :. :. :· ·.' . . . .. · 
·:· . 

. : . ·.' . . . . · • .. _, · ... 
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Paul Thompson 

Bob Kimmitt 

John Poindexter 

Tom Shull 

Wilma Hall 

Bud Mcfarlane 

Bob Kimmitt 

NSC Secretariat 

Situation Room 

. 
I= Information 

National Security Council 
The White House 

System# 

Package# ____ _ 

SEQUENCE TO HAS SEEN DISPOSITION 

\ L 

~ ) 

A=Action R =Retain D=Dispatch N = No further Action 

cc: VP Meese Baker Deaver Other _________ _ 

COMMENTS 

\'· I 
I r"o- !., .. . 

Should be seen by: ________ _ 
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(Date/Time) 
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LARRY SPEAKES 

FOCM: JAMES A. BAKER, III ~7Jj,,, 
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NBC 

( 

National Broadcasting Company, Inc. 

Lawrence K. Grossman 
President 
News Division 

December 17, 1984 

President Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President: 

30 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York, N.Y. 10112 212-664-4611 

There is perhaps no single event that better 
symbolizes the potenti~l in American-soviet 
relations than the joining of U.S. and Soviet 
forces at the Elbe--that moment when it became 
clear that Nazi Germany had been defeated and 
World War II had been brought to an end. With 
the commemoration of the 40th anniversary of 
that event in the Spring of 1985, I would, as 
President of NBC News, like to take this 
opportunity to invite you to participate in a 
special televised interview, during which you 
will be able to expound on the lessons drawn 
from such super-power cooperation in the past 
and the possible meaning of those lessons for 
the future. 

For your information , M:r. President, I havE:: also 
invited President Chernenko to join NBC News in 
another televised interview timed to commemorate 
the 40th anniversary of V-E Day. 

For many months now, NBC News has been placing 
special emphasis on the issues of American-Soviet 
relations. In September, 1984, we reported for two 
weeks directly from the Soviet Union--those special 
segments appearing on the TODAY program and on _ 
NBC NIGHTLY NEWS. NBC News also broadcast an hour
long prime time special report on your strategic 
defense initiative. Last month, our Chief Diplomatic 
Correspondent, Marvin Kalb, received a letter from 



NBC 

President Ronald Reagan 
December 17, 1984 
Page 2 

President Chernenko, responding to four questions 
about u.s.-soviet relations; and shortly thereafter, 
he was first to report the scheduling of Secretary 
of State Shultz's Geneva meeting with Foreign 
Minister Gromyko. Those reports received very 
broad coverage on NBC News and around the world. 
Obviously, there is great interest in the fact 
that the achievement of an arms limitation agreement 
with the Soviet Union is one of your top priorities. 

A very special prograrn--of the importance of a 
televised NBC News interview with the President of 
the United States--could be broadcast "live" from 
the White House, or taped "to time," meaning it 
would not be edited. The timing could be arranged, 
with due respect to your busy schedule next Spring. 

Should you and President Chernenko agree to my 
proposals, we would obviously plan to schedule both 
of the special programs in a way that would provide 
a truly historic opportunity for the nation and the 
world to get a better understanding of Sovi£t-Americ n 
relations and the prospects for an enduring peace . 

Very truly yours, 

be: Grant Tinker 
Bob McFarland 
Marvin Kalb 
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30 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York, N.Y. 10112 212-664-4611 

President Konstantin Chernenko 
The Kremlin 
Moscow, USSR 

Dear Mr. President: 

No single event better symbolizes the potential in 
u.s.-soviet cooperation than the meeting of American 
and Soviet forces at the Elbe, completing the 
destruction of Nazi Germany that ended World War II. 
In anticipation of the fortieth anniversary of that 
momentous event next Spring, NBC News would like to 
propose a historic television program -- a special 
interview with you, Mr. President, during which 
you could, in part, expound upon the geopolitical 
lessons of that War and their meaning for the future 
of Soviet-American relations, indeed, the future of 
the world. 

For many months now, NBC News has been concentrating 
on this key relationship, broadcasting last September 
throughout the United States and with worldwide impact, 
reports f rc~ the Soviet Union. These reports appeared 
on a l l Ni3C I~c. s programs . Two months later , NBC News 
highlighteo your responses to questions posed by our 
Chief Diplomatic Correspondent, Marvin Kalb, who then 
was first to disclose the agreement for Foreign 
Minister Andrei Gromyko and Secretary of State George 
Shultz to meet in Geneva in early January. 

An NBC News television interview with you, Mr. President, 
would be an extraordinary opportunity to advance 
understanding of your policy, not only among the 
American people but among all peoples, since such an 
interview would receive worldwide distribution and 
attention. Should you agree to this proposal, I would, 



' - NBC 

President Konstantin Chernenko 
December 17, 1984 
Page 2 

as President of NBC News, send a team of experts 
to Moscow to help work out the arrangements ·and 
technical details. Such an interview might be 
broadcast "live" from the Kremlin, or taped "to 
time", meaning there would be no editing. 

I should like to add, sir, for your information, 
that I am extending a similar invitation to President 
Ronald Reagan1 and if both you and he should agree 
individually to my proposal, then NBC News would be 
plea sed to broadcast both interviews, providing an 
unprecedented opportunity for global understanding 
of the Soviet-American relationship. In the context 
of the Spring fortieth anniversary celebrations, 
recalling a time of Soviet-American cooperation, 
such interviews by the . two Presidents would, I believe, 
sure l y advance not only t he cause -of mutual under
s tanding between our countrie s , but the prospects . 
for world peace as well. 

Very truly yours, 

be: Grant Tinker 
Bob McFarland 
Marvin Kalb 




