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There will be essentially three elements to Soviet public
diplomacy efforts between now and the beginning of our INF
deployment at the end of this year. Although the elements will each
be emphasized in consecutive phases (each phase representing a
specific immediate objective), all three elements will be in play to
a greater or lesser degree at least until the beginning of
deployment. The fundamental Scviet objective is not to moderate the
level or push back the timing of U.S. deployment but to stop it

altogether

FIRST PHASE: NOW UNTIL JUNE OR JULY--"A NEW US PROPOSAL"

On the negotiating side, the Soviets will continue to put forth
proposals that .are entirely lacking in serious content. These
proposals will center (as they have to the present) on the following

points:

a. The SS-20 is comparable to French and British systems.

b. Rough equivalency already exists in Europe; introduction of new
forces by a non-European power (us) will upset the balance.

c. The Americans are stalling at the INF talks: everybody,
including the Americans, knows that zero - zero was unrealistic from
the start because the Soviets will not accept "unilateral

disarmament."

d. The Americans want to limit a future nuclear war to Europe.

The immediate purpose during this phase will be to force the
United States to get off of a zero - zero position and put forth a
new proposal. Such a move on our part would be (from a public
diplomacy standpoint) a grave mistake as it would amount to an
admission on our part of point c, above. Our public credibility in
the INF negotiations would be severely damaged.

In pursuit of this objective, the Soviets will not rely
primarily upon more radical anti-deployment elements, such as the
Greens and the CND, who will keep a relatively low profile during
this phase. Rather, they would hope that more moderate and :
responsible elements, both in Europe and in the U.S., would make it
politically difficult for the USG not to come forward with a new
proposal which gets us off zero - zero. The recent call by
Chancellor Kohl for a new American INF initiative is the kind of
thing they are hoping for more of during this phase. The Christian
Science Monitor's editorial of March 18 is comparable.

* If we do come in with a new proposal, the Soviets will not
consider it "serious" and a basis for further negotiation
unless it involves a postponement of deployment. For reasons

L 4



related to ultimate Soviet goals in the INF forum (see below),
they see any decision to postpone deployment to be irreversible.

SECOND PHASE: JUNE OR JULY THROUGH SEPTEMBER--"DELAY DEPLOYMENT"

Assuming that we had not come out with a new proposal
during the previous phase, the Soviets will, for the first
time, begin to make proposals that are "serious": that is,
they will address in a realistic manner the questions of
number, type, and location of the weapons which we wish to
deploy in relation to Soviet weapons. However, all of their
proposals will have one feature in common: a postponement of

the beginning of U.S. deployment.

Public attention will move from the question of the U.S.
negotiating position to what will take shape as a sort of
"mini-freeze" issue. Now that the Soviets are at last
seriously coming to the table to negotiate, it will be said, we
have achieved our primary goal, and we should postpone our
deployment to demonstrate our commitment to the negotiating
process and to ease tensions. The apparent seriousness of the
Soviet position will be, it should be emphasized, belied by
their belief that once deployment is postponed it can never be

carried out.

The radical elements will become more active in this phase,
increasing their concentration upon the sites being prepared
for the missiles, particuarly in Germany, where the first
missiles (Pershing IIs) will be deployed. In the coming
months, the names of specific German Pershing II sites will
trickle out into the press (no doubt from sympathetic elements
in the German armed forces) in preparation for this phase.
Increasingly, demonstrations will become violent (sitting down
in front of military vehicles and so forth) in order to halt

preparations for deployment.

Meanwhile, spurred on by the demonstrators, more moderate
elements, both here and in Europe, and at least some European
governments will also call for a deployment postponement under
the general theme "give the negotiations a chance."”

THIRD PHASE: OCTOBER TO DECEMBER--"NAKED THREATS" -

While there have already been some indications of what is
to come during this phase (e.g., Ogarkov's statement that use
of our missiles in Europe would lead to retaliation against the
U.S. and Arbatov's and Zagladin's statements that U.S. INF
deployment in Europe would cause similar Soviet deployment "in
the vicinty of the U.S.," probably in Cuba), it is noteworthy

.that both categories of threat have to date been directed at us
and not at Europe. This could be useful in refuting the line
that INF deployment is part of a U.S. plan to limit a future
nuclear war to Europe: we can point to these statements to



indicate that we and the Europeans will be in the same nuclear
frying pan. Perhaps these threats are specifically directed at
the "freeze" campaign here as a vehicle for derailing INF

deployment.

The current function of the threat element is to serve as a
low-key "reminder" of the consequences of "threatening" the
USSR; but in order to accomplish the immediate goals of the
first two phases, it will not become particularly prominent or
specific until the end of September. At that time, if we have
not agreed to delay deployment and it appears that the
opposition is not strong enough to force the European
governments (particularly Germany) to insist upon a delay, we
can expect the Soviets to pull out the stops. Specifically,
the focus of Soviet threats will move from the U.S. to Europe,
particularly Germany, probably even to the extent of announcing
specific German basing sites as target areas.

In addition; in a manner comparable to their recent threat
to the Japanese, it should not be ruled out that the Soviets
might (probably in October: an "October Surprise") do
something along the lines of delivering a note to the
appropriate European governments--"confidentially," but done in
a way so as to become common knowledge--the content being

roughly as follows:

"The Soviet Union lost twenty million people in the Great
Patriotic War. Our government, party, and people are united in
our firm determination that we will never again suffer such
losses. The USSR regards the Pershing IIs and GLCMs scheduled
for deployment in December of this year to be first-strike
weapons designed for the launching of a nuclear war of
aggression against the socialist countries. The USSR and its
allies will respond in an appropriate manner to the placement

of these weapons onto European soil."

The desired result of the October Surprise, other than
possible demands on the part of European governments for a
delay in deployment, would be massive demonstrations and the
declaration of many "peace" groups that they will stop our

weapons whatever the cost.

OVERALL SOVIET GOALS IN INF

As Zagladin commented in an interview in La Repubblica of
March 9, the Soviet goal here is not to decrease the level of
U.S. INF deployment but to stop it:

"As far as we are concerned, 'intermediate solutions'
cannot be valid: If, instead of deploying the envisaged
108 Pershing missiles, the Americans deployed 30 or 40

" or however many, it would be the same for the USSR. We
would have to take countermeasures."”



In the Soviet view, the important thing is not (as the
classic "arms race" model would have it) that we are seeking to
deploy weapons systems solely as a military response to the
Soviet SS-20s, which they, feeling "threatened," will then
counter with another new system. Indeed, we cannot rule out
the possibility of the Soviets taking the military
"countermeasures" as threatened even if our missiles are not

deployed.

As the following passage from an article by Willi Gerns of
the German CP in the November, 1982, issue of the authoritative
review Problems of Peace and Socialism illustrates, the problem
is political in nature and is of greater importance than the
military significance of the various weapons systems in
question:

The threat of war tends to push into the background

the differences of approach on individual issues.

The primary task in our day is to organise joint

action by all the peace forces to safeguard the life

of the present and coming generations, and the
responsibility for doing so falls both on the Communists

and the pacifists. We are united by a common goal,

which is to make the deployment of new US nuclear

missiles in Europe politically impossible. (emphasis added)

Consequently, our purpose here is to forcefully demonstrate
that we are not writing Europe off by conceding to the Soviets
a permanent superiority in nuclear forces in Europe to match
their conventional superiority. Conversely, the Soviet aim is
to demonstrate the exact opposite. An Allied decision to forgo
deployment would be taken as evidence that the third--
decisive--shift in the systemic correlation of forces (of which
military power is only one component) had indeed occurred. The
Soviets would conclude that the "imperialist" powers, most
importantly the United States, no longer had the political will
to defend even vital interests. The Europeans would perceive
this in an equally clear way; far from seeing a decline in
European neutralist and pacifist sentiment if we delay
deployment, a decision to delay would soon become irreversible
due to the Europeans' heightened sense of having been left

vulnerable.
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U.S. NUCLEAR WITHDRAWAL 'PROPAGANDA PLOY'

LD190640 Moscow TASS in English 0632 GMT 19 Mar 83

[Text] Moscow March 19 TASS -- "The main aim of the opponents of peace today is
to force new American nuclear weapons on Western Europe at any cost.” And for the
sake of this criminal striving they do not stop at any deception," the newspaper
PRAVDA points out today.

Commenting on reports in a number of Western press media to the effect that the
U.S. Administration is allegedly preparing to withdraw a certain number of nuclear
warheads from the West European countries, the newspaper writes: "But in fact it
has proved to be a fresh propaganda ploy."

In the first place, PRAVDA notes, it is planned to withdraw, as newspapers report,
only "obsolete warheads, which even without that are to be phased out.'" Secondly, it
has been learnt that new systems of weapons are now being shipped to Europe to
replace those which are being taken out of there. But the point at issue proves

to be not simply a replacement. As British journalist Peter Pringle, who stays in
Washington, writes, according to the plans in effect for the production of nuclear
warheads, there will be more warheads by the late eighties in Europe than early in
this decade. The following fact has been learnt: Instead of eight-inch artillery
shells, which were deployed in Western Europe way back in 1956, the Pentagon is
planning to bring there.... American neutron weapons!

As the newspaper PRAVDA goes on to note, the press reports reveal another aspect of
that operation of deception. As the London OBSERVER declares, this venture is aimed
at "cushioning the blow'" (against the West European public) as a result of the
deployment of Pershing-2 and cruise missiles, whose start, as is known, has been
planned for December this year. The planned action, the newspaper explains, will

be carried out in order to cut the ground from under the feet of the participants in

the anti-nuclear movement.

"The nuclear war planners see that a powerful anti-war, anti-missile movement capable
of destroying their plans is mounting in various countries, on all continents.

'The military party' is feverishly looking for a way of lulling the vigilance of

the peoples," the newspaper PRAVDA stresses.

DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE HELD IN GENEVA

LD182237'\M'asco{TAss in English 2114 GMT 18 Mar

[Text] Geneva M;\bh\lB TASS -- An enlarged, two-day meeting of the Coordination
Committee on Dlsarmament has opened today, 4t the building of the League of Red

Cross Societies. Taking part in the work of the committee are more than 40 delegates
from organisations, making’ ‘the Coord;nation Committee -- the European Conference of
War Veterans, the Internatlonal Confederation of Former Prisoners of War, the
International Federation of Res;ﬂtance Movements, the World Federation of War
Veterans. Among the participarts the meeting —-- delegates from USA, France,
Italy, USSR, Bulgaria, Polaud' szzghﬁlovakia, GDR, Hungary and a number of other

countries. N

o

/s
The Coordination Committee will discuss t course of negotiations on questions of
disarmament. The déiegates also intend to adopt an appeal to the delegations of
the USA and USSR /conducting negotiations on romissiles and on limitation and
reduction of spf;tegic armaments, to prepare convocation of a symposium of war

veterans on §4sarmament, security and cooperation “in Europe.



72/

lea 3l

SOVIET PUBLIC DIPLOMACY ON INF
MARCH - DECEMBER 1983

There will be essentially three elements to Soviet public
diplomacy efforts between now and the beginning of our INF de-
ployment at the end of this year. Although the elements will
each be emphasized in consecutive phases (each phase represent-
ing a specific immediate objective), all three elements will be
in play to a greater or lesser degree at least until the be-
ginning of deployment. The fundamental Soviet objective is not
to moderate the level or push back the timing of US deployment
but to stop it altogether.

FIRST PHASE: NOW UNTIL JUNE OR JULY -- "A NEW US PROPOSAL"

On the negotiating side, the Soviets will continue to put
forth proposals that are entirely lacking in serious content.
These proposals will center (as they have to the present) on
the following points:

a. The SS-20 is comparable to French and British systems.

b. Rough equivalency already exists in Europe; introduc-
tion of new forces by a non-European power (us) will upset the

balance.

c. The Americans are stalling at the INF talks: every-
body, including the Americans, knows that zero-zero was un-
realistic from the start because the Soviets will not accept
"unilateral disarmament."

d. The Americans want to limit a future nuclear war to
Europe.

The immediate purpose during this phase will be to force
the United States to get off of a zero-zero position and put
forth a new proposal and to signal that actual deployment will
be very expensive politically to the European governments
concerned.

In pursuit of this objective, the Soviets will not rely
only upon more radical anti-deployment elements, such as the
Greens and the CND. They would hope that more moderate and
responsible elements, both in Europe and in the US, would urge
a new US proposal and criticize any prospective deployment.

If we do come in with a new proposal, the Soviets will
not consider it "serious" and a basis for further negotiation
unless it involves a postponement of deployment. For reasons
related to ultimate Soviet goals in the INF forum (see below),
they see any decision to postpone deployment to be irreversible.

DECLASSIFIED
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SECOND PHASE: JUNE OR JULY THROUGH SEPTEMBER -- "DELAY
DEPLOYMENT"

Whether or not we have come forward with an interim
proposal, the Soviets may begin to make proposals that are
"serious": that is, they will address in a realistic manner
the questions of number, type, and location of the weapons
which we wish to deploy in relation to Soviet weapons. How-
ever, all of their proposals will have one feature in common:
a postponement of the beginning of US deployment.

Public attention will move from the question of the US
negotiating position to what will take shape as a sort of
"mini-freeze" issue. Now that the Soviets are at last
seriously coming to the table to negotiate, it will be said,
we have achieved our primary goal, and we should postpone our
deployment to demonstrate our commitment to the negotiating
process and to ease tensions. The apparent seriousness of
the Soviet position will in fact be directed at translating
a postponement of deployment into a freeze.

The radical elements will become more active in this
phase, increasing their concentration upon the sites being
prepared for the missiles, particularly in Germany. In the
coming months, the names of specific German Pershing II sites
will trickle out into the press. Increasingly, demonstrations
will become violent (sitting down in front of military ve-
hicles and so forth) in order to halt preparations for
deployment.

The Soviet tactic is that, spurred on by the demonstra-
tors, more moderate elements, both here and in Europe, and at
least some European governments will also call for a deploy-
ment postponement under the general theme "give the negotia-
tions a chance."

THIRD PHASE: OCTOBER TO DECEMBER -- "NAKED THREATS"

While there have already been some indications of what
is to come during this phase (e.g., Ogarkov's statement that
use of our missiles in Europe would lead to retaliation against
the US and Arbatov's and Zagladin's statements that US INF de-
ployment in Europe would cause similar Soviet deployment "in
the vicinity of the US," probably in Cuba), it is noteworthy
that both categories of threat have to date been directed at
us and not at Europe. Perhaps these threats are specifically
directed at the "freeze" campaign here as a vehicle for de-
railing INF deployment.
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The current function of the threat element is to serve as
a low-key "reminder" of the consequences of "threatening" the
USSR; but in order to accomplish the immediate goals of the
first two phases, it will not become particularly prominent or
specific until the end of September. At that time, if we have
not agreed to delay deployment and it appears that the op-
position is not strong enough to force the European governments
(particularly Germany) to insist upon a delay, we can expect
the Soviets to pull out the stops. Specifically, the focus of
Soviet threats will move from the US to Europe, particularly
Germany, probably even to the extent of announcing specific
German basing sites as targets for Soviet nuclear weapons.

In addition, in a manner comparable to their recent threat
to the Japanese, it should not be ruled out that the Soviets
might (probably in October: an "October Surprise") do some-
thing along the lines of delivering a note to the appropriate

European governments -- "confidentially," but done in a way so
as to become common knowledge -- the content being roughly as
follows:

"The Soviet Union lost twenty million people in the Great
Patriotic War. Our government, party, and people are united
in our firm determination that we will never again suffer such
losses. The USSR regards the Pershing IIs and GLCMs scheduled
for deployment in December of this year to be first-strike
weapons designed for the launching of a nuclear war of aggres-
sion against the socialist countries. The USSR and its allies
will respond in an appropriate manner to the placement of these
weapons onto European soil."

The desired result of the "October Surprise," other than
possible demands on the part of European governments for a
delay in deployment, would be massive demonstrations and the
declaration of many "peace" groups that they will stop our
weapons whatever the cost.

OVERALL SOVIET GOALS IN INF

As Zagladin commented in an interview in La Repubblica of
March 9, the Soviet goal here is not to decrease the level of
US INF deployment but to stop it:

"As far as we are concerned, 'intermediate solutions'
cannot be wvalid: If, instead of deploying the envisaged
108 Pershing missiles, the Americans deployed 30 or 40
or however many, it would be the same for the USSR. We
would have to take countermeasures."

In the Soviet view, the important thing is not (as the
classic "arms race" model would have it) that we are seeking to



deploy weapons systems solely as a military response to the
Soviet SS-20s, which they, feeling "threatened," will then
counter with another new system. Indeed, we cannot rule out
the possibility of the Soviets taking the military "counter-
measures" as threatened even if our missiles are not deployed.

As the following passage from an article by Willi Gerns
of the German CP in the November, 1982, issue of the authori-
tative review Problems of Peace and Socialism illustrates, the
problem is political in nature and is of greater importance
than the military significance of the various weapons systems
in question:

The threat of war tends to push into the background
the differences of approach on individual issues.

The primary task in our day is to organize joint
action by all the peace forces to safeguard the life
of the present and coming generations, and the respon-
sibility for doing so falls both on the Communists

and the pacifists. We are united by a common goal,
which is to make the deployment of new US nuclear
missiles in Europe politically impossible. (emphasis
added)
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MEMORANDUM g(
NATIONAL SECURI1TY (COUNCIL
e Ll e March 1, 1984
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MC RLANE
FROM: JACK MATLOCKARW“
SUBJECT: Visit of Soviet Press Agency Officials

State reports that two Soviet press agency officials have applied
for visas to tape an interview with the Cable News Network and to
contact two American publishers regarding some translation
agreements with Novosti Press Agency. Although State is
disturbed by the lack of reciprocity in TV appearances, it
recommends that we allow the visit to proceed. Otherwise, the
U.S. media may create a stir, and the Department is already
involved in lawsuits challenging past visa refusals.

I consider State's judgment correct in this instance,
particularly since visa refusal would not prevent CNN from taping
them in another country.

RECOMMENDATION:

That you authorize the attached Kimmitt-Hill Memorandum.

Approve Disapprove

Attachments:

Tab I - Kimmitt-Hill Memorandum
Tab II - Hill-McFarlane Memorandum

DECLASSIFIED
CONFEIDENTIAL .. 'y
Declassify on: OADR NLRR.EQQ;MJS_“’QS‘

BY_gm1 NARA DATE 4 28/11
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL gé
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

e ———

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHARLES HILL
Executive Secretary
Department of State
SUBJECT: Visit of Soviet Press Agency Officials (U)

The recommended course of action regarding the proposed visit of
Gennady Gerasimov and Sergei Ivanko is approved. (C)

Robert M. Kimmitt
Excutive Secretary

DECLASSIFIED
CONEIDENT IR

Declassify on: OADR NLRREE&E:lEﬂELﬁlQﬁ3q
8Y_kwmy _NARA DATE 4/37/zen1




Limeed =1 Vlepartment o1 Stal

Washington. D.C. 20520

February 24, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Visit of Soviet Press Agency Officials

Cable News Network (CNN) has invited Gennadiy Gerasimov, a
journalist for the Soviet press agency Novosti, and Sergei
Ivan'ko, First Deputy Chairman of the Novosti Board, to come to
the US March 12 to appear on CNN programs to be taped March
14. The two Soviets also want to talk to officials of two
publishing houses with which Novosti has translation agreements
or other business: Praeger and International Universities Press

Publishers.

While this visit raises questions of allowing Soviet
propagandists to appear live on American TV without reciprocity
for American spokesmen in Soviet media, we have concluded that
it is less costly to allow the visit to proceed. We cannot
prevent appearance by the Soviets on the programs by direct
feed from Moscow. Refusing them entry would arouse a wave of
criticism from US media on press freedoms grounds and inspire
Soviet retaliation, possibly against programs of special
interest to us. Refusal would have to be based on a finding on
foreign policy grounds that their presence here would endanger
national security. This would come at a particularly sensitive
time in view of the recent filing of four lawsuits, three
against the Secretary of State and one against the President,
challenging the legality and constitutionality of several visa
refusals on the same grounds in 1983.

Char‘l.ec;/l-li 11

Executive Secretary

~—CONFIDENS AR
DECL: OADR DECLASSIFIED

s1
l6g43

NLRREoG- 114/ *(pa43
BY kv NARADATEY/7/2s 1
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
Tt f ~ March 5, 1984

TO: ROBERT M. KIMMITT

Bob,

As you can see by the date,
this memo was ready last week.
I waited for Ambassador
Matlock to send the original
action on this through me

‘

to do so which explains the
delay of this memo. I hope
that my views can still be

considered. :
A/

John Lenczowski

ol S

w il

for my concurrence. He failed;

-




MEANTOR [061‘40 Add-on
iHE WHITE HOUSE ‘S—ﬁ

WASHINGTON

~CONPEDRNGFfrir— February 29, 1984

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE
FROM: JOHN LENCZOWSKI J‘/

SUBJECT: Visas to Soviet Propagandists

I do not concur with the State Department's memo which recommends
that visas be granted to a couple of Soviet "journalists" from
Novosti (Tab III). Novosti is nothing more than a disinformation
operation whose personnel disguise themselves as journalists. To
admit such people is no different than admitting disinformation
agents disguised as trade unionists.

State's position on these matters treats the reciprocity and
national security issues involved here as trivial. Before, it
was ready to deny visas to others on the grounds that reciprocity
-- especially with regard to access to media -- is something the
U.S. takes seriously in relations with the USSR. Implicit here
was a recognition that disinformation and propaganda indeed do
have national security consequences. Now, however, because
national security grounds for visa denials are being challenged
in court and because State does not want to be criticized by the
media, it is ready to capitulate on a matter of principle and
national security.

This situation illustrates the continued unacceptability of the
current visa granting policy which compels us to deal with this
issue every few months. I believe it calls for serious
consideration of the Baker Amendment.

The Baker Amendment would simply restore the same visa granting

process that existed before we signed the Helsinki accords. At

that time instead of automatically granting visas to anyone from
communist countries, it automatically denied them, and then, to

grant a visa, it was necessary to seek waivers on a case-by-case
basis. National security grounds for denying visas were already
built into the system.

After signing Helsinki and committing ourselves to free movement
of peoples, the McGovern Amendment was passed so that waivers
would automatically be recommended and therefore visas granted.
The Baker Amendment, however, was then passed, and it says that
if we find a signatory in violation of Helsinki, the Secretary

DECLASSIFIED
-CONRIDEHRFArkry

Declassify on: OADR NLRREMM%O
BY_gmi NARA DATEL/2g/1




faYet" -
oSO 1 DL LA 2

of State does not automatically have to grant visas if he does
not want to.

Since we have just declared the Soviets to be in violation of
Helsinki in the President's recent report to Congress, we would
be fully within the law to invoke the Baker Amendment and solve
this visa question once and for all. A not inconsequential
benefit from doing so would be to utilize one of the principal
mechanisms at our disposal to control the hostile intelligence
presence in our country.

I believe that there are so many problems with the current visa
regime that proponents of the status quo should have to answer
one question to the satisfaction of the NSC: "What is wrong with
the pre-Helsinki visa system, and if it were reintroduced, why
would it not serve the interest of the United States?"

At Tab I is a memo from you to Charles Hill recommending that the
two Novosti officials be given visas only on the condition that
the Soviets permit two advocates of Administration policy to
appear for equal lengths of time on Soviet TV.

RECOMMENDATION:

1. That you sign the memo to Charles Hill at Tab I requesting
that we seek reciprocity as a condition for granting visas to the
Novosti officials.

Approve Disapprove

2. That you authorize Ken deGraffenreid to add to the agenda of
the SIG-Intelligence the reexamination of the pre-Helsinki visa
system as an option in dealing with the hostile intelligence
presence.

Approve Disapprove
Attachments:
Tab I McFarlane - Hill Memo

Tab II State Department Memo

cc: Ken deGraffenreid
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL [qul
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

“CONELD RNt

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHARLES HILL
Executive Secretary
Department of State

SUBJECT: Visas for Soviet Officials (U)

The visa applications of two Novosti officials, whose purpose is
to appear on American TV, raises once again the question of
reciprocity and equal access. Because we are interested that the
process of dialogue between our two countries be a two-way street
and that we should be able to conduct dialogue with the people of
the Soviet Union just as Soviets are able to reach our people
through the mass media, we should grant visas to the Novosti
officials on the condition that the Soviets agree to permit
advocates of Administration policy to appear for equal lengths of
time on Soviet television. (C)

Robert M. Kimmitt
Executive Secretary

DECLASSIFIED
~CORPIBENE AT,
Declassify on: OADR NLRREo-114/9 + 0q4)

BY kML NARA DATEﬂ‘I[‘zon
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TO MCFARLANE FROM HILL, C DOCDATE 24 FEB 84

b

¢ S/ ¢

KEYWORDS . USSR MEDIA GERASIMOV, GENNADIY

IVAN'KO, SERCEI

SUBJECT: VISIT OF SOVIET PRESS AGENCY OFFICIALS
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Washington. D.C. 20520

February 24, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Visit of Soviet Press Agency Officials

Cable News Network (CNN) has invited Gennadiy Gerasimov, a
journalist for the Soviet press agency Novosti, and Sergei
Ivan'ko, First Deputy Chairman of the Novosti Board, to come to
the US March 12 to appear on CNN programs to be taped March
14. The two Soviets also want to talk to officials of two
publishing houses with which Novosti has translation agreements
or other business: Praeger and International Universities Press

Publishers.

‘While this visit raises questions of allowing Soviet
propagandists to appear live on American TV without reciprocity
for American spokesmen in Soviet media, we have concluded that
it is less costly to allow the visit to proceed. We cannot
prevent appearance by the Soviets on the programs by direct
feed from Moscow. Refusing them entry would arouse a wave of
criticism from US media on press freedoms grounds and inspire
Soviet retaliation, possibly against programs of special
interest to us. Refusal would have to be based on a finding on
foreign policy grounds that their presence here would endanger
national security. This would come at a particularly sensitive
time in view of the recent filing of four lawsuits, three
against the Secretary of State and one against the President,
challenging the legality and constitutionality of several visa
refusals on the same grounds in 1983.
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