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20th July, 1071

MEMORANDUM
Tos Peolitical Comnittec
Frons Chairnan

MBIR: DIPLOMATIC TATKS DURING THE PERIOD
WROM ZOTI MARCH TO _30TH JUNE, 1971

As agrced, I an circulating herewith an analytical
surmary of all the docunentary naterial received fron
Delegations “OVCllﬂg the statonents made by leaders and
diplonats of the Bastern-bloc countries in the course of
talks between then ond various Allied stateSUOﬁ and diplomats
between 30th March, the date of Mr. Brezhnev's speech to the
24th Congress of the Comrmunist Party of the oCVlet Union, and
30th Junc.

(Signed) Jorg KASTL

NATO,
1110 Brussels.
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MBFR: DIPLOMATIC TATKS DURING THE PERIOD
FROM “ZOTH MARCH mO SOTH JUNE, 1971

PREFACE

‘1. A congiderable number of talks, at many different
levels, are surmarised below.  Onge point that emerges is
that the USSR did not consult any nenber of the Warsaw Pact
before Mr. Brezhnev defined his attitude to MBFR in his
speech on 30th March. During the following three months,
the menbers of the Alliance-nade it clear that they wished
the Soviet Union and its _allies to clarify their intentions
ooncernlng MBFR, following the Tiflis statement. Leading
figures in the Eastefn—bloc countries were contacted and
gave their Western interlocutors some information, but it
was relatively linited and very repetitious.

2. In general,; +the Eastern countries attempted to
present the MBFR pronuuals as a Soviet initiative and tried
to make the most of this attitude for propaganda pPUrpoOses.
Although the Lisbon Co“murlquo was given a relatively
favourable reception, criticism was levelled at WATO's
allegedly unenthusiastic response to Mr. Breghnev's
proposals. One of the most frequently repeated criticisms
was that the nenbers of the Alliance were not prepared to
ertbark on MBFR negotiations in the near future. Allied
enissaries were. therefcre frequently urged to put forward
"concrete prcposals" or to make a "sultab e response" to the
Tlflls sSpeech. :

3. Ip these PQMVCTSthQEU, the USSR aud its allies
endeavoured %o show that they attached great importance to
force reduction problems, which for them were one of the
essential factors of European security. They would therefore
have preferred the guestion to be studied after an agreement
had been zeached at a CES, since, according to cértain state-
nents, one of the notives which allegedly prompted the USSR
to contmmplate IIBFR negotiations outside the context of such
a conference was the Uplllﬁllhood of one being held in the
near future. . Eastern spokesnen expressed similar views on
this nqttpr, although some of them consider that a CES and
MBFR negotlatlono are interconnected, and this would in their
view inply that a decision to embark on the one would entail
an agreecment on the possibility of holdlng the other.

4, By and large, tne conversations showed that there
ig unaninity on certain matters:

(a) negotiations night cover foreign and national forces
- ,althougﬂs as rcgards procedure, the p0891b111*v was
j“entluled of discussing then separately, beginning
ith the first, and not discussing the second until
la'!:er9
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(v) these negotiations night embrace conventional and
nuclear. weapons.;.

(¢) it was not possible to obtain any clarification of
the limits of the geographical area covered by the
expression "Central Europe'; one Soviet spokesman

“mentioned the two Germanies, while others- appeared
~ to refer more or less to the area proposed in thé
‘Rapacki plan; ‘

(d) +there was a general refusal to conduct exchanges
of view through "exploratory negotiators" acting
on behalf of NATO'or the Warsaw Pact; the reason
given was the desire to avoid any procedure which
night lead o ”bloc to-bloc" negotlatlons,

(e) there was also w1de~ pread suspicion of the term
"mutual and balagnced reductions, which was
regarded as a Western concept intended to- JuSulfY
"artificially" the use of delaying tactics.
Explanations based on the Rone Deolaratlon were
neither understood nor accepted,

(f) in these circunstances, there was little likelihood
of receiving a positive answer to the question
whether the four points contained in +the Rome :
Declaration might be adopted as a basis for negoti-
‘ation. With regard to the last two points, most of
the Eastern representatives argued that they should

- not be discussed in the course of preliuminary
-contacts but should be placed on the agenda for the
' negotlablonu proper.

5.  The distinctive attitude of certain countries is
worth noting. Thus, Poland said it was especially interested
in- the contribution it might be able to make to security as
a result of the thorough study of nuclear disarnanent problems
which it had begun several years previously. Rumania and
Yugoslavia expressed general satisfaction with the Lisbon
Communigué, and thought the possibility of negotiating force
reductions was a very valuable point. The former country
strongly urged that MBFR be regarded as a step tcwards total
disarnament. Both were extremely hostile to any procedure
which would encourage "bloc-to-bloc" negotiations, their
ngin fear being that this nmight lead to an arrangement between
the two super powers.

6. On 30th March, the Secretary General of the CPSU,
addressing the 24th Pmrty Congress, referred to dlsarmament
problems.  Over and gbove his call for a conference of the
flve nuclear powers,'nc proposed that efforts be intensified
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to halt the armanents race, disghantle foreign bases, and -
work out neasures o0 reduce the danger of wa.. He also sald
he stood Ffor "a reduction of armed forces in areas where
military confrontation was especially dangerous and, above
all, in Central Buropce™(l). :
7. On the occasion of the visit by Mr. Trudeau, the
Canadian Prime Minister, to the USSR, Mr. Ford, Canadian °
Arbassador in loscow, . had a talk on 22nd April with o
Mr. Gromyko(2), during wiich he sought clarification of the
Soviet views on MBFR. Mr. Gromyko said that only when the
Western Governments had reacted to Mr. Brezhnev's proposals
would it be possible for the Kremlin to go into the problem
in greater detail. i

Mr., Ford reopliied that it was "difficult to give a
reaction" without knowing exactly what the First Secretary
of the CPSU had neant. 1In reply to a question by the
Canadian diplomat, Mr. Gromyke said that discussions on
MBFR could just as well ftoke place in the context of a CES
as in the context of general discussions on disarmanment,
"or in o separate way"; the main thing was to approach
the question seriously.

8. In order to draw public attention to his remarks
on MBFR at the 24th Congress, Mr. Brezhnev brcadcast a _
statement fron Tiflis on 14th May, 1971, the main passages
fron which are as follows:

"Sone of the NATC countries show an obvious interest,
~and even nervousness, where a reduction of armed _

' forces and arnanents in Central Burope is concerned.
Their spokesmen ask: whese arned forces -~ foreign or
national - and which arnamcnts - nuclear or )
conventional - are to be reduced? ... Don't these
curious people resemble soneone who tries to judge
the quality of a wine by its appearance, without
tasting it? If scmething is not clear to anybody,
we are ready to nagke it clear..... Translated into
diplomatic language, this means starting negotiations.”

9. On 17+th May, the United States Ambassador in
Mogscow, Mr. Beam, was granted an interview with Mr. Gromyko(3)
to seek clarification of the Soviet attitude towards MBFR.-
The Soviet Minister regarded as "positive" the fact that a
favourable reference was nade in the Lisbon Communiqué“' o

PRSI NE WY

(1) See POLADS(71)%6
(2)_'sgé“ﬂbté'by'tﬁé'cahaaian Delegation dated 3rd May, 1971
(3) See Wotc by the United States Delegation dated

18+th May, 1971 - :
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to the possibility of a CES. Although MBFR might be included
in the agenda for the latter, he said he agreed with the
Western view thst this subject be considered in another
forunm, which, according to hin, would have the merit of .
simplifying discussion at the Luropean Security Conference.
He criticised and expressed reservations concerning the word
"balanced". In certain circumstances he felt this concept
night to all intents and purposes prevent force reductions.
Pinally, Mr. Gromyko thought that the United States interest
in MBFR discussions was "o positive indicator' and he was
pPrepared to press ahead with consultations.

The United States Ambassador sald in reply that
his Government was "not attached to any particular forum".
He read out to Mr. Gromyko the statement attached to the
Rome Cormuniqué, indicating that "this was the rationale
for the use of the term "balanced", which protected both
gides”. ‘ '

10. On 27th May the Soviet Ambassador in Bonn handed
a memorandum to the German Government(l). This document .
devotes one paragraph to the discussions on MBFR, which
night take place cither "within the framework of a body
which should be established by a CES ... or in another
franework"(2); it appears to draw some kind of distinction,
at least with regard to procedure, between "stationed!" and
"foreign" forces. Finglly, Central Furope is referred to
as being a particularly important ares. _ '

11. - On 19th Mgy, 1971 +the Netherlands Ambassador at
large visited Belgrade where he was handed a menorandun
dealing with the various issues which, it was considered,
should be discussed at a CES. This document is somewhat
laconic on the subject of MBFR and can be sunmed up as
expressing the hope that possible negotiations on this
problem should be envisaged as a first step towards
general and complete disarmament.

12. Assistant Secretary of State Hillenbrand and
Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin conferred together in
Washington on 28th May, 1971(3). They discussed a CES and
Last-West relations, but reference was also made to MBFR.

"Mr. Dobrynin repeated the femiliar Soviet line that his

Government would be very flexible over the choice of a
possible negotiating body. He confirmed the importance
attached by the Kremlin to the problem of MBFR since, he
sald, a solution would contribute towards a relaxation of
military tensions, as Central Furope was an area where any
confrontation would be particularly dangerous. ——

cf. note by the German Delegation dated 15th June, 1971
cf. POLADS(70)50 ’ . :

cf. Note by the United States Delegation dated
1st June, 1971

NN
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In answer to Mr. Hillenbrand's encuiries, the
Ambassador confirmed that the USSR accepted that MBFR e
discussions night take place prior to a CES, and that it
was prepared bo discuss 21l proposals which night be made
regarding this question, which should concern both national
and foreign troops. When asked whether the USSR accepted
the four Rome principles as a basis for discussion, '
Mr. Dobrynin said he had recceived no instructions on the
natter; an ad hoc comuittee might discuss this point,a
well s the 1liegt of countriec Wthh shoald be 1ncluded 1n
the Central LEurope zone.

15. Polish Dgputv Foreign Minister WlﬂlerCZ VlSlted
Acting Secretary of State Irw1r in Washington on 4th Junc(l)
Their talks were devoted entlrely to problems connected with
a possible CES. There was only a passing reference to MBER
to the effect that Poland had always felt itself bound to
help promote collective security in Burope, especially by
contributing to disarmament problens. o

14. On 8th Junc, 1971, lr. Tsarapkin called on
Sir Alec Douglas-Home, the Secreotary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealih Affullu, in London(2): Mr. Tsarapkin
stressed the distinction to be maintained between "national
and "foreign" forces, while confirming that his Governnent
was prepared tc considcer proposals for the former.

15. On 9th June, 1971, Mr. Roger Seydoux, the French
Ambasgsador in Moscow, called on the Soviet Foreign Minister.
In the course of his corments on the Lisbon Conmuniqué,

Mr. Gromyko expressed satigfaction at the flexibility which
it evidencecd, but sald it was impossible to link together the
various problemg concerning EKast-West relations, as they nust
be dealt with separately. He added that his Departnent wau ;
reconsidering the overall problem of ferce reductions '

. 16.. Mr. Breghnev, Mr. Podgorny and Mr. Kosygin -
delivered election peephea on’ 11th, 10th and 9th June, 1971
respectively. Their rcferences to MBFR can be surmarised as
follows(3): ' : '

Mr. Kos Vgln said the Soviet Union had "taken an
important initiative in the interests of ensuring Buropean
security" by proposing to begin talks on the reduction of
armed forces in Central Burope. It was ready to make such
reductions, always provided that the NATO countries "showed
in practice a serious avtitude" which would enable progress

(1) ef. Note bv the United States Delegation dated
16+th June, "1971 .

(2) cf. Note bv the United klrsdom Delegation dated
10th June, 1971

(%) cof. POLADS(71)%6..
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to be made towards the solution of this problem, which was
essential to the cauge of peace. Thus, the Tiflis proposal
night.lead to a complete transformation of international
relations in Durope. '

Mr. Podgornv oald the Soviet proposals for the
reduction of .armed forces and armaments which might remove -
the danger of g military confrontation in- Central Europe
had evoked great interest: throughout the world. The Sov1et
proposals were -clear—-cut andy in order to test the
intentions of the parties concerned, negotlatlons nust .
begin without delay. He also sald that world opinion
rightly considered :that. an agrcement on this question,
together with other measures for the limitation of nuclear -
weapons, might nake it pOSSlblg to halt the armaments raoo,
thus allow1ng increascd resources to be diverted to - .
economic development. - =

Most of Mr. Brezhnev's speech was devoted to. the
questlon of armancnts and he expressed the greatest confi-
dence in Soviet military power. He then accused the United
States of atteupting to apply different standards to problems
of national security and to those concerning the strategic.
armanents programme and the development of the Navy. The .
Secretary General of the CPSU refrained, however, fron
criticising the United States as stronglV as he did in his
address to the 24th Paruv Congrcss. This seems to be the
first time, that Mr. Brezhnev has alluded to the navies of
the great powers and put forward the idea of solving the
problen by negotiations on an equal footing. -He repeated-
the Tiflis apbeal and said he noted with satisfaction that -
NATO had been obllged to consider this problem in Lisbon. -
He ended oV saying that the USf.. had,received no answer to-
its sp901110 proposals concernlnb both national gnd forelgn
forces; no further details of this matter were given.

17. The Canadian Ambassador in Mogscow, Mr. Robert Ford,
called on the Deputy Foreign Minister, Mr. Rodionov(l).on .
10th June. The Canadian diplomat said that on 1lth June.:1,¢
Mr. Kosygin had seemed to imply, when commenting on - the .
Lisbon Communiqué, that no adequate reply had yet been nade
to the Tiflis proposals.. Mr. Rodionov repeated Mr. Brezhnev's
views and added that he hoped NATO would nake "some concrete
proposals". " The ambassador pointed out that the West had
long wished for such discussions to take place but that,
although Mr. Brezhnev's speech did contain an idea, the
terms in which it was couched could not be regarded. as
conotltutlng a proposal. Mr. Rodicnov agreed. He said that
force-reductionS“and“a CES could not be separated and that,
when the latter was convened, agreement would have to be
reached at the same time about discussions on force
reductions. He said therc should be mo illusions about the

(1) of. Note by the Canadian Delegation ated 16k June, 1971
NATO CONFIDERTIAL
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conplexity of reaching agreenent on troop reductions, but
this was a nost necessary a*k and, after all, it was no
more conplicated than oAL WLlch was wventuallv maklng
progress. LIn answer to g que“ ion by the Canadian
Ambassad01, Mr. Rodionov gsaid Le liad no clear idea about the
possible migsion for an ”nuhvsmrv" but that he thought
contacts were always desirable in any form.

18. HNr. Ansteensen, of the Norwegian Ministry of
Forecign Affairs, had ‘talks on 14th and 15th Jung with the
Acting Foreign Ministers of Hungary and Rumania(l).

in Budapest, Mr. Puja said that NATO scemed "far
from ready"™ to nogotiate about MBIR, owing to i1ts own
internal differences of opinion, cspecially with regard to
the French position. He also alleged that, although NATO
had raised this problen three yecars ago, it had not yat
nade any concrete proposals Furthermore, the terms "mutual®
and "balanced" needed to be clarifiod and since negotiations
could not be started without a ooncrute basis, it was for
NATO tc make propcsalse.

In reply to o question by Mr. Ansteensen, the
Acting Toreign Minister sald it was difficult to dissociate
MBFR from a CES, in other words, readiness to discuss the’
first problcm presupposcd that agreement had been reached on
convening the Confoerence. Thig did not nean that the Warsaw
Pact countries were not prepared tc consider any other concrete
proposals on procedure if they night lead to results.
Pinally, he said that "foreign" troop reductions could
certalnlv be envisage c, “but tnat proposals about "national™
forces night also be discussed. e

19. - In Bucharcct, Mr. Gliga said his Government would
have liked force reductions to bc down on the agenda of a
CES, and the wording of paragraph 7 of thc Budapest
Memorandun reflected the lengthy discussions which had taken
place on this subject. For Rumania, "in any other form
acceptable to interested States” neant that all European
States werc in fact "interested". In this connection he
again mentioned, as he had already done when referring to a
CES, his Government's misgivings about "bloc-to-bloc™"
negotiations, which werec likely to mean talks between the
two super bowers. : ’ :

20. TJ‘ Qanadlqm Repre entative on the Politieal ,
Committee, speaking at the Cormittee's meeting on 29th June,
reported that ir. Manesew, the Rumanian Foreign Minister,
when visiting Ottawa from 15th tc 18th June, had stresscd
that his Government's fundamental ain was complete disarng-
ment and that MBFR could only be regarded as o step in the
right direction. However, 50 long as the final ainm had not
been achicved,. hls ﬂ@un try . would. remaln a.nember of the = ...
Warsaw Pact. ‘ :

(1) cf. Note by.the Noxrwegian Delcgation dated 29th June, 1971
NATO CONFPIDENTIAL
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21. The Director of Political Affairs at the French
Foreign Ministry visited Bulgaria and Rumania on 23rd June.
In Sofia, the Foreign Minister, Mr. Bashev, told his French
visitor that he was not acquainted with the limits of the
geographical area which Mr. Brezhnev had in mind when he
had spoken of "Central Europe". On the other hand, the
Soviet proposal, as hc saw.it, was made against the back-
ground of the proposal contained in the Rapacki Plan.

In Bucharest, Mr., de Begumarchais met Mr. Gliga,
the Deputy Foreign Minister. According to the latter there.
had been no consultation between Moscow and Bucharest prior
to the statementson MBFR made ot the 24th Congress and at
Tiflis. The Rumanian Minister agaein nentioned his fears,
which he had already expressed previously through various
of his Government's spokesmen, that the MBFR negotiations
would in fact become a confrontation between blocs, or even
result in an arrangcment between the two super powers.

.22, A nunber of official comments were recently
reported from Eastern countries in connection with the
communication through diplomatic channels, and on behalf of
the Italian Foreign Minister of the Lisbon Communigué to
the governments in question(l). In addition, the United
States and German Delegations obtained a certain amount of
information in the course of talks with Soviet, Polish and
Yugoslav officials.

Soviet Union: When officially handed the Lisbon
Cormuniqué, Mr. Kossyrev asked for an explanation of the
word "balanced". The Italian Ambassador made it clear that
this concept did not conceal any precondition for negotiation
and was used simply to describe a position which the nmenber
countries of NATO regarded as a valid one. Mr. Kossyrev
replied that any negotiation on MBFR would be difficult
without French participation, and that France seemed less
hostile to a discussion than to bloc-to-=bloc negotiation.
He also said that in his vicw an agreement on MBFR was
prinarily an element of Buropean scecurity which in turn was
ghe general aim of the conference proposed by the Soviet

nion. : : :

Various Soviet commentators, particularly on the
radio, have proved extremely knowledgeable about the-
different principles underlying MBFR mentioned in the NATO
Communiqués. - However, the fact that NATO's proposals in
this sphere date back in the first instance to the signsl’
gsent out at the 1963 Reykjavik conference is deliberately.
ignored. One of the eriticisme levelled at the Lishon.
Communigué is that the Alliance has failed to reply in s
clear and positive way to Soviet initiatives on the.
reduction of forces. : " C

(T) Soe Note fron the Ttalian Dolosation dated 24th June 1071
NATO. CONTIDENTTIATL
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Poland: Speaking in a personal capacity, the
Deputy Forgign Minister, lr. WilLJaﬁ, in h1L oonversation
with the Italian Anbas ad01, showed definite interest in
NATO's. MBFR proposals. He thought that they should be very
carefully examined. He added that the Warsaw Pact proposals
were still valid and that hc would wish them to be studied
in grecater detoil. He stressed the need for an agrecnent
on nuclear weapons and pressed for the ratification of the
Non-proliferation Trcaty, particularly by the Gernan
Federal Republic. He alse oxpressed a keen interest in
obtaining dedtails of the cxact procedure which the NATO
countries intended +teo adopt in their contacts with the
Warsaw Pact countrics. '

Czechoglovakias Tho Italian Ambassador concluded
from what was gaid to him by llr. Trhlik, Deputy Minister of
Foroign Affairs, that the Praguce Government had been taken

awares by the Soviet move on MBFR negotiations last :
Sprlng . After putting a fow questions for his own informa~
tion he sinply gave a vague outline of what are now :
familiar positions.

Hungary: The Deputy Foreign Minister, Mr. Puja,
speaking on behalf of hig Government, conveyed to the
Ttalian jmbassador his regret that the NATO countries had -
not followed up +the definite offer of negotintion made by
the Warsaw Pact countries. ¢ said that his attention had
been caught by the ternm "mutual and balanced force
reductions", and cxpressed his concern lest this ternm
should have been adopted by the NATO countrics in order %o
gain tine by phasing the preparation of the negotiations.

‘Rumania: The Deputy Foreign Minister, Mr. Gliga,
told the Italian Ambassador that he had gained a favourable
impression of the wwV 1n which mutual and balanced forcs
reductions were referred to in the Lisbon Communiqué. He
hoped %o exaninc then 1n detalil and recalled that his
Government was in favour of dcaling with this problem within
the framework of a CES in which all the Buropean countries,
the United States sud Canada, would participate.

Yugoslavias The Lisbon Comnunigué was handed to
the Deputy Foreign Minister, Mr. Tepavac, who sinply ..
informed . the Italian Anbagsodor o10 his satisfaction that -
inter—European consultation was now contenplated. In
addition, Mr. Nincic, Advisor on Buropean Affairs at the
Yugoslav Foreign Ministry, inforned the German Chargé
d'AffalLes of his Governnent's interest in the ideas
concerning the CES and MBFR contained in the Lisbon
Comrmuniqgué. In hig view, NATO's position on the latter was
a constructive one and he approved the expression of the

need for a. .careful study of Soviet intentions. Ho was more - -

reticent over the possible u931gpqtlon of an: prlorer,
believing as he did that this procedure would in the normal

NATO " CONFIDENTIAL
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course of events be followed by bloc-to-bloc negotiations
which his country was against and over which it felt
considerable concern. Hisg Governnent hoped that the
negotiation on MBFR could be conducted within the framework
of the CES, as the best mcans of preventing this negotiation
from becoming a dialogue between the two super powers.

23, On 23rd June, 1971, Mr. Deschanps, the Belgian
Ambassador in Moscow, had a 1ong talk with the Soviet
Foreign Minister on the subject of MBFR(1). Referring to -
Mr. Brezhnev's speech, Mr. Deschamps told Mr. Gromyko that,
in the opinion of the Belgian Government it must first be-
established, before a start was made on negotiations, -that:
there was a sufficient identity of views to warrant the
despauch of a mission to begin thc exploratory talks.

. Thc Soviet Minister agreced on the need for
reflection before the start of negotiations but expressed
the hope that any "artificial delay" or "precondition" could
be prevented. His Government considered that a short and
general reply was sufficient for the present. The duflnltlon
of the plan of approach to the problem or considerations
about the quest for an agrcemcent could be tackled later
during exchangcs of views between the governnents concerned.
More 1ight had becen shed or certain aspects of the Sov1et
position: .

(a) force reductions could apply to indigenous as wull
as stationed forces;

(b) as regards procedure, bloc-to-bloc discussions
should be avoided. The fact that force reductions
primarily affected countries that were members of
a bloc was not incompatible with this point of
view;

(c) +the Soviet Union thought that the CES would be':
unable to cope with the inclusion of MBFR in its
agenda. A forun in which to conduct the negotiations
could be designated by o CES, or by any other
brocedure.

The Minister's attitude towards the concept of

"balanced reductions" was extrenely wary. He asked for
explanations which could satisfy him that this term was not-
being used as a screen for delaying tactics. The Belgian
Ambassador replied that the explanation was contained in the -
Rome Cormuniqué: any agreement nust be compatible with the
essential interests of the signatory powers and should not

confer any nilitary adentagb or disadvantage on elthcr one '
side or on thc other. o

e,

(1) Sec Note by the B\lglqn DOlegbtlon dated 30th June, 1971
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Mr. Gromyko ended by saying that he was agreeable-
to bilateral exchanges of views insofar as these could
further ncgotiations. '

24 . Mr. Klosson, Unitcd States Chargé d'Affaires in
Moscow, had talks on 23rd June with Mr. Korniyenko, Head of
the United States Division at the Sovicet Ministry of Foreign
Affairs(1l). Mr. Korniyenko Took n negative view of negotia--
tions on o bloc-to-bloc basis conducted by a representative
or group of “oprhoﬂntwtlvgs OL NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
These would have the disadvantage of making the talks lcok
like a bloc-to-bloc t&te—-a~tdte at which in any case the
NATO recpresentative would bo Uﬂ”bl to speak for France. ‘Be.
that as 1t may, the participants in any negotiation should
represcnt tho Stabtes concorned. He side-stepped the
qguestion of how the Soviets defined "Central Europe" and
refused to be drawva on whether the Soviet Union had under-
taken any preliminary work such as nmodel-making.

To Mr. Korniyenko, the concept of "balanced
reductions" sounded like a Dwoc ndition and he would prefer
it to bhe discussed at the ne OtlathuS themselves. He added
that the Soviet concept of thp word "armaments!" included
nuclcar weapons and thot inscofor ag "verification® was -
concerned hig Government's position was unchanged.

While he saw valuc in bilateral'approaohes, he
was interested tc know how fast NATC would be able to move
in- rcachlng the negotlating tablc

- As rpgwrds the other nember countries of the
qusaw Puc», he sald that he was not competent to explain
their position. '

25. Sir Dennis Greerhill had several talks with
Mr. Kossyrev, Soviet Deputy Forcign Minister, between
2%rd and 27th June (2) The Soviet Deputy Minister-accuscd
NATO of trvlﬂg to delay the ne goulations~ Sir Dennis pointed
out that the Sovietd JLlOH had +taken three years to react to
the Western proposals and that there were no. "preconditions™
to negotiations on MBFR. Mxr. Kossyrev again explained hisg.
Governnent's vosition which was, -on the onc hand, that it
would be preferablce for ncwotlgﬁ ong to be separate from a -
CES and, on the other hand, that uhe initial talks should -
not be conducted by "bXpLOTCfS" lest they assume the
character of an cxchange between two military bloes. He
repeated. comnents he had already nade in earlier dlplomamwc
exchanges as regards Soviet acceptance of treaties on
national and:foreign forces and as regards the Kremlin's

[Ty

(1) sSec Notn fron tho UhltuQ States Delegation dated
.24%h Juhb, 1971 -

(2) See Note from the United Hingdom Delegation dated
30th Juns, 1971
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glVlngs over the ternm "balanced reductions". - On this
last point, Mr. Kossyrev refused to be convinced by Sir Dennis
Greenhill's arguncnts and added that in any case this was
a concept which should be discusgsed during the ne gotWatlons
proper. :

26. Mr. Vorontsov, the Soviet Chargé d'Affaires in
Washington, was recelved, at his request, by a State .
Departnent official on 25th June(l) Mr. Vorontsov clained
that the Unitcd Statcs was not really ready to negotiate on
MBFR and had been caught off its guard by Soviet acceptancc
of the Western proposalu. He said that negotiations should
begin as soon as possible and cven this year. He added that
the USSR was seriously dintercsted in reciprocal force
reductiong in Vuropu.

He repcated now familiar objections to the term
"balqnced" but when asked by the State Department official
whether he would accept "unbalancced" reductions, his reply
was obviously ncgative. He explained however that the
concept, as used by NATO, implied something unequal and it
was this that troubled the Moscow authorities. In reply
to the United States official who pointed out that the
withdrawal of troops to the Soviet Union was gquite a N
different matter from repatriating them across the Atlantic,
he said he had always been inpressed by the United States
alrlift capability.

When asked what the Soviet Governnent had in -mind
in referring to "Central Burope!, Mr. Vorontsov suggested
the two Germanies. The State Department officinl pointed
out that the geographical arca of the Rapqckl proposalu
suggested othcer territorial boundaries

‘Referring to past discussions within the franme-
work of SALT on the problem of "verification", the United -
States official asked whether a similar pr1n01plo could no¥t
be applied to reductions of land forces in Central EBurope
If not, the implication would be¢ that the Scviet Union
changed its attitude depending on the problcem at issue.

Mr. Vorontsov replied that the Soviet attitude towards
observers conducting inspcctions in Burope, but outside the
USSR, was different from its attitude towards "foreign
1ntrus1on" into the USSR.

27. At the cnd of Junc the Head of the German Trade
Mission in Sofia had a conversation with Mr. Minchev, Head
of the qunnlng Division of the Bulgarian Foreign
Ministry(2). MNr. Minchov would not admit that the initiative

(I)~ Scc Note from The United Sfates Dolegation dated
1st June, 1971 R
(2) Sce Note from German Delcgation dated 2nd’June,’l97l :
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on mutual and balancced force reductions had come from the
West. He clainmed on the contrary that this initiative
cane from thce Sociglist countries as long ago as 1956. In
his view, those¢ countries would have preferred to discuss
MBFR at o CES but since this now appeared toc have been put
back it was natural that Mr. Brezhnev should have taken his
recent initiative with regard to the reducticn of forces.
When asked whether the Soviet Union had consulted with its
allies before the statoments made in the Spring, his reply
was sufficiently evasive as to indicate that this had not
been the case. It transpirced from replies to questions by
the German chargé d'Affaires that there had been no joint
studies so far by the members of the Warsaw Pact on force
reductions but that on the other hand cach individual
country had considcrcd the various issucs involved.

28. The Director Genoral of Political Affairs at the
Italian Foreign Ministry had a scries of talks with
Mr. Marco, Czech Forcign Minister and Mr. Thrlik, Deputby
Forecign Ministor in Praguc on 25th and 26th June(l).
Mr. Marco was of the opinion that negotiations on force
reductions should start as soon as possible. He also
upheld the view that all other East-West ncegotiations
should be conducted in parallel.

Mr. Thrlik emphasiscd the importance which his
Governnent attached to the problem of force reductions and
gave the inpression that Sovict studies on this subject
were only just beginning to be exanined jointly by the
Warsaw Pact member countrics as a whole. Mr. Thrlik was
doubtful about the advisability of monolithic representation
(consisting cither of one or of a group of persons) in the
conduct of the exploratory talks. He was anxious to know
at what stage in thoe preparatory work the East Germans
would be¢ authorised to participate.

(1) DNote from the Italinn Delegation dated 6th June, 1971
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