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I . cormIQms 
-%- 

The  Communiqu6 issued a t  the  conclusion of  t h e   v i s i t  
o f  Soviet  President Podgorny t o  Turkey,..  1l.th t o  17th Apri l ,  
1972 contained  the  following  paragraph: - .  

'!Les deux Parties  sont4tomb6es  dtaccord que l a  
r6alisa-kion dfun accord SW l e  lproblhe  de l a  
reduction  mutuelle des f c rces  armees e t  des  armemnts 
en  Europe qLzi ne s e r a i t  au détrimen-ts dtaucun  Etat  
c0nst i tuerai . t  iule &ape pos i t ive  dans l a  voie  de 
l a  detente  dans l a  r6gion.lt 

Zb US-Srpvi-et CcgmuniquB 

The J o i n t  United  States-Soviet Communiqu6(1) issued 
i n  Moscow on 29th Nay, 4972, contained  the  following  paragraph: 

!'Both sides  believe  that   the  goal  of  efisuring 
s t a b i l i t y  and s e c u r i t y   i n  Europe would be served  by a 
reciprocal  reduc'tion  of zrmed forces  and  armaments, 
f i r s t  of ' a l l  i n   c e n t r a l  Europe. Any agreement on 
t h i s  question  should  not  diminish  the  security  of..any 
of the sides. Appropriate  agreement  should  be 
reached as soon as pract icable  between the s t a t e s  
concerned on the  procedures  for  negotiations on this 
subjec t   in  a spec ia l  forum. ** 

3. Soviet-Yu-goslgv Co 
. .  

'The J o i n t  Soviet-Yugoslav CormuniquB(2) issued a t  
the  conclusion o f  President T i t o ' s  v i s i t   t o   t h e   S o v i e t  Union, 
10th  June, 1972, contained  the  following  paragraph: 

vsTaking into  consideration  the wishes and asp i ra t ions  
o f  European peoples , the * two sides  .wcps?.es.sed t h e i r  i I  

conviction tha t  the  reduction o f  armed forces  and 
armaments, as well as other measures i n  t h i s  f i e l d ,  
would be  an ircportant  part of  the  process o f  building 
European secur i tyo  It 

4. ~ O s l a T r - P - o l i s h  C O D M  

The J o i n t  Communiqu6(3) issued a t  the  COnClUSiOn of 
President T i t o *  S visi t  t o  Poland, 23rd  June, 1972, contained 
.the  followkng  paragraph: . .  . .  . .  ' .. . 

- . "" ~ ~ ~ .. ~ ~~ 

Soviet and East European  'Documentation, No. 43 
Soviet and East European  Documentation, No. 46 
Soviet and East European  Docmentation, No. 49 
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llBoth  sides  expressed  their  conviction  that  the 
reduction  of  armed  forces  and  armament  on  the 
European  continent,  as  well as other  measures in 
this  field,  would  represent a vital  component in 
the  process  of  building  European  security.11 

The Communiqu~('l) issued  at  the  conclusion of the 
visit of the  Polish  Foreign  Minister  to  Norway, 29th June, 1972 
contained the following  paragraph: 

"The  Ministers  agreed  that  mutual  reductions of armed 
forces  and  armaments in W o p e  would  constitute an 
important  aspect of the  process of ddtente.  They 
expressed  the hope that  the  States  concerned  would 
as  soon  as  possible  reach  agreement in  an appropriate 
forum as to  the  procedures  of  negotiations on this 
matter. 

II. SOVIET  VIEWS 

Comments by Mr. Proektor(2) 

6. In February 1972, a member of the  staff of the  German 
Embassy in Moscow  had a conversation  about lvlBFR with IQ'* Proektor 
of the  Soviet  Institute of World Economics and International 
Relations. In this  Institute, " r e  Proektor is in charge of a 
working  group  on  military-political  questions of European 
security. He  said  that  his working group was intensively 
engaged in studying  the  question  of  force  reductions in Europe. 

7. The  talk was concentrated on the  aspect of balance. 
Pb. Proektor  had  come  to the conclusion  that  the  solution of 
this problem did not  lie in asymmetrical  force  reductions  as 
they were being  discussed in the  West.  Symmetrical  solutions 
appeared  the  only  realistic  ones. If NATO wanted  to  take  into 
account  the  different  distances in the  redeployment of Soviet 
and American  forces,  this was not  the  whole pictme, If one 
spoke of asymmetries,  account  would  also  have to be  taken 

) of the  superiority of NATO in nuclear  weapons  for 
tactical use, especially  as  far as the  strike  aircraft 
of the  Alliance were concerned. It was  not  correct 
to equate t h e  Soviet PBBMs with them  since  th3  aircraft 
were a tactically  more  fZexible  weapons  system and 
thus  had  more  advantages  than "IM; 

Soviet and East  European  Documentation, No. 50 

30th  March, 1972 
[:{ . Information  provided by the  German  Delegation on 

N A T O  C 0 . N F I D E N T I A L  

-5- 

D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
/
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
E
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
/
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E



-6- 

(b)  of the MATO doctr ine of  t he .  immediate' t ac t i ca l   u se  o f  
' nuclear weapons from the  beginning of a c o n f l i c t   ( s i c ) ,  

In this context,  Proektor went on t o  say that i n  
view of  the modern development o f  the  forces  and the 
s i t u a t i o n   i n  Europe, one  had t o  assume t h a t  a 
conf l i c t  wc~u.ld- involve a nuclear exchange. This was 
where the   super ior i ty  o f  NATO played a grea t   par t .  

In looking a t  them,. he  had-  the  impression  tha.t  the 
people who had worked them out were s t i l l  thinking 
in   the   ca tegor ies  of the Second World War. I n  a 
future  nuclear  conflict . ,  .'one,'or two.. di-visibons, more 
o r  less, would be unimportant; 

. .. He . was famil iar   with  the model concepts of  NATO. 

o f  the   fac t   tha t . .bo th   the  West and the  Soviet  Union 
possessed  'a modern a i r   t ranspor t   capzbl l i ty   vh ich  
would allow  the West t o  redeploy American divis ions 
to. Europe., for.  example t o  the  United Kingdom, i n  time 
whenever there  FJSLS a danger o f  VEW. Whether t he  
Soviet Union l e f t   h e r   f o r c e s  i n  the  western  part  o f  
t he .  coun-kry or' withdrew them behind the  Vral was not 
very  important  because  the  Soviet Union also 
disposed of t he   necessa ry   a i r l i f t   c apab i l i t i e s  t o  
bring thern back i n  time, However, Proektor showed 
some understanding when the  discussion  turned t o  the 
d e t a i l s  of t h e   p o l i t i c a l  and technical problems  of 
force  redeployment; 

( d )  o f  the  global   s i tuat ion and t he   r e l a t ive   mi l i t a ry  
s t r eng ths   a t   t he   g loba l   l eve l .  The Soviet  Union 
was a world power and also hed t o  take  extra- 
European factors  into  account.   Proektor mentioned 
the   r e l a t ive  number of nuclear  submarines ar,d c i l l e d  
a t ten t ion  t o  t h e   f a c t  that the  Soviet Union a l s o  had 
ai1 eas te rn   f ront ie r .  A l l  t h i s  made the  question o f  
force  reduct ions  very  diff icul t .  

8. NZ. EYoektor repeatedly.  .emphasised.'that..the  develop- 
ment o f  t h e   p o l i t i c a l   s i t u a t i o n   i n  Europe w2s very  important f o r  
the question of force  reductions.  Thus, t h e   r a t i f i c a t i o n  of  
the German t r e a t i e s  was o f  great   s ignif icance.  One had t o  be 
cer ta in   tha t ,   a f te r   force   reduct ions  had  been carried  out, ,  one 
s ide d id  n o t   p o l i t i c a l l y  e,xploit the  new', s i t ua t ion  by changing 
t h e   p o l i t i c a l   a t t i t u d e  which  had made.MBFR possible.  If the 
pol i t ica l   s i tua t ion   cont inued   to   deve lop   sa t i s fac tor i ly ,   there  
woulc! be PBFR talks - perhaps i n  connection with progress 
towards CSCE. It would be ve ry   d i f f i cu l t  t o  s e t   t h i n g s   i n  
motion at; 2.n earlier  time  since  the  q-uestions  iavolved were 
extremely  diff icul t  and could  only be solved p o l i t i c a l l y ,  If 
th i s  was l e $ t . , t o  the  mili tary  alone,   they would" s t a r t  by 
comparing.the  length  of  the  cannon-tubes on both s ides  and 
would never  arrive at any r e s u l t .  

N A T O C O N F I D E , N . T  
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9, Proektor  replied  evasively  to  questions  concerning 
the  Brosio  mission. His reaction  permitted  the  conclusion  that 
a Soviet  willingness  to  receive YI. Brosio could not be 
expected in t h e  near  future. 

agree  on  general MBFR principles on which  negotiations  could 
be based. 

I O .  Proektor  shared  the  view  that it would  be  useful  to 

11, €3-oektorts  explanations  conveyed  the  impression t h a t  
. . , . - , . . 

no further  development of the  Soviet  MBFR  attitude  could  be 
expected for the  time  being and that  the  Soviet  side  is 
encountering  difficulties  in  working  out a negotiating  position. 
The  indications  concerning  the  Soviet  reservations  vis-a-vis 
MBFR have  been  confirmed,  and  it  was  shown  that  there is little 
willingness  to  begin  serious MBFR talks in the  near  future or 
to take  any  initiatives  on t h e  Soviet  side, 

Co-ments  bv  Soviet-First  Secretary in WashinPton( 

12. On 7th April, 1972, Soviet  First  Secrètary  Sokolov 
gave an officer o f  t h e  Arms Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
in Washington  the  following  "personal  views" on CSCE  and 
MBFR issues. The Prague  Communiqu6 he said,  was  an  important 
expression  of  Warsaw  Pact  views in contrast t o  purely  Soviet 
views,  The  emphasis  was  clearly on a CSCE, a conference  on 
which  there was far more  consensus  than f o r  one on force 
reductions. In the  Soviet view it was necessary to resolve 
political  questions in Europe  before  military issues like 
IBFR could  be  addressed, A security  conference  could 
resolve  political  questions  "such as frontiers and renunciation 
of forcell,  ecology  and  similar  questions, which would bring 
about a political  climate  which made discussion of  more 
difficult  military  issues  such as force  reduction  possible. 
In the  Soviet  view,  military  issues  include not only  force 
reduct.ion but also  "other  measures  like.  exchanges of observersn. 
When  asked  whether an invitation  to  "wine  tasting"  had, in 
effect, been  put off until after a security  conference, 
Sokolov  said  that  this  image generally corresponded  to  the 
Soviet  conception,  adding  that the USSR had  not l o s t  interest 
in MBFR. 

13. As to  the  possible  area of reduction,  Sokolov  said 
that  in  the  Soviet  view  the  area was still  Central  Europe, 
Ifat  least for one phasefg,  but did not exclude  other areaso 
This  discussion  led to the  participation  question,  where 

l Sokolov seemed  unable to proceed  beyond  *Iprincipleslt  that: 
, 

(a> all  interested  states  should  participate in some way; 

(b) ' bloc-to bloc negotiations  were  undesirable; 

( A )  Information  provided  by t h e  United  States  Delegation on 
13th April, 1972 

. N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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(c)  the  CSCE was an unsuitable forum f o r  MBFR; and 

(a) ImFR could  be  more  efficiently  negotiated among 
a smaller  number of stztes,  such as tDthose in 
Central EuropeFt. He was willing  to  define  Central 
Europe  Ff.speculativelyFr as Benelux,  stGermany9v  GDR, 
Foland  and  Czechoslovakia, plus stsome  neutralssf. 

14. kaen pressed, Sakolov would not go  beyond  the 
Prague  formulation  about EE@R being  discussed  by an organ 
created  by a CSCE,  except t o  speculate'that  since a preparatory 
phase  might be necessarTj,  t'ne future .MBFR organ  could  be 
discussed in this  preparatory  phase. 

15. On  16th May, Mr. Sokolov  had  another  conversation 
in  Washington,  with a State  Department  official. In reporting(1) Mr. SokoLovts  reararks on this  occasion,  the  United  States 
Authorities  noted  that  they  were  not  necessarily  consistent 
in all  respects with what  other  Soviet,  officials  may  have  been 
saying  elsewhere,  and  that it ïs possible  that  Soviet  views 
on these  questions  were not  yet firm. 

16. .In still  another  conversation(2)  with a State 
Department  Officer, Mr. Sokolov  asked  about  Allied  attitudes 
with  respect  to  stabilisation  measures.  The  State  Department 
officer  responded  that  the  Allies  were  continuing  their  stu6y 
of  such  measures,, If agreed,  these  measures  might  be 
included in a declaration  on  pririciples,  Sokolov  said  that, 
without  more  complete  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  such  measures, 
it  would  be  difficult  for  the  Soviets  to  judge  whe-tner  they 
would  be  acceptable or not. 

17. ' In response  to Sokolovfs query  as to the  state o f  
Allied  preparations,  and  possible  Allied  proposals  for  launchirig 
MBFR talks,  the  State  Department  Officer  indicated  that  Allied 
studies  were  continuing,  and  that  he was no t  in a position, 
consequently,  to  comment. 

US-Soviet  Conversations in Moscow,  22nd-30th May,?.9?2(3) 
.30 

18. President  Nixon  paid an official  visit  to  the  Soviet 
Union  from  22nd  to  30th  May, 1972. The  President  and  his 
advisers  discussed  European  affairs  during a 2% hour  plenary 
session at which  IGessrs,  Brezhnev,  Podgorny  and  Kosygin  were 
present.  The  basic  presentation  was  made by Mr. Brezhnev. 
Foreign  Minister  Groayko  and  Secretary of State  Rogers  discussed 
certain  aspects  of  Europe at some  length on a later  occasion. 

In the  Political  Committee,  23rd  May, 1972 

II th  July, l972 
[;{ Information  provided  by  the  United  States  Delegation on 

( 3 )  Information  reported in the  Council on 30th May, 1972 

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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19. . After   in i t ia l   d i scuss ion  o f  NBFR, h which the 
Soviet   leaders  suggested  that  i t  might  not  be  necessary f o r  
discussion o f  t h i s  subject t o  be  conducted i n   p a r a l l e l  with 
a conference,  they  eventually  agreed that the  two could go 
forward i n  p a r a l l e l  s o  long as th i s  was done in   d i f f e ren t  
bodies.  President Nixon s t ressed the importance that the US 
attached to paral le l ism,   that  it f e l t .  that a conference was not 
the  proper  place t o  negot ia te  on mutual and balanced  force 
reductions, and that the  US d i d  think i t  was important that  
paral le l   considerat ion  be.given t o  t h i s  question o f  mutual and 
balanced  force  reductions, The Russians  indfoated a willingness 
t o  proceed on that o r  some similar basis. 

20 ,  I n   t he   j o in t  US-Soviet Communiqu6(l) of 29th May, 1972 
the  Soviets  joined  in  endorsing  the  principle o f  reciprocal  
reduction of armed forces  and armaments, f i r s t  o f  a l l  i n  
Central Europe.  While the US w.elcomed this   general   s ta tement ,  
it regre t ted  that  the  Soviets  objected t o  t he  B r o s i o  mission 
and asked i f  some means could  not  be found t o  begin  exploring 
the  quest ion o f  force  reductions.  

21. Mr. Gromyko indicated that the  Soviet  Union would 
object,  on the usual ground o f  ''bloc-to-bloctt  considerations, t o  
any explorar  designated by MATO. He asked  bluntly  whether  the 
United  States  could  not  simply  designate a regresentative,  and 
was t o l d  no, A t  that point  the  discussion seemed t o  end. 
IYbo  Gromyko was asked i f  he had any further  suggestions i f  they 
were not   wil l ing t o  receive M r .  B r o s i o  and he d i d  not seem t o  
have  any other  suggestions, 

22, 'The US side  observed that we can of  course all 
continue t o  t a l k  about the  subject  on a b i l a t e r a l  basis, but 
it i s  not   c lear  how one is  going t.o proceed f r o m  there ,  .and 
that is the way the  mat ter  was l e f t .  

23. . m e  Br i t i sh  Ambassador i n  Moscow saw Mr. Gromyko  on 
29th June, 1972. The main subject  covered by their   conversat ion 
was the Conference on .Securi ty  and Co-operation i n  Europe. In 
response t o  a question about the  present   Soviet   a t t i tude t o  
MBE'R talks, Mr, Gromyko said t h a t  th is  question should not be  
mixed up with the  CSCE: when it was r i p e  f o r  examination, t he  
s t a t e s  concerned  could  consider i t  .separately,  The subject of 
MBE3 required much t ine ,   a t t en t ion  and energy, and was a very 
large-scale problem i n  i t s e l f ,  which would over-load the  CSCE. 

on 4th July,  1972 
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-1 O-' P0/72./385 

=ersation Between .the-S_oviet Ambassadors 
i n  p r s u - 7  

24. D'une entrevue erntre l e s  Ambassadeurs de  Grèce e t  
d'URSS à Prague, XI. r e s so r t  que l e  stationnement de troupes 
sovi6tiquGs en Tch6coslovagule se  poursuivra, ca,r il e s t   d i c t e  
non par l e s   n & e s s i t & s  du maiGtien  de l ' o rd re ,  mais par des 
ra isons  s t ra l6giques;  de ce f a i t  un r e t r a i t  ne s e r a i t  concevable 
qu',en cas  de r e t r a i t  sirnultan6  des  forces  ambricaines combine 
h une r6duction  des  forces àe l a  RbpubLique F6d6rale. 

e r  %-he i- 

25* The Soviet  Pcreign  Minister, Mra Gromyko; pa id  an 
o f f i c i a l   v i s i t  t o  the  Netharlands, 5 th  t o  7th July, 1972, 
Duping a discussion o f  European questions, Mr. Gromyko a l s o  
touched on mutual  reductions o f  forces  and armaments i n  Europe. 
He said the  Soviet  Union recognised that t h i s  was an impor tan t  
problem, that had no connection with the European Conference, 
The USSR wanted t o  examine fu r the r  when the  time  might  be  right 
t o  discuss this  matter,  Eventual MBFR t a l k s  could s tar t  a f t e r  
a CSCE and needed  thorough  preparation,. This preparation  might 
be p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  Conference,  but  he  repeated  again and again 
tha t  any formal o r  informal link would be damaging. Therefore, 
any exploration o f  force  reductions s h o u l d  not   take  place  in  

: Hdlsinki, The most  important  aspects of the  problem  could  be 
prepared  bilaterally,   Foreign  Minister Gromyko s t a t ed  On his 
own account  that  the  Soviet Union had not  responded t o  the 
Wastorn o f f e r  o f  an exploratory  mission on MBFR headed  by 
We B r o s i o  because;  although Moscow had a high  esteem f o r  this 
g i f t ed  diplomat ,  his  mission  carried  the  st igma o f  t he  bloc-to- 
bloc  approach. 

26, Foreign  Minister  Schmelzer  responded that he  could 
not  understand why, a t  a conference on European secur i ty  and 
co-operation,  mili tary  security  matters were taboo.  There 
should  be a p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  d i scuss .   the  -.g.'~nellal.-,concepC .o f  
f,as~ming $he ni2.itLvy confrontation and the  pr inciples  t o  guide 
force  reductions, Mr. Gromyko rep l i ed   t ha t   pa r t i c ipan t s   i n   t he  
Conference would be f r e e  t o  mention t h i s  subject,  but  under no 
circumstances should one t r y  t o  reach  agreemsnt on force  
reductions a t  the  Conference, Under repeated  pressure t o  give 
his views on possible  f o r m s  o f  MBFR explorations,  the  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister  replied that b i la te ra l   consul ta t ions  might be 
an  acceptable form.  These  could, f o r  example, take  place 
between one NATO and one Warsaw Pact member country, who could 
eaoh consult i t s  own a l l i e s .  Although  he d i d  not say s o  
exp l i c i t l y ,  i t  was c l ea r  that M r ,  Gromyko was thinking o f  
b i la te ra l   negot ia t ions  between the  US and the USSR, each ac t ing  
on behalf o f  i t s  a l l i z s ,  

. .  

11 t h  July,  1972 

12th  July,  1972 
(2)  Information  provided by the  -Netherlands  Delegation on 
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-1 1- 

27. The Soviet  Foreign  Minister, Mr. Gromyko, paid an 
o f f i c i a l   v i s i t  t o  Luxembourg, 7th t o  9 th  July, 1972. In talks 
with Minister of S t a t e  Werner and Foreign  Minister Thorn, 
M r .  Gromyko maintained that t o u t   l i e n   e n t r e  l a  CSCE e t   l e s  
reductions  des  forces, meme un paral le l isme,   r isquerai t  s o i t  
de mettre l a  Conference en p e r i l ,  s o i t  d ' en   d i s t r a i r e   l ' a t t en t ion ,  
M. Thorn 

( a> 

a propos6 l a  procddure  suivante: 

au moment d'aborder l a  conference,  tous les membres 
f e r a i e n t  une declaration  reconnaissant que l a  
reduction  des  forces  peut  contribuer à l a  de ten te   e t  
meri t  e un examen, approfondi ; 

à l a  conference, une d4claration d e  principes  generaux 
s e r a i t   f a i t e   s u r  up1 code  de bonne condui te   mi l i ta i re  
analogue  aux  d6clarations  de  principes que l'URSS a 
f a i t e s  vis-à-vis de oertains  pays  (France,  Etats-Unis); 

dans un cadre separ6 e t  sans doute  au cours  de  
negotiations complexes e t   l on   ues   en t r e  l'URSS, les 
US e t  l e s  autres  pays  concern 2 S en raison de l e u r s  
forces  ou de l e u r s   t e r r i t o i r e s ,  on par le ra i t   des  
reduct ions  e l les  memes. 

-the Soviet  Porei.rMinJst-e.r-  While i n  Belgium(2) 

28. The Soviet  Foreign  Minister, Mr, Gromyko, pa id  an 
o f f i c i a l   v i s i t  t o  Belgium, 9th t o  1 2 t h  July, 1972. In  talks 
with Foreign  Minister Harmel, M r .  Gromyko est ima  qu ' i l  n 'y  ava i t  
r i e n  à f a i r e  pour l e  moment, Cette  question est importante, ' 

mais alourdirai t   inut i lement  les travaux  de l a  Conference en l a  
chargeant de ce  problème complexe qui   se   t ra i tera   plus   faci lement  
aprbs l a  CSCE, dans l e  climat de  confiance  crdb pa r  l ' adopt ion  
des   pr incipes   regissant  l e s  r e l a t ions   en t r e  Etatso Un manque 
d 'accord  sur   ce   point   r isquerai t   d 'empbher  l a  Conffkence 
d'avancer  dans d au t res  domaines . 

29. M. Gromyko nf   exc lu t  cependant pas  un ce r t a in  
parallelisme  avec l a  CSCE, mais pour autant qu ' i l   n 'y  a i t  aucun 
l i e n   e n t r e  les deux, L'exp6rience  d'aprgs-guerre  montre 
d ' a i l l e u r s  combien il est   prefbrable  de  r6soudre l e s  problbmes 
les uns après les autres .  Quant B l ' explora t ion ,   e l le   peut  
commencer à, tou t  moment  mame sur une base   b i l a t e ra l e ,  En f a i t ,  
personne  ne  peut empPcher un representant  national de  soulever 
l a  question,  mbe  Helsinki,  

N A T O  C O N P I D E N T I A L  
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,CcCc.nenkg o f  Soviet Ambassador &!Iae-(l) 

30. The roving  Soviet krnbassadou”, Mr. Mendelyevich, came 
t o  Ankara on 13th  July,  and had t d k s  with  the  Secretary  General 
of the  Ministry of  Foreign Affairs, The Soviet Ambassador said 
i t  was evident that mi l i ta ry  and pol i t ica l   de ten te   a re   l inked .  
Eu t  because o f  t h e i r  complex nature, military issues  should  be 
discussed i n  a separate fcmm and,  the  discussion  should  be  based 
on the  following  principles:  

(a)  f o r c e  reductions  should  not  be  detrimental t o  t he  
secur i ty  o f  any country; 

( b )  they  should  include  national and  foreign  forces;  

(c)  they  should be handled  outside t h a  blocs;  and 

( d )  a l though  direct ly   interested  countr ies  wou ld  
pa r t i c ipa t e   i n   t he   nego t i a t ions ,   eve ry   s t a t e  should 
have the   poss ib i l i t y  o f  expressing i t s  view. 

31 . When he was asked how i t  would be possible  t o  have a 
discussion which would not  be a bloc-to-bloc affair  s ince  the 
participants,   al though  very  l imited,  would al1 belong t o  e i the r  
NATO or the  Warsaw Pact, Ambassador Mendelyevich  had d i f f i c u l t y  
i n  answering. He said that this could  be  avoided by the  
a t t i t u d e  o f  t he  negot ia tors  and that the  negot ia tors  c o u l d  also 
represent  the  views o f  o ther   s ta tes   no t   d i rec t ly   par t ic ipa t ing ,  

32. It was explained t o  the Soviet Ambassador t h a t  a 
discussion o f  MBFR pr inc ip les  a t  the Conference  could  secure 
t h e  mul t i la te ra l   aspec t  o f  negotiations. Ambassador Mendelyevich 
said that t h i s  was a very   in te res t ing   idea  and would be  studied 
a t  the h ighes t   l eve l  on h i s  re turn  t o  MOSCOW. 

“ Comment-s L S m - h b a s s a d o r  Z o B (  2) 

3 3 .  M r .  Valerian  Zorin,  Soviet 4mbassador -..en m&s&on 
S bciale ,   v is i ted Norway f r o m  2 4 t h  t o  26th J u l y , v 7 2  on a t o u r  
&so covered  Helsinki and  Stockholm,  During h i s  talks 
with Foreign  Minister  Cappelen and o f f i c i a l s  o f  the  Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, MBPR was not   ra ised by Mr. Zorin. The 
importance o f  s t a r t i n g  up, p a r a l l e l  with the  dr ive f o r  a CSCE, 
soundings and eventually  negotiations on force  reductions and 
re la ted  ma t t a r s  was s t ressed  by the Norwegian side. These 
questions should &so be  discussed  in a general way a t  the  
CSCE i t s e l f ,  While i n s i s t i n g  on drawing a c l ea r   d i s t i nc t ion  
between CSCE and JDFR, Mr. Zorin  conceded  during the  discussion 
that  these  questions would probably be discussed  in  a general 
way a t  t he  CSCE, as Ministers would touch upon these problems 

7th August, 1972 

1 s t  August, 1972 
( 2 )  Information  provided  by  the Norwegian Delegation on 

“l 2- 
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C N  T I - . L  

m -1 3- 

anyway  when discussing  the  seourity o f  Europe. However, the  
problems  connected with DRBFR could not  be  solved a t  the  CSCE, 
but should  be  subject o f  separate   negot ia t ions  in  a special  
forum. 

( 7 )  

34. A conversation took  place between M r .  James Leonard, 
an Assistant Director of  the  United  States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, and a senior  Soviet Embassy o f f i c i a l   i n  
Washington, M r ,  Leonard opened by commenting that the  Soviets 
were making a mistake in   t he i r   r epea ted   e f fo r t s  t o  draw the  
US in to   b i la te ra l   negot ia t ions  on European fo rce   l eve l s ,  and 
pointed  out a number o f  the  reasons why the US would  not  agree 
t o  anything  that   separated it from i t s  All ies ,  The Soviet 
official questioned  whether  the US r e a l l y  wanted negotiations 
and any s o r t  of agreement. M r .  Leonard assured him that i t s  
k t e n t i o n s  were ser ious,   but  that  the  US was determined t o  
protect   both i t s  pol i t i .ca1 and i ts  secu r i ty   i n t e re s t s .  He 
pointed t o  the  various  asymmetries  in  the European s i tua t ion ,  
c i t i n g  the  question o f  redeployment  time as a pa r t i cu la r ly  
obvious one which would have t o  be  taken  account o f  i n  any 
eventual  agreements. This led   the   Sovie t   o f f ic ia l   to . lec ture  
on the negative  reaction which the  word "balanced". i n  MBFB 
automatically  produced f r o m  Moscow.  He acknowledged that   he  
d i d  not  fully understand  the  reasons f o r  t h i s  react ion,   but  
said it  was a "fact"  and urged  the  necessity of  eventually 
f ind lng .  some other language t o  cover this  concept, 

35, The Soviet Embassy o f f i c i a l  said t h a t  it was important 
that the   au tho r i t i e s  0x1 h i s  s ide  gain some better  understanding 
o f  what the US really wanted t o  achieve  through JXBFR. He 
defended the   var ious   fee le rs  which they had made f o r  b i l a t e r a l  
discussions  with  the US as- based on the  need i n  Moscow t o  
obtain some reassurance about what .the US .was " rea l ly   a f t e r "  
i n  MBFR, He warned that i f  the  US and the  USSR d i d  no% c l a r i f y  
their   respect iva  thinking t o  each  other  before  actually  si t t ing 
down a t  the   t ab l e  i n  a mu-ltilateral conference,  they r i sked  a 
very harmful f a i l u r e ,  H e  recal led  the  surpr ise  a t taok 
confeSsnce o f  1958 (during which he had h inse l f  been i n  .Geneva) 
as an example o f  j u s t  t h i s  s o r t  o f  s i tuat ion.  The US and the 
Soviet Union had come t o  the  table  then  without  proper 
exploration 'o f  each o t h e r ' s   a t t i t u d e s  and the   r e su l t s  had been 
very  unfortunate. "If you t e l l  us",  he said, Ir that you want us 
t o  reduce  f ive  divisions and you'l l   reduce  three  divisions,   then 
we w i l l  consider this, If i t ' s  not  harmful t o  our i n t e r e s t s ,  
we'l l   accept it and then w o r k  out the   de ta i l s ;   bu t  we have t o  
have some idea o f  what it is that you're  after, '? 

2nd August, 1972 

N A T O  CON- 
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-1 4- 

36. M r ,  Leonard  asked i f   the   Sovie ts  had given  thought 
t o  proceeding  with MaFR by r a the r  s m a l l  steps,  pointing t o  t he  
r a t h e r   s t a b l e   s i t u a t i o n   i n  Europe  which i t  might  be  quite  unwise 
t o  destabi l ise   with  abrupt  changes in   fo rce   l eve l s ,  The Soviet 
official   accepted  the  concept as possibly  having  real  merit,  
even though,  he  agreed,  the  Soviet Union i n  t h a  past had  tended 
t o  put- forward p roposa l s  f o r  very  substantial  reductionso 

37; Mr. Leonard  asked the   Sov ie t   hbassy   o f f i c i a l  what he 
tho-ht Sovie t   a t t i tudes  would be Sn various' types of conffdence 
building  measures of t he  s o r t  t h a t  had been  discussed i n   t h e  
1950's and, in   par t icul-ar ,  a t  the  surprise  attack  conference,  
H i s  interlocutor  thought the..USSR might  be  willing t o  consider 
thsm. 

38. Mr. Leonard asked what s o r t  o f  meaning the  Soviet  
s i d e  att-ached t o  the  phrase  'ICentral Europet'  which b o t h  s ides  
had  agreed would be  area  pruar i ly   involved  in   force  reduct ion 
negotiations. The Embassy o f f i c i a l  said i t  should  include  the 
two Germanys plus whatever  other  countries it might  prove 
generally  convenient t o  add. The Soviets were wel l  aware o f  t he  
Frmch  posit ion and wculd not  expect  Prance t o  .be  included, 
Mr. Leonard.asked  the  Soviet Embassy o f f i c i a l  i f  he  thought  the 
area,could  include  portions o f  the  Western  Soviet Union. He 
said there  would be  .no  Srouble a t  a l l ,  provided  the  Eastern US 
was also included. Mr, Lecnard  asked i f  the  Soviet   s ide was. , 

rea l ly   se r ious  about pushing  "equality" t o  that extreme, The 
answer was yes. If part of the  Soviet  Union was covered, p a r t  
of  the  US should also be  covered. The o f f i c i a l  added that he 
thought a i r  forces   in   the  reduct ion  area should be  deal t  w i t h  
in  the  negotiations, ,  On the   re la t ionship  t o  CSCE, he  simply 
re i te ra ted   the  well-known Soviet   posi t ion  that   the  CSCE should 
not  take up MBFR. 

C a i n Between t h e   B r i t i s h  &bassador i n  Moscow 

39*  The B r i t i s h  Ambassador i n  .-Mosaow, .called.  -.o.n, 9th. August , 
on Mr. Lunkov, the  Head o f  the  European  Department of the  Soviet  
Ministry f o r  Foreign  Affairs, t o  discuss  Anter a l ia  Soviet  views 
on CSCE and MBFR. S i r  J. Xi l l i ck  commented tha-e Soviet and 
Bri t ish viewpoints on the CSCEMBFR re la t ionship  were similar 
i n  t h a t  b o t h  governments  agreed that the  substance o f  MBFR was 
unsuitable f o r  d i scuss i cn   i n  a CSCE, But the UX's view, as a 
pract ical   mat ter ,  was that those  countries who wou ld  be 
pa r t i c ipa t ing   i n  a CSCE but n o t  i n  MBPR talks had some i n t e r e s t  
i n  the  subject  and could  not  be  prevented f rom r a i s ing .   t he  
general  question o f  mi l i ta ry   secur i ty  a t  a CSCE. S i r  J. Kil l ick  
a l s o  pointed  out, with reference t o  paragraph l 1  o f  t he  
Communiqu6 i ssued   a f te r   the  NATO Ministerial   meeting  in Bonn, 
that  there  might  be  scope f o r  discussion at  a CSCE o f  confidence- 
building  measures o f  a mil i tary  nature;  &d t h a t   i n  the UK's 

" - 
.' 4 .  a t  e d 

11 t h  August, 1972 

N A T O I D E N T I A L  
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view it would be  possible t o  c rea te  a d i s t i n c t i o n  between  such 
questions and NlBPR proper, Mr. Lunkov merely commented that 
of course anyone  could  express  their  views a t  the  CSCE on any 
relevant   subject ,  He s t ressed  the need t o  separate MBFR f r o m  
a CSCE, but made no  comment  on the idea that thera  might b e  
discussion and  agreement a t  a CSCE on confidence-building 
measUTes. 

40. 'Acting on instruct ions,   the  US Ambassador i n  Moscow 
on 2 1 s t  August ca l led  on Acting  Foreign  Minister  Kuenetsov and 
made a presentation  concerning MBPR-CSCE paral le l ism,  Although 
Kuznetsov  promised t o  study  the  matter,  h i s  preliminary comments 
were ent i re ly   negat ive,  He disputed  the US in te rpre ta t ion  o f  
t h e  May understanding  (see  paragraph 1 9 )  that para l le l  means 
"about  the same time", and asserted that the  US approach  can 
only  5e  interpreted as making preparatory t a l k s  on CSCE 
conditional on beginning  exploratory talks on force  reductions,  
a l inkage which the  Soviet   s ide  decis ively  re jacts ,   After  
r e p e t i t i o n  o f  . the  posit ions on b o t h  s ides ,  Ambassador Beam 
pointed  out that the US has asked the Soviets   their   opinion 
on whether  they would l ike,   together  with cer ta in   o ther -  Warsaw 
Pact  countries,  t o  receive a diplomatic  note on thé  subject ,  
Kuznetsov  closed by once more s ta t ing  the  Soviet   posi t i .on 
against  making one s e t  o f  talks conditional on the  dther,  

41 , In  reporting  the  foregoing  conversation,  the 
United  States  Authorities commented that,  although  several 
elements in  Kuznetsov's  reply t o  Ambassador Beam had the  tone 
o f  f l a t  and decisive  statements,   they  regard  the  Soviet  
reac t ion  conveyed by him as preliminary,,  Kuenetsov said tha t  
the  Soviets  would further  study  the  matter,  and conveyed the 
impression that perhaps it would be  possible that exploratory 
talks on force  reduct ions  could  take  place  in   paral le l  with 
preparatory talks f o r  a CSCE. While he t o o k  a strong  posit ion 
on the   i s sue  o f  MEPR-CSCE linkage, and while the  gsne,ral  tone 
of h i s  statement was negative,  he d i d  not , re jec t  de fac to  
parallelism  out o f  hand, The Unitad  States  Authorities 
commented f u r t h e r  that ,  as the  matter  stands,  they  expect a 
response f r o m  the  Soviets  t o  the  presentat ion made by 
habassador Beam, 
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Comments-SfPolish F w n  Mi-fici&( 1 ) 

42, An o f f i c i a l  o f  the  Polish  Ministry o f  Foreign Affairs 
who had-pa r t i c ipa t ed   i n   t he  meeting o f - . t he   Po l i t i ca l  
Consultative  Comittee o f  the  Wazsaw Treaty. merilber s t a t e s  held 
i n  Prague on 25th  and 26th  January, 1972;Commented as f o l l o w s  
concerning  the  si.gnificance o f  the  Declarat3on(2)  adopted a t  
tha t  meeting. 

43.  The P o l i s h  o f f i c i a l  said tha t   t he  Warsaw Pact had not 
yet made  much progress   in  working  out i t s  own ideas  on BIBFR. 
The brief  reference  in  the  Prague  Declaration  approximately 
reflected  the  proportion of time  spant on CSCE and IE3PR a t  the 
meeting. 

44, In   reply t o  the  question  whether  the wording "foreign 
and nat ional   forces  and a m m e n t s  i n '  Europe" alsc  represented 
an  order o f  p r io r i t i e s ,   t he  P o l i s h  o f f i c i a l  said that th i s  was 
not  the  intention, However, it might, a f t e r  ell, be  advisable 
t o  begin with foreign  forces ,   a l though  this  wzs not a condition 
on the   par t  o f  the  Varsaw Pact, When he was asked  whether 

defence  forces which exis ted  in  many countries o f  the  Soviet  
bloc,   he  replied that they  should a l s o  be reduced, This was 
his   personal  view. He believed, however, that the  Eastern side 
was not  yet  thinking  about  such  details, 

forces  and armaments" a l s o  comprised t h e   t e r r i t o r i a l  

45. It. would now have 'GO be  c lar i f ied a t  t he   b i l a t e ra l  
and m u l t i l a t e r a l   l e v e l  what the  interested  countries  understood 
by force  reductions, When the Polish o f f i c i a l  was reninded  that 
the B r o s i o  mission  served t h i s  very purpose, he said that 
Mr* B r o s i o  had l i t t l e  t o  offer. H i s  ins t ruc t ions  were known, 
Mr. B r o s i o  was t o  explore  but  not t o  make any p r o p o s a l s ,  The 
Soviets had no i n t e r e s t   i n   t h i s .  

46. The wording i n   t h e  Prague Declara t ion   tha t   the   s ta tes  
par t ic ipa t ing  in. reduction  should  not  suffer  any  disadvantages 
naant that any such reduction  should  be  tlbalancedtl, Asymmetrical 
models were,  however,  out of  the  question,  Generally  speaking, 
de ten te   in  Europe  concerned mil i tary  aspects  much less than 
p o l i t i c a l  ones.  Force  reduction was onïy one element o f  detente 
i n  Europe. P i r s t  o f  a l l ,  i t  was necessary t o  es tab l i sh  
p o l i t i c a l  symmetry i n  Europe. In  h i s  view this  included  the 
r a t i f i c a t i o n  of t he  Moscow and Warsaw Treat ies  and the  entry 
in to   force  o f  the  Berlin  arrangement. This had t o  be  followed 
by an accommodation with Czschslovakia and ' a n  .arrangement 
between the  two German s t a t e s ,  

6th March, 1972 
( 2 )  Soviet and East European  Documentation, No, 24(Revised) 
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47*  The Counsellor o f  t he  P o l i s h  E'mbassy in   Hels inki ,  Mr. Skowronski, i n  a conversation with a member of  t he  staff 
of t he  Trade Mission o f  the  Federal  Republic of Germany,  made 
the  following comments  on mul t i l a t e ra l  CSCE preparations. He 
said that although MBFB was re levant   in   the  CSCE context,   there 
were st i l l  differences o f  opinion  within NA20 as well  as within 
t h e  Warsaw Pact, and the  Soviet Union and the  United  States 
seemed t o  p refer  a b i l a t e r a l  approach. The United  States, 
?Are Skowronski  claimed, was n o t   r e a l l y   i n t e r e s t e d   i n   t h e  
B r o s i o  mission. Th.e results o f  .SALT and  o f  Mr. Nixon's v i s i t  
t o  Moscow would have cer ta in   implicat ions on the   fu r the r  form 
of MBFR considerations, 

mu Foreign Minister-(2) 

48. The Danish  Foreign  Minister, Mr, Anderson, v i s i t e d  
Poland on 9 th  t o  72th Apr i l ,  1972, and had talks with Foreign 
Minister Olszowski. Concerning  "disarmament  questions" , 
W. Olszowski re fe r red  t o  the  Prague  Declaration and emphasised 
that t h a  discussion of  such  questions a t  a CSCE might c rea te  
d i f f i c u l t i e s .  He pointed t o  t he   poss ib i l i t y  o f  d iscussions  in  
a separate  forum. 

. .  ish h-h-hs-s~ Counsellor  in 

49. On 23rd May, a Netherlmds Embassy o f f i c i d   i n  
Helsinki had a discussion  concerning CSCE and MBFR with the  
counsellor of the P o l i s h  Embassy, M r .  Skom*onski(4). 
M r .  Skowronski underlined that, a f te r   the   s ign ing  o f  the   recent  
SALT agreement the  prospects f o r  discussing MBFR problems  within 
t h e  framework of a CSCE would be more favourable. In t h e   l i g h t  

Government w a s  taking a g rea t e r   i n t e re s t  i n  MBFR; th is  was 
a l s o  the  case i n  the  other  Warsaw Pact  countrisso  In answer 
t o  a question, Mr. Skowronski s t a t ed  that MOSCOW'S stand 
vis-à-vis MBFR (including  the  stationing of foreign  forces)  
had l a t e l y  been showing indicat ions o f  a change.. Pa r t i cu la r ly  
a f te r   the   s ign ing  of  a, be it partial ,  "SALT" agreement t h e  
Soviets would be more incl ined t o  discuss MBFR, he thought. 

. of t h e  developments  regarding-  the SALT negotiations,  h i s  

28th April, 1972 
(2) Infopmation  provided by the  Danish  Delegation on 

5 th  May,. 1972 
( 3 )  Information  provided by the  Netherlands  Delegation on 

7th  June, 1972 
(4 )  Cf. paragraph 47 
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50. Mr. Skowronski then  mentioned  the  possibil i ty  that  
during  the  preparatory  multi lateral  t a l k s  in   Hels inki  on a 
CSCE, MBF9 could a l s o  be  raised, e,g, i n  a working  group. I n  
t h i s  way the   par t ic ipants  would have  an  opportunity t o  sound 
each other  out  and, i f  poszible exchange views on substantive 
aspects of  t h i s  question. 

A d d i k i o n a l t s h  Forxien  Misister_( 1 ) 

51, The P o l i s h  Foreign  Minister, Olszowski(2) ;  v i s i t e d  

. .  . .  

Norway f rom 2 5 t h  t o  214th June, 1972* During h i s  t a l k s  with 
Foreign  Minister  Cappelen, Mr. Olszowski said it  was the  Po l i sh  
view that the  CSCE could also discuss  ' 'certain  mili tary  aspestsf( ,  
Poland was in te res ted  i n  negotiations on mutual force  reductions 
i n  Europe. Such negotiations  should tBke place  between  the 
pa r t i e s  concerned,  but i n  such a way that o the r   s t a t e s  would 
also have an opportunity t o  express  their  views. " I n i t i a l  
ta lks"  on force  reductions s h o u l d  not  be a precondition f o r  the 
i n i t i a t i o n  o f  the   mult i la teral   preparat ions f o r  t h e  CSCE, 
Foland had a f l e x i b l e  view as t o  the  procedures f o r  such 
i n i t i a l  talks. If the CSCE takes a constructive  course, 
negot ià t ions  on force  reductions would f o l l o w  as a natura l  
continuation o f  the  Conference, 

( 3 )  

52. Mr. Czyrek, P o l i s h  Depu$y Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
pa id  a v i s i t  t o  Turkey  from 29th  June. t o  2nd July,  7972, 
During ta lks  on internat ional   quest ions,  Mr. Czyrek acknowledged 
that .  t he re   ex i s t s  a l i n k  between the problems of security: and 
disarmament, Neverthdess,   he said, the  questions o f  dis-  
armament, baing  very  complicated,  should  not  ba  dealt with i n  
a CSCE but in a separate forum outside it ,  The Turkish 
Authorities  received  the  impression  that,  in  the minds o f  
P o l i s h  o f f i c i a l s ,  MBFR means disarmanent  while  military  d6tant'e 
measures  correspond t o  S t ab i l i s a t ion  and confidence  building 
measures.  During the  t a lks ,  the  P o l i s h  s ide  seemed t o  favour 
the  discussion of these  aspects o f  secur i ty   ( i . e .   mi l i ta ry  
detente  measures) i n   t h e  permanent organ  t o  be  established 
following  the first Conference. 

by the  Turkish  Delegation on 
18th July, 1972 

N A T O  C O N P I D E N T 1 A . L  

D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
/
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
E
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
/
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E



N A T O  C O N F I D E N S I - A $  

P0/72/385 -1 g- 

C o m m e n t s o P o l i s h  Embass&agen(,l) 

53, 'Phe Counsellor o f  the   Pol ish Embassy i n  Copenhagen, 
M r ,  Stefanski,   callad on the Head of t h e   F i r s t   P o l i t i c a l  
Division of t he  Danish  Foreign  Ministry on 9 th  August f o r  an 
exchange o f  views on certain  questions  concerning  the CSCE. 
M r .  Stefanski.said,  regarding  confidence  building  measures,  that 
such  measures  could, b e  discussed  either at  the Conferenoe proper  
o r  separately,  Although Mr. Stefanski   s t ressed   tha t  h i s  
suggestions  were of an unofficial   character,   he was r a t h e r  
e x p l i c i t  i n  mentioning  the  following  items: 

(a)   ' reduct ion o f  foreign o r  nat ional  forces ;  

(b) f reezing o r  l imi t a t ion  of ce r t a in  ty-pes o f  
of Sensive weapons; 

(c)   f reezing of military  budgets; 

( d )  l i m i t a t i o n  of manoeuvres i n   f r o n t i e r   a r e a s ;  

(e) .   prohibi t ion o f  transport  o f  nuclear warheads i n  
a i r c r a f t  ; 

(f) prohibi t ion of entry  into European p o r t s  by warships 
carrying  nucl  ear weapons . 

IV. OTHER W@SriW PACT VIEWS 

m Czechoslovak Deputy Foreign Min&ste=. Ruzek(2) 

54. Les 21, 22 e t ,  23 mars 1972,  une  d616gati.on 
tchecoslovaqus,  pr6sidee p a r  N. Miroslav Ruzek, Vice-Ministre 
des  Affaires  Etrangères, a eu au  Ministère  des  Affaires 
Etrangèras, à Bruxelles,  des entretiens  avec une delegation 
belge,  conduite par l e  Vicomte DAVIGNON, Directeur-Gh6ral  de 
l a  Polit ique.  M. Rueek a d i t  qu 'en  mat ibre   mil i ta i re ,  l a  
Tch6coslavaquie  s'inquibte  des  d6cisions da l'OTAN, visant  à 
augmenter s e s  ddpenses: il n'est pas rassurant que l 'A l l i ance  
paraf t   vouloir  n4gocier d'une p o s l t b o n  da forceo , lD4au&e partp  
l e s  problbmes r e l a t i f s  aux MBFR devraient 3 t r e  traites dans un 
organisme  permanent ou daas un au t re  forum qui r e s t e  à d6terminer. 

l( 3)  
55e The Director of the   Pol i t ica l   Div is ion  of the German 

Foreign  Ministry,  Herr von Staden, had an exchange of views 
with Hungarian Deputy Poreign  Minister Nagy in Budapest on 6th 
and 7th March, 1972. On lYIBPR, M r .  Nagy r e fe r r ed  t o  the  Prague 

(1 Information p r o v i v h  Delegation on 

(2)  Information  provided by the  Belgian  Delegation on 

( 3 )  Information  provided by the German Delegation on 

25th August, 1972 

2nd May, 1972 

10th March, 1972 
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Declaration, The CSCE should  not be burdened with such a 
d i f f icu l t   ques t ion ,   bu t   th i s  problem would have t o  be  discussed. 
However, t a l k s  should  not  be  confined t o  bloc-to-bloc  contacts. 
Concerning the  B r o s i o  mission, Mr. Nagy said that it was not 
c lear  whether M r ,  B r o s i o  w 8 s  merely t o  find  out  Soviet  views 
i n  Moscow o r  whether he was a l s o  able t o  explain  Western  ideas. 

56, Les 16 e t  17 mars 1972, une d616gation  hongroise, 
p d s i d 6 e  par  M ,  Jmos Nagy(2),  Vice-Kinistre  des  Affaires 
Etrangères, a eu des entretiens  au  Ministbre  des  Affaires 
Etrangbres à Bruxelles  avec une delegation  belge,  conduite par 
l e  Vicomte DAVIGMON, Directeur-GQn6ral d.s l a  Pol i t ique.  
M, Nagy e ta i t  de l ' a v i s  qu'une  discussion sur l e s  M3FR à. l a  
CSCE s e r a i t   d i f f i c i l e   e t   a l o u r d i r a i t  les travaux,  risquant 
meme de paralyser ceux-ci; l e  manque de c lar t4   ayant .   entoure 
l a  p r o p o s i t i o n  d'une  mission B r o s i o  a d ' a i l l e u r s  laiss6 planer 
un certain  doute sur l a  s incer i te   des  d6marches y r e l a t ives .  

57. The f irst  .Deputy Foreign  Minister o f  Hungary, M r ,  P,uja, 
v i s i t e d  Norway  on 10th t o  .12th A p r i l ,  Mr, Puja said that the 
NATO proposal t o  discuss  questions o f  mi l i ta ry   secur i ty  a t  a 
CSCE would complicate  the  endeavours t o  a r r i v e  a t  an  agreement 
on the Agenda. NATO insis tence on r a i s i n g  th i s  t o p i c  a t  a 
f i s s t  conference  could wreck the  CSCE, Regarding force 
reductions, M r ,  Puja asked for concrete Western proposals, 
Such proposa ls  would b e a r  evidence o f  a more constructive NATO 
attitude  than  sending Mr, B r o s i o  on an exploratory  mission 
which, a t  l e a s t  as seen through East European eyes, was unclear 
a n d  f u t i l e ,  Puja agreed, however, that there  might b e  a need 
f o r  some kind o f  preparatory talks t o  agree on the  time, venue 
a n d  a ce r t a in  common basis f o r  the  negotiations  proper on 
reduction o f  forces. 

Coments by Romanian Forgixn  Minister(4) 

58. The Danish  Foreign  Minister, M r .  Anderson, v i s i t e d  
Romania on 12th t o  15th A p r i l ,  1972, During h i s  t a l k s  with 
Foreign  Minister Manescu, t h e   l a t t e r   r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e   p o l i t i c a l  
and mili tary implications o f  the Warsaw Pact and s ta ted  that 
Romania would f u l f i l  i t s  tasks  and honour i t s  obligations as 
a member, as long as the  Warsaw Pact and NATO existed, In  the  
Romanian view, the  two Alliances were n o t  a guarantee f o r  
European securi ty ,  which was c l ea r ly  brought  out by  the  

2nd M a y ,  1972 
2) Cf,, preceding  paragraph 
3) Information  provided by the  Norwegian Delegation on 

26 th  A p r i l ,  1972 

5th May, 1972 
( 4 )  Information  provided by the Danish  Delegation on 
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h i s t o r i c a l  development, and  which had l e d  t o  the  current  
i n t e r e s t   i n  a security  conference. A security  based on .the 
blocs  could only  lead t o  a kind o f  non-aggression t r ea ty ,  
i.e.  the  continued  existence o f  the  present  structure.  

59. Ln conversation with a,member o f  t he  German Trade 
Mission i n  S o f i a ,  a responsible  authority in  the Bulgarian 
Ministry o f  Foreign Affairs s a i d ,  regarding  the  question o f  
the connection (also as far as timing i s  concerned)  between 
MBFR and.CSCE, that the  importance o f  mi l i ta ry   secur i ty  was 
not  being  underestimated by Bulgaria. However - in   cont ras t  
t o  MBFR - the   preparat ion of t he  CSCE was far advanced owing 
t o  the   b i la te ra l   d ia logues  and the  declarations o f  NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact. Agreement had already  been  reached  in many 
respects,  whereas,  in  the  case of NBFR, no consensus  existed 
ei ther   within o r  between the.Allfmces  concerning some o f  the 
most  elementary  points  (such as, f o r  example, the   par t ic ipa t ing  
countries),   For t h i s  reason, CSCE should  not  be  burdened by 
the  problem of  MBFR, With respect t o  the  synchronisation o f  
mu l t i l a t e ra l  soundings on PRBFR and the  mult i la teral   preparat ion 
o f  CSCE, the   Bulgar ian  off ic ia l  d i d  not   take a position. He 
merely welcomad the  separation o f  the  two problems of CSCE 
and force  reductions as i t  began t o  emerge a f t e r  
President Nixon!s v i s i t  t o  Moscow and the  publication of t he  
Bonn Communiqu6, 

60, The Bulgarian  official   objected t o  the  creat ion o f  
a substantive link between MBPR and CSCE through  the  examination 
o f  confidence  building and s t a b i l i s i n g  maasures by pointing 
out that it would be  consistent and advisable t o  deal with a l l  
multilataral measures i n  one package separate from the  CSCE, 
It would not be appropriate t o  s e i ze   t he   l a rge  number o f  CSCE 
pa r t i c ipan t s  with m i l i t a r y  questions which d i d  not  concern 
them di rec t ly .  The  Four-Power Agreement on Ber l in  as well as 
the   recent  par t ia l  agreements on SALIC had shown tha t   so lu t ions  
were eas ie r  t o  achieve  in a s m a l l  but competent  group, 

V, YUGOSLAV VIEWS 

3 b y 2 )  

61. In the framework o f  regular  contacts between the  
Belgian and Yugoslav Poreign Minis t r ies ,  Ambassador Porthomme 
vis i ted  Belgrade from 24th t o  26th  January, 1972* In  
pa r t i cu la r ,   t he  .roving Ambassador had ta lks  with Ambassador 
Nincic,  the  Special  Adviser t o  the  Federal   Secretary f o r  

-21- 
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Foreign Affairs, who i s  responsible f o r  questions  connected 
with European secu r i ty  and d6tente. The following  points were 
made regapding  the Yugoslav position: 

" " 

with respect  t o  mili tary  aspects,   consideration must, 
be  given t o  t r c o l l ~ t e r a l  measuresv1 (on which i t  i s  
understood that Yugoslavia has prepared a p r o p o s a l  
tha-t i s  l i k e l y  t o  meet with support) and force  
reductions; 

the   requis i te   d i scuss ion  on MBFR must be  held  in   the 
framework o f  a conference  since  otherwise  the  lat ter 's  
scope w i l l  be  seriously  diminished; 

the proposed  reductions should apply f i r s t  t o  
stationed  forces;   they should no doubt start i n  
Cantral  Europe,  but  their p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t  and 
repercussions  in  other p a r t s  o f  Europe and the  
Mediterranean area should also be  studied; 

as Belgrade  sees it, a CSCE must l a y  down 'pr inciples  
and es tabl ish  guidel ines  f o r  disarmament questions; 
negotiations a t  the  technical  level  could  take  place 
i n  an a d  hoc body open t o  any  European country  wishing 
t o  pa r t i c ipa t e ,  

-of Yugoslav Of f i c i a l s  as .  E x p y e s s m a W ( 1 )  

62, In   discussions  held  in   the Hague  on I 1  th  and 12th A p r i l ,  
1972, between Netherlands and  Yugoslav o f f i c i a l s ,   t h e   l a t t e r  
gave it  as the view of  t h e i r  Government that  a CSCE shou ld  
provide  guidelines f o r  the  consideration o f  the   mi l i ta ry   aspec ts  
o f  EuroFean secusi ty ,  b o t h  as regards   co l la te ra l  measures and 
as regards  the  reduction of armaments and armed forces  properly 
speaking, Moreover, t he  Conference should  provide  for  its own 
continuity and f u r t h e r   i n s t i t u t i o n a l i s a t i o n  by establ ishing  the 
required number o f  provisional  bodies,   in which a l l  countries 
represented a t  the  Conference  could pa r t i c ipa t e  and  which wou ld  
be  responsible f o r  the  implementation of  the  conclusions o f  the  
first and f o r  the   preparat ion o f  the  next  conference. These 
bodies would be  established  according t o  t h e  main topics  con- 
sidered a t  the  Conference,  including  the mi l i t a ry  aspects of 
European security. 

63. In  conversation with the Canadian Ambassador, 
Mr, Nincic(3), a s e n i o r   o f f i c i a l   i n   t h e  Yugoslav Foreign 
Ministry,  maintained that the  question o f  mil i tary  aspects  o f  

26th Apr i l ,  1972 
( 2 )  Information  provided by the  Canadian Delegation on 

3rd  August, 1972 
(3)  C f ,  paragraph 61 

:I A , L  
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a CSCE as opposed t o  any MBFR discussion i s  one of  the  nost  
contentious  issues. He said that idea l ly   t he re  should  be 
some link between the  two since  whatever was agreed  in   the 
MBFR context  inevitably had an  effect  on European s e c u r i t y   i n  
i t s  broadest  sense.  According t o  Nincic, Moscow and 'lits 

friends"  (excluding Romania) would prefer  that no secur i ty  
questions b e  discussed i n  a CSCE context - but  he  himself 
argued that developments i n   t h e  area o f  MBFR would have 
Important  poli t ical   implications f o r  a11 European s ta tes .  

b., 
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