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October 10, 1984

Mr. M., Scott Davis

Roosevelt Center

for American Policy Studies
316 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E.
Suite 500
Washington, P.C. 20003

Deatr Mr. Davis:

I am sorry for the delay in responding to your letter
of September 19, but I have only returned a few days ago
from a rather long trip to EBurope.

You have done well with retyping the edited text of
my remarks. I have gone over it once more and it is now
ready to be returned to you. You will find it enclosed.

All my best.

Sincerely,

Max M. Kampelman

MMK :nct
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o ROBSEVELT CENTIR

For American Policy Studies

September 19, 1984

Ambassador Max M. Kampelman, P.C.
Fried, Frank, Harris,

Shriver & Kampelman

600 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20037

Dear Ambassador Kampelman:

I have enclosed our retype of your edited text of your remarks at
the Roosevelt Center on June 4. Unfortunately, we were unable to read
some of your handwritten corrections. I have underlined these and
enclosed a copy of your own edited text. Please read our retype to
fill in these points and to approve it for publication.

If possible, we would appreciate receiving your final markup by
October 19. Many thanks for your contribution.

Sincerely,

Mokt

M. Scott Davis
Research Associate

Enclosures

316 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE, Suite 500 Washington DC 20003 (202/547-7227)

250 South Wacker Drive, Suite 750 Chicago, Illinois 60606 (312/876-1575)
T
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LEON SLOSS ASSOCIATES, INC.

National Security Consultants

1611 N. Kent Street, Suite 511, Arlington, Virginia 22209
703/841-1385

June 21, 1984

Ambassador Max Kampelman
Suite 1000

600 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Dear Ambassador Kampelman:

| Enclosed is the edited transcript of your statement at our meeting on
June 4th.

In editing the transcript, I focused primarily on eliminating redundant
statements and grammatical errors. I did not alter the sequence of paragraphs
within the paper, and made only slight changes in the order of sentences
within each paragraph. Please make any further changes which you feel are
necessary. As you know, we would 1ike to publish the final version in a book,
along with the statements of other speakers from each of the three sessions of
this conference.

We plan to hold the next meeting on July 27 at The Roosevelt Center for
American Policy Studies located at 316 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E., 5th Floor,
Washington, DC 20003 (202/547-7227). 1 hope you will be able to join us
again.

We appreciate your contribution, and Took forward to receiving your
amendments to this draft.

Sincerely,

/

David Sloss

DS:jrn
Enclosure




Kampelman

At the outset, let me say that on the basis of a single
negotiation at CSCE in Madrid, although this negotiation lasted for
three years, 1 am not prepared to recommend any cosmic lessons about
how to negotiate with the Soviets. I have had the opportunity to look
over the transcripts from the first symposium, as well as the papers
of Mr. Sonnenfeldt and Ambassador Dean. It was a humbling experience
to read these papers, which further emphasized for me my own

unreadiness to reach any cosmic conclusions based on my experience.

So 1 will talk about Madrid. I will talk primarily about the
subject of negotiation, rather than the substance of the issues. And
I will wait for somebody else to write a book on how to negotiate with

the Soviets. I expect this will not be a simple task.

Regardless, let me start by saying that I am not a professional
diplomat, had little diplomatic experience before assuming my
ambassadorial post. However, I did have extensive experience as a
negotlating lawyer in the private sector. I also had substantial
knowledge of the political process in this country. I mention this
because 1t proved to be very helpful to me in the negotiations. All
my experience merged to produce in me certain attitudes and behavior

patterns.

Incidentally, I must say I was told, and told in good faith, this
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negotiation would last only four or five months. Nobody thought it

would last three years.

Regardless, it became very clear to me as I immersed myself in
the preparations, that I had three kinds of support problems. One set
of problems concerned support from the State Department and U.S.
government in Washington. I exerted much effort to become acquainted
with the personnel in the Def'ense Department, the Arms Control Agency
and the State Department. I tried to elicit from them their own
insights concerning the major problems we would face. I began this

process very early and never stopped.

The second set of problems concerned my need for a domestic
constituency. I discussed this with the public affairs officers at
the State Department and also with the Commission. The Commission is
a unique feature of the Helsinkl process. It is established by law
and includes senators and congressmen as well as representatives of
the State, Commerce, and Defense Departments. The Commission concerns
itself on a full-time basis with the substance of the Helsinki Final
Act. That is their job. They have a large staff to handle these
issues; nothing comparable exists in the State Department. 1 learned
very quickly they had the specific data I required, except in the area
of security issues, which data I had to obtain from the executive
branch. But in the humanitarian, cultural, scientific and related
areas, the Commission was my primary source of information.

-

Bef'ore the Madrid meeting opened in September, I visited 11 or 12



cities on two or three different trips. The State Department, with
the help of the Commission, arranged meetings in each one of those
cities. They invited ethnic groups and human rights groups who were
interested in the Helsinkl Final Act. They also invited other people
who had expressed their interest to either the State Department or the
Commission. Indeed, there was a great deal of interest in these
issues througout the country. Regardless of these meetings, I told
the invitees what I wished to achieve at the CSCE negotiation, and
listened attentively to their reactions. I learned a great deal from

them.

Just as importantly, these meetings helped me to develop a
domestic constituency. I created a mailing list with the names of
everybody who attended those meetings. I also asked them for names of
other people who might be interested. Later, I sent regular letters
from Madrid to people on that mailing list. I sent them copies, for
example, of all the statements I made. As often as possible, I wrote
them summary letters explaining the course of the negotiation so they
knew I had not forgotten them. I did this primarily because they were
all very skeptical that their concerns would be expressed by the
American delegations at the the Madrid meeting. Many said they had
had the experience before of meeting with pecple and then discovering
thelr concerns were not being taken into account. Frankly, I did not
like that cynicism and did not think 1t was a healthy attitude for
them to have toward our government. Moreover, I did not want them to
have that attitude toward me. So that is why I took great pains to

develop a local constituency.



My third support problem, which was substantively the most
important, concerned the Europeans. Prior to Madrid, there was a

Belgrade meeting because the Helsinkil Final Act provided that there
SHOULY Reviat

v <could-be a Belgrade meeting. At the time of the Belgrade meeting, or

shortly thereafter, I heard frequently from Arthur Goldberg about his
f'rustrations. At the time, I paild little attention because I did not
think I would be involved with that situation. When I did become
involved, though, I remembered Mr. Goldberg's frustrations, which

concerned both our allies and the State Department.

It soon became clear we had had problems with our allies in
Belgrade--problems I hoped we could avoid in Madrid. So I asked the
Department to arrange meetings for me in Europe. My purpose was to
educate myself, to learn the cast of characters in Europe, and to
begin discussion of issues. These meetings proved to be invaluable.
Our allies were extremely gracious and introduced me to high-level
officials, not just my counterparts. Thus it was clear they were

paying far more attention to this meeting than was Washington.

In fact, the lack of interest in Washington was an advantage for
me because 1t allowed me significant freedom. Washington looked upon
the CSCE as a necessary but unimportant sideshow. So those who dealt
Wwith the cosmic issues did not pay much attention to what we were

doing.

One of the problems Mr. Goldberg addressed in Belgrade was called



the "issue of names." Mr. Goldberg had instructions from the
President to deal actively with the issue of Soviet dissidents. To
highlight the issue of dissidents, he felt it necessary to mention
names of victims of Soviet repression. So he mentioned six names in
Belgrade. (The U.S. was the only delegation to do so.)

/ WAr Toud,
Unfortunately, his decision to mention names did nog,have the approval "//

A
of the Department or the allies. As a result, Mr. Goldberg was upset
that the allies were not helping; the allies were annoyed because he
was doing something they had not expected; and the State Department

was irritated because he was acting without the proper clearances from

the Department,\{V‘T‘l He wAS ABLYL CAUAN o Tlky WMISUHES GE Thy /Jr{ra- A~ il

Prior to the Madrid talks, I discussed the issue of names with
the allies wherever I went. I sald it was my personal inclination to
mention the names of the victims of Soviet repression because as a
lawyer, if I was going to make a case, it was essential for me to
illustrate the case. Moreover, I said, I could not illustrate it
without mentioning names, so I hoped they would cooperate with ;g in

that regard. Twer e Irtraosr sorlofrd Tusr PoSirmow —

/r ’suﬂu’ { WAy Tleyg Tuey Yt MT Fact dw dud Le*o ow roe igey -
Ihe—¥RG representative; (1naudible), was Tire—only person who
nefused—to-cooperate on this isswe. The gthers—atrirSatd—they—woudd

LaKﬁ_lL—undenﬂadxéeemenﬁﬁ*-ﬁﬂﬁ-2;; Germans had special concerns about

Trer Dikecr—
their countrymen inAEast.GermaH§~ They were very hanest about this.

N/("'I}J'

¥
They said that in 1979 they had secured the release of ##§,000 ethnic
Germans. (It was then 1980). They had not done it with petitions, or

with demonstrations, or with picket signs in front of the Soviet



Embassy. They had done it by qulet diplomacy. They—ackaowledged swhat

At adso—cest them-meneyr—but _that—atdmnot=ealter anything. They had

L-/?
secured the release of #,000 E&st Germans and did not want to do

anything that would endanger their ability to obtain further releases.

che of Septem
19%3—when-We—had  brearfast Withr—the PoreignMinisters=—in Madrid., He
spoke=abowe-NOW pledsed-kewas—with—this meetines> 1 replied that I

understood gzg:viewpoint and did not want to be responsible for any e
program which lef't even one person behind the iron curtain who might
otherwise get out. But I said that we had to view ourselves as an
orchestra. In an orchestra, there are people who loudly bang the
drums and blow the trumpets, as well as people who softly play the
harp or the pilano. In some orchestras, one person can play more than
one instrument. But like an orchestra, I sald, it is important that
we play music together, and that there be some harmony in what we do;
that is the key. Later, that idea became the theme of U.S.-allied

cooperation in Madrid.

One month before the start of the meeting in Madrid, I had spoken
with my Rumanian colleague during his visit to Washington. +—said—I—
eoutd—eara—things-Lronfim—et_the meebing —s6- 1 asked our Embassy in
Bucharest to invite him and his delegation to have lunch with me on my
f'irst day in Madrid. He accepted, and we had lunch along with a few

people from our delegation.

After the meal, he took me aside to say he had told the Soviet



delegate about this lunch and that the Soviet delegate would also like
to talk with me. In response, I expressed my willingness to meet with
the Soviet delegate. This surprised the Rumanian because we had not
been talking to the Soviets since their invasion of Afghanistan the
previous December. (It was then September.) Regardless, I said that

1l could not conceive of being in a meeting with 35 states and not

hé /HAD
talking to one at the parties. Fmr—thatKkindef—mesting, cught to

be talking to each other.

I had raised that question with the Department beforehand, and
said I thought it would be terrible for me not to talk to the Soviets.
They said I could do whatever I wished. So what I was doing did nos

run contrary to any public policy.

At any rate, the Rumanian was pleased to hear I would meet with
the Soviet delegate. He called me an hour or two later to say the
Soviet was also very pleased. The head of the Soviet delegation for
the preparatory meeting in September 1980 was their Ambassador to
Madrid, Yuri Dubynin. He had previously been the DCM in Paris, had
headed their negotiation in Geneva, and was an expert on the ( SCE&, —

It WA my g AMfAFsSCo
iRauatbten ~MWhen T first tallked to-him  he thought he was going to

Severc—
be head of theadelegation throughout the meetings. As it happened, he

was relieved of that duty and moved to a secondary spot after the

preparatory meeting.

Regardless, the Rumanian called to say Dubynin was pleased and

would like to know where and when we should meet. I suggested meeting



over lunch the next day and asked Dubynin to choose the site. The
Rumanian agreed, but then called me back thirty minutes later to say,
with a touch of sadness in his voice, that the Russian wanted me to
decide where to meet. It was clear the Soviets wanted to be able to
say I had asked for this lunch. The request was foolish because I had
Just arrived in Madrid that day and would have been lost a block from
the hotel. Meanwhile, Dubynin was their Ambassador and knew the good
restaurants. Nevertheless, I said, if he wants to make it appear that

I am asking for this meeting, we can have lunch in my apartment _

53a5ﬁS&*;—kﬁﬁﬂ—¥EWP4*¥1§ﬁrﬂﬁﬂ?FE.

So we met in my apartment the next day. He was attended by his
Ko MNAaRA gL

deputy, a KGB general,nameﬁ—&endnihhex, who remained the number two
man on the Soviet delegation throughout the Madrid conference. This
was a long meeting. I started by saying that I wanted them to know I
was a strong anti-communist and believed thelr system ran contrary to
my values and was a threat to the security of my country. I said this
in a very low, moderate volce, but I wanted them to know. On the
other hand, I said I was very serious about the meeting, and hoped we

could achieve something constructive because it made no sense for us

to do anything else. In retrospect, it was a good talk.

That night I received a phone call from my deputy saying that
UtEV
Kondrfghex had called and wanted to continue the discussions the next

day. At first I agreed. Then I suddenly decided to do something

which I later felt good about: I asked my deputy to tell Kondmdchev

the next night was the Jewish high holidays and I intended to go to




7ue Jowe &
synagogue. However, I said, I would be glad to meet with Kondrichev

Four (7 MAS (Mfog plas~

—

the following day. 1

sypagogue, but primarily to make a statement to the Soviets. Iamnet—
sure I would hawve-gene Lo synagogue otherwise, but after making—that—
statements—L decided—$toe—go+~

Before the Madrid conference began/while visiting London, I had .

talked to my British colleague about NATO Caucuses. When I saw him

again on my first day in Madrid, I offered to hold the Caucus' first
meeting at the American Embassy. He suggested that it would be better

to hold the first meeting at the British Embassy because the French

might not attend a meeting at the U.S. Embassy. In Belgrade, they
Oglxzi(attendsd—the NATO Caucuses. So we held the first meeting at the
British Embassy. We then rotated sites alphabetically, so the U.S.

hosted the second meeting.

—— TCelC FLATS gas
Regardless, Ahe first NATO meeting wa?/fﬁgﬁgggé day I had met my

Rumanian friend for lunch. I told the NATO Caucus about my lunch with
the Rumanian, as well as my appointment to have lunch with the Soviets
the next day. 1 said I did not want to be in the position of refusing
to meet with the Soviets, but that I would find a good reason to
cancel the luncheon if they objected to its taking place. I thought
they might not want one conference to begin with a meeting between the
superpowers, but they all enthusiastically agreed I should proceed

with the meeting.

We then discussed what we hoped to gain from a meeting with the
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Soviets. Note the conference was then in a preparatory phase, the
purpose of which was to develop an agenda. Both the NATO countries
Risarircedss

and the Soviets were veery unhappy with the agenda and the modalities

of Belgrade. But the NATO countries agreed among themselves to accept
Ve WE (yend CaAli(1 (IvF Wit PdA

the Belgrade modalitiesy Sq’f_E;S;ésed we make an offer to the

Soviets to accept the Belgrade modalities, and thereby avoid a long

dispute over the agenda.

ACKEry Anz
The NATO Caucus Xiked—the—proposal . —e0 I made that offer to the

Soviets. I noted it was an election year, and it would be very
Iar Tur VS

popularqfor us to have a fight over the agenda. Nevertheless, I said,

we would prefer to spend just three days or a week on the agenda, be
TReittro (et Vo rgog

done with it, and save our fights for the main issues4on which we hav

serious differences. Werren—limmerman;—who—was—my deputy, thought I

11

= - - 3 ek [ = > - (] = B2 ) [[]
NARrer rem ey Avs THAT PACOS 2o Teorf D(S4d UAnrdce,
As—IT Nappemed., they rejected the proposals The result was that the

preparatory meeting lasted for nine and a half weeks. In the end,

T ;th
they capitulated and gave us much more than we had expected.

At the end of the NATO meeting, I said I thought I should report
at the next NATO meeting about my meeting with the Soviets. We had
not yet scheduled the next meeting, so I proposed holding it the

following afternoon. My purpose was to make them feel we were
Tt
sharing, and, I was not doing anything behind their backs.

0 CLOAPE [Wawinr( ((a- Woes 86
L then spoke to the Frenchmem—afterwards, -who—I—kroew—was curious
N ARETA e Twp Soviers, f“"((m FooAD gy~

about what—happened,-and said I -thought—he-—sheudd attend the next
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meeting which was going to be at the U.S. Embassy. He did come to the
U.S. Embassy and subsequently attended every NATO Caucus throughout

Feuw
the Madrid meeting. For the first two weeks, he spoke in French, and
Tup(c-y:m To AC Cupegair A
After twd weed

I needed a translator. 5 started speaking in
knglish. We then had yvery—sgeod—diseussions and developed a good
relationship.

AT Lour

Throughout the conference, the NATO Caucus metAthPee times a

week. If we were at a critical point in the discussions, we might

meet five or six times a dayy Iindeed, we would-hoeld—a—vwirtually
centlnuous session-on-the-side.

O
I myself did not get very involved in procedural issues. My%i

OTHG‘A'J' rar ASTenpy MAJ e
position was clear, se—F—3et—others—in the NATO group h&ﬂé}e-ég Alyfe T8 Ly

HEQw, My PREFrLeerct (4 NEANGE?
beeguseT—d ot ldke to argue too much about &geadd};ssues.

h Raﬁandles&g_ini_L-menLianaQ,;ﬁt the end of the preparatory session,ﬁ}werdewe7
[-:dr t AMam

T Assuar AL

, Llyachev arrived from Moscowﬁand gave us what we wanted. That ended

the preparatory session.

The main meeting continued with intensive bilateral discussions

T /iy, | Nag
between the U.S. and Sovie~s. Overﬂthree yearg, my—secretaries

counted between 375 and 400 hours of private meetings with the

Unthatecrir fakrc
Soviets. That is a lot of talking. Much of it was uastadA/Wfégﬂlj

HMrwm ) Ant
Ilyachev, parsicularly. He was 75 years old when he starteqq 76 when

et MECC oA Tret
he r'inally returned toAChina4 f he did not want to talk

substantively, he would talk about Chinese cooking or his adventures

in China. [&ut we did have some
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pry PlOOL C g

seriouqqdiscussions.

There was one important difference between the Madrid meeting and
FeR 7T 8~
other U.S.-Soviet negotiations which makes it difficuquto generalize,

Based upomr my—experienee—imrMadrid, on how to negotiate with the

Soviets: bur government did not view the conclusion of an agreement
as our most 1mportant objective. We would have liked to reach an
agreement or at least one that served our interests. But as the

meeting evolved, I became progressively less excited about reaching an

agreement. W HAS GTRA oAurries AS Wil

/4‘1 2V N TALCyr #1146~
L_had—eprejudtee as a lawyer kecause—I-would also tell young_ -
Conitrd iy A MRITTN B

lawyers who-were—entering—the—fipm that eocnetusien—of-an agreement

WAS AxY [7M0(CATyen?
daas_nnn.necessargﬁy“tnaée&%e that a negotiation was successful. A

AC"(I'M Qg 'r Cﬂd“'ﬂw}’
negotiation 1s successful only if one eb%vadins_the agreement he—wants.
WRLTTE, ) :

One can reach agreements that are not in one's interest. It would be
Fa
A FURES P
absurd to call that-successifnl negotiationﬂsimply because a piece of

/
paper wd%‘signed.

While negotiating in Madrid, there was one very important fact we
always tried to remember: we had signed an agreement in 1975 which
defined an important set of values. But the Soviets did not adhere to
that agreement and acted as if they had not signed it. That fact was
always in our minds, and I reminded the Soviets about it continually.
Particularly as we became personally closer after spending many hours
talking with each other, I never let them forget that fact. I would

TUNT
say to the Sovietsnwe were prepared to have an agreement to disagree,
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and to meet again in two or three years. I sald the issues were too
fundamental for us to expect to reach an agreement. We would require
”ﬁﬁﬁé@ﬁ they could not give us, I said, and we would not accept

anything less. I was very candid. This proved to be a useful tool,

although I did not intend it as a tool; I really meant it.

Comcevnit A Whores OnL
Conmedusionr—ofan dgreement was cee%al%&y—one of our objectives.

t there were sdwo other objectives.

One important objective was alliance cohesion. Indeed, this objective
assumed greater importance as the meeting continued, and more people
in our government became interested. (As the meeting progressed, 1
began to recelve more questions and more visitors. Members of
Congress would come and would want to know what was happening. I
welcomed that.) Frequent NATO Caucus meetings furthered alliance
cohesion because the allies knew the U.S. would not adopt any position
at the conference without first clearing it with them. I might state
O Ttey ¢

some 1issues more forcefully than would some of our allies, but ‘=t
Wovtg Jaipw A,

times—thre—Brisish—delegate—appeared even more anti=Sovief than T,

Apart from the NATO Caucus, the Common Market countries also met

as a group. We had thought after the second or third week that we

BufLicaTIvi—
could avoid these, meetings, since the NATO Caucus was meeting so

frequently. Every Common Market country, except Ireland, had agreed
™G B [ s
to dispense with & separate Caucus. So the Irish delegate, with—whem
Totd, Ser 0
I—d4séussed—;hiﬁ~%&ma&4u;;uﬂugxhhlegnmmended—&eﬂding a cable to higbu’

supertors saylng the others urged the formation of a Western Caucus
A~y I/A‘fﬂ .

that would include Irelandﬂbeunepéaee-th&—NA$G—CaunuS?-$he—Wee%enn‘J
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ucu .

In this manner, the Irish delegate told his superiors] /Tﬁglr position

would be fully considered in one context of the Western Caucus.

The Irish government rejected this proposal, so the Common Market
countries continued meeting as a group. I suggested to the other
Mot = T~/
excluded- members of the NATO Caucus that these meetings should be no
OV NALE & Jrn-,
cause tor concern. I Pecommenaeqmwe view the EC as a subcommittee of
the Western Caucus. The subcommittee could make recommendations to
the larger Caucus, but these would be subject to the approval of the
W Efegen
larger group. My recommendation was,accepted and the procedure was
followed. Some people in %3% Department were wgpy.unhappy about this
arrangement, but I did not even try to alter it because it was a
hopeless cause. Indeed, the EC subcommittee proved to be useful in
much of our work.
Anririsey
J\z(fne of our objectives was to begin the process of bringin? Spain
/Rt
into NATO. Thus, the head of the Spanish delegation, Javieﬂ Pevez, /
who became the first Spanish Ambassador to NATO, met with us

frequently to discuss this issue. Moreover, Spain was present at all

meetings of the NATO Caucus.

DURinG 7 PRIvATE M qeTiq Wit
At one time, . llyachev asked—to—meet with me—privetetry;—So0 1
n
THAT

agreed.At—obr _meeting . he complainedathe Soviets were making all the

S VESTANT

4concessions, while we were making none. He—~charged—$Hhis—was—nat pright

ar-mede—them—3oox—bad. He .as very eamdids [/ ACé&:A[£°* f?‘cunqynmrh
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Trey NAE An g
- Fraplied "dssume—that . ¥pon entering a negotiation, yau_hape—to‘v

0BJECTIVE &S To WHELE Tupq wasr To g AT TWC B | Tupy
nclude a—eerbain-—agreement. 0 Nnot begin by asking merely for

Twe ru
what you hope to recelve; rather, yed ask for far more, assuming that

e rug
'?23 will make compromises which lead to the agreement ng want. It
A T Lag AT Junf M ~% g
would be fine if the U.S. could adopt a similar approach , ﬁut we

( exlyrces i \ A Hewe M/ 134”-""/’%/
cannot because we have to negotiate NATO, oreover, we must

(M2 Tuis REsTRAMWS m-auﬁ wr can Bag i/ ovR 539.«.;;4_
satisfy public opinion, YThus, although we might enter a NATO meeting

with a proposal that asks for far more than we hope to receive, by the
[ Corpiamed

time we meet with you,Awe have already moderated our demands to

satisfy the Danes, Norwegians, Dutch, Germans, etc. We also must

moderate our demands to persuade our publics that we have a reasonable

position. As a result, we begin our negotiations with-yeu by

proposing something reasonably close to our final position, whereas
f‘!“-l‘fﬁ-’tdp

yeu begin with a heavily padded proposal. Thus, to conclud- an

{ J‘AU: w

agreement,ﬂyou must make most of the concessions because we have very

little left to concede."

Me
He listened very attentively to this—speeech and did not raise the

lssue again. I—$hdnk he understood I -weas—rights

The NATO Caucuses were indispensable. They were informal
caucuses which we often supplemented with dinners and luncheons.
Occasionally, one member of the group would arrange a private lunch
for four or five of the 16 countries. I attended such lunches, but I
never arranged one because I did not want to be accused of excluding

Arevrsrue coy
anybody. Regerdress-, those private meetings were very useful. e

would sometimes—arrive at a position Enﬁ‘*h9“ﬁiEX_EE_EéEI:EE:E§:E§%’
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~ig sroup.

/w 44
The Soviets helped us a great deal BF radicalizing the West with—

their behavior. There is no question about it. They occasionally

NMEGET (AT, are bivcey ALIEa~paT6D 2TtHexc,
engaged in suach foolishﬁbehavior

\reeniierass & COleeri gar
The Western Caucus there wasﬂvef#f%;rsonalzg\cohea&#a. That

coheslveness enabled us to agree on instituting an eight-month recess reoe

Marew Tu Vougqge {290,

A

e of Poland's declaration of martial law. During that
TR
recess, 1 received many cables fwem our allies saying—they were Féru -
PACIScqr o RENEWY NECITANA) Ar
expectantty—awaiting e resumption of the meeting.se—that-—we could .
RETUy 7¢ 'Busivry Af VS g g
- We did not want to reopen the conference -

(MR oy
because nothing had ehanged in Poland.

A Ad (4

Fortunately, on the last day before the recess, the Norwegians
A
(M &adren Vet Ay

totre/ me the Common Market countries were planning to meet during the
0T o Uy wWoRd THE(FIY oM T o Amrn HE S Eckrre
recess., amdthe——bt-+S._would be excluded,, tcould be
dangerous for- 1d -
IRy T Abeey beot (CtF
asked him-whether—he—eould arrange a meeting(IﬁdNSFan, He—said—tt—

H& Googgunpai. ~H Wy dLso
would be good forﬂ —arr

(e ANOY ingy

eteetion—in—Norway and it weulrd strengthen the NATO feelingT/'So‘I

suggested we meet in September in Oslo and everybody agreed.

At the Oslo meeting, it was very clear we were pores apart. I

STATEY
sad+e f'irmly we would not do business as usual because there had been

no change in Poland, and we had agreed not to negotiate until the
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MALTG AR )
A@ﬁfﬁﬁfion there had changed. The Europeans said their publics

required continued negotation. Regardless, we—-didrot Tevper—

nggotiations with the Seviets;—theousgh W did'schedulq/another NATQ HAezey

meeting fﬁiLisbon. Mepeo#ecv?%rter two days in Lisbon, we agreed to
meet again in Brussels. This series of meetings yielded a very good
ResVl —
e St 3

fté*’--f i d &A= RCVurA recw FeA

were—fien,—In—thet—respeets Reagan's‘}ntransigence was very helpful
becauseczﬁé;fzzz knew wk_¥re not bluffing. I simply told our allles
I could not conduct business as usual because: a) I am against it
myself, and b) even if I were not, 1 could not possibly persuade the
Reagan Administration to soften its stance. The Europeans understood

CAME VA Woiry
this argument, and aequiesced. A (s Mirtcy LEAYEY o ~Ee7g

Ary BErT (AT,

Question: I have a question about the long hiatus that occured in
the preparatory session after your initial proposal for
quick resolution of the agenda issues. Do you think the
Soviets simply lacked instructions and could not arrive
at a compromise on the procedures? I ask this question
because, at our previous seminar, several participants
observed the Soviets tend to enter a meeting with a
fixed position which they will not alter until they
receive new instructions.

[ wAS §v CCEIT it A
Kampelman: The Soviets did not lack instructions; howeyer;—they

CHAMrEE /ns
were~slow—Ho—Lollaw their instructions. It took about a
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week or ten days before it became clear to me they had
rejected my offer. In the interim, they had cabled to

Moscow. they ¢

cabred—regularly.

A
_Indeed,_onﬁ_Qi-%he*aﬁvantages*ﬁf%osi informal

TG BeugLor#s BETe St US kw(CH Cocty Go HELAFC, Tuet WL e

relationship w&s—thaz‘Lhey_;e}d~me_a_ﬁnud_deal—abe&%=ﬂ
Cheicsy 7, RFJM; (s /J'A-tﬂ 7 GRUNT gerl |5, cr [/ veeATia g
thelr precess, AL _one point, T fold—the—KGB person wha
bt P4~
was running the delegation—that-—I-sedidom spoke #rem a

[ ACRer4 Ty (flade Ton Jowee DECECAT e~
Given that—thetad—to cablizsMoscow

prepared text,
3 if

hrotye Ome WE TPAVSCLiggy THam,
+—gave—frim exact cpples of my statements, sald that

Ors oF R Sra Re wWAS
?6EE&—be~#enx_haf%ﬂuLT—sc—l assigned a—persen to record

all my statements because I did not want to be
misquoted. Thus, even when I spoke extemporaneously,

omebody reco i a copy

would be sent to the Soviet delegation.

It is worth noting that for many months after the
Afghanistan invasion, the CSCE provided the only forum
in which we could talk to the Russians. We were not
talking in Vienna, Geneva, the UN, Moscow or Washington.
For that reason, we discussed a wide range of issues 1in

Madrid.

One reason the Soviets were slow to compromise in the

T HAx-
preparatory session waﬁqthey thought they could easily
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divide the West on procedural issues. They were wrong.
Whilquiscussing Que issuqﬂwith the Soviets, I suggested
L LiaLs

they should also talk to the British, bh@fﬁgrmans or the
Dutch. I said this because I knew our allies agreed

\ Lo
with us. In contrast, they would not4§hggest we talk
separately to the Hungarians because they could not be

Coma({ T STV rucal™d oy A lé‘lﬁ?(ﬂ"ﬂfr(/
conf idents—of—Hungaryts supports,” Thus,

our alliance

cohesion surprised the Soviets and eventually forced
Move VIR Ladehs

them to ccmﬁ&ggiee/ﬁfggr they realized they could not

divide us.

Vol e LV
Interestingly enough, the b;gges:.dispute over a
procedural issue took place while 1 was gone. While I

was away for a long weekend, my deputy, Spencer QOliver,

Anbtipeeq (TASTL A gAY an ey ATy
together with, ¥aesed, the FRG , @ecided
LEAd raseeu nr
oR—a- pg|_jca; t8s—
because T was—net—there TO agitate. Regardress;—the -

(o4 C (4T
West, led-by the—¥PR&forced the meeting to continue for
A

24 hours without break. This was a case of procedural -

issuesnhagnming_hizhlv emotional., My deputy was full[__d
‘cemmitted to the king me _
throughout—the-night by telephoning to tell me what-was
hrappening~— Il wanted—to be Informed;—bub—Lt—+old-him to _

s g
resolve the—issues—as—he—thought—bests~ In the end, he-
Flectbentac
won theﬂbattle.

At several points in the CSCE negotlations, the neutral
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B T

countries were very active. Their involvement sets an
interesting precedent for the current Stockholm talks as
well as for possible future multilateral negotiations on
non-proliferation. With this in mind, can you tell us
the impact of the neutrals' activities on the

U.S.-Soviet dialogue, and on the U.S. posture towards

its allies?

Let me first say that, in my opinion, the neutrals'
active involvement benefited us at the meetings. They
provided a splendid way to bridge the differences
between East and West. Regrettably, they were not
MSa
active enough. Also,ﬁgﬁey wer%‘not as constructive as
they could have been because the four--Sweden,
Switzerland, Austria and Finland--had some- differences
among themselves. These were mostly personality
differences which could have been resolved. But they
J:ﬁgde the tactical error of including the "non-aligned"
countries: Yugoslavia, Cyprus, Malta and others. As a
FREG g rLy

result, they could not, agree among themselves on how to

proceed.

I encouraged every effort by all of the neutrals.

However, I did ask them not to introduce any proposal
that would surprise me because I wanted to know what
they were doing. I told them they should Know what I

could accept and what I could not accept, and that I



. .
ap Foog b T4
cauld aecept very littleﬁ//EE;; made some errors of

Judgment, in_this-—pregard. At times, they were somewhat
too timid. Nevertheless, the neutrals made important
contributions and can be expected to do so in the

f'uture.

The Soviet attitutde towards the neutrals was
ambivalent. On a few occasions when the Soviets agreed

with us on an issue, I proposed we jointly seek the

(A (citazin.
neutrals' aupﬁ&nhv~/6heir typlcal response was to say we

. REFO(ty
did not need the neutrals' suppert. They wanted to do

things on a bilateral bégiéfﬁ As it turned out, however,
bilateral discussions almost never elicited important
concessions because they did not want to appear to be
conceding to the U.S. Thus to elicit major Soviet
concessions, we had to use the neutrals, and at the
cruclal moment the Spanish, to set forth proposals. The
only exception was when Brezhnev spoke to the 26th Party

Congress and made a concession concerning the,;@rngY

geographical area under consideration. This was early

in the conference, however K bpefore the Sewiets hardernes.
thetr-stance towapds—the—HST—

f
(afL Lty
After thquight-montq{hiatus, we entered the reconvened

meeting with new proposals and new requests. One of
Uniors, A 5oy

these was a Danish proposal concerning free tradedwhich

was not included in the Helsinki Final Act. The Danes



‘ ' - | "'
i .

e Fo
WiTie Tie= o Ut SC THE 77“",
initiated this proposa%das a demonstration to Washington

that they were not asking the U.S. to engage in business

questioned whether they would adhere to it. So I
Af Ted STire
pointedly asked the Danish delegate whether hgﬂwould

abandon the proposal under pressure. He suggested we
e CAuew

discuss the idea w&%h NATO ,, “We raised the issue at the

5 Auispe,

Ersbcg meeting, and I asked whether others would support

the propoasl. I said I needed to be able to present a

firm commitment to my government in Washington because

1= Woenyg BE A WELES GErtudp
otherwise 5heg_unulﬂ_ﬁgan_heing—é;aﬁdcnedr

as usual. I thought it was an interesting idea, but

When the conference reconvened, the neutrals entered _
LFFEer ety AN Lhdigag MATO viow) (BU D (AP SLetir G T M)

with a proposal on~£ﬁee—%#adgvwhtch~eengggglnned—eaﬂﬁ.

; A
The neutrals' position may have been acceptable to bhe
RR(&H¢ |

b&gapeaua but it would not have been acceptable to'my

canstituency—in—Gengress~ I told the neutrals,—somewhat.
gpotrogetically, that I could not accept their proposal,

and added that I had warned them previously about this.

Tete 4ive AR CAME Clelun ;4
In response, neutrals amended their paper, so—agree—with-

us. The~Buss1ans—wefe—vefy—aﬁgpy—xha%—%hey—wEfe—theﬂ_-ﬁ

Question: Did you ever bluff the Russians or try to bluff them?

Kampelman: I am not a bluffer generally. I may occasionally have



added a bit of rhetorical fluff to a position, but I am
not by temperament a bluffer in any kind of negotiation.
I tried to be very stralght both with our allies and

with the Soviets.

all the
Rumania openly disa em at the end of—
e 2
the conference, (Kop e—tong time, /the POles amd-

arians were wor the —

Russdans to change their stance on certain issues+—BUt
they did so quietl1+_Hhich—ée—vefy—ﬂifferentf;%BNear the

dieecgomes ., Sor
end of the conference, the ¥+5+—and SovVIerts mad narrowed

fur THE UL e

thedr differentesy—Meanwhile, the Soviets wad-adopted a-

00 A Braa

new position at the adviee—of thedelegetien. Andropov

sent a letter to the heads of state of all 35

participating countries saying he would accept the
AT (5 MITHr AU Tl CoALE,
neutral documentd,/ﬁhe Soviet delegatq{ then argued that

thelr position was unalterable because Andropov had

s
signed his name to kis plece of paper. I replied by
jmq?(gl"
saying thea1had made a mistake by advising Andropov to

( MEGITY Somp CHAACE ) (ae
sign the letter. I saild

AL~
the neutrals' position, and I exprained.my reasons to
the neutrals. I stated my terms and said that if those

terms could not be met, we would agree to disagree.

Then the Rumanians did something which surprised wéa

everyone. <IT didmot—surprise me because theRumamtamr—



T

delegate—had told me he had new dnstruetiens—from-his
A dSi2cen
He announced, to the entire conference that

Wieter  ondBn <oy THE Najpgpe.
r_support the neutrals' -pesttiom,—

A 1o CEFECE o ltloATIH YT,
in—splte—of—Andrepovls letter, Nidturally, this undercut

the Soviet position and rendered it’ﬁQUy@ Fortunately,

we found the Soviets a face-saving exit from their

predicament. The hosts convened a meeting to say it was

time for the meeting to end, despite the remaining

dirferences. They then set forth a proposal which gave
decec

us what we wanted, and it was over. The Sovietg were
A

ey angry, but Moscow acquiesced.

My uncompromising approach worked only because we had a
reasonable position. If we had not had a reasonable
position, the allies would not have supported us. This
is generally true. The allies will accept either a
substantive or a political defense of our position, but
it must be a reasonable defense to win their support.
It must also be reasonable for the neutrals to
understand it. Thils does not mean they will always
agree with us, but they should at least understand our
position. If we adhere firmly to an incomprehensible
position, we will be accused of obstructing agreement.
At the CSCE, no one could say we were trying to sabotage
the negotiation because they knew we had a reasonble

-

position.
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This factor was also important in maintaining the
support ofi&§‘domestlc constituency. It was very
important to me not to loseﬁﬁ?fdomestic constituency.
Thus, I had to set forth a position they could accept.
This was not my foremost priority, but it was an
important priority. They were one of my audiences.
Indeed, whenever I spoke I had that audience in mind.
The 35 delegations were one audience. The Soviet Union
was another audience, since I knew they were taping the
talks, and I wanted my speeches to be preserved in their
THE D(535106nTs BE A 2T [ gon (LATAN VRE ARtuen AL oF (A/oR Tgac g |
computer., But Western public opinion was equally
important to‘ﬁ%. For that reason, I held numerous press
conferences. I appeared on the BBC and spoke with World
Service at least once a week. Indeed, I spoke with them
as often as they wanted. In addition, I made myself
available to European television and any press people

who expressed interest in the conference,

The Soviets were not happy about my media campaign. At
one meeting they saild, in a rather aggréived way, that
misinformation was coming out of the meetings. (Indeed,

PROG 4y 1 INASUERTEAT
there was someAmisinformation coming out of these

guf "f‘f?uu
meetings.) They added shese were supposed to be closed
meetings, not open to the public, and I should not be

talking to the press.

I responded by saying that I understood their concern,



Question:

Kampelman:

]

and I was glad the Soviets were not suggesting I was the
source of misinformation. (They never said I was the

source, so I assumed they were not accusing me.) Then I
sald that one reason for the misinformation was that we

DEECT~
were not disseminating enough accurabe information. I

EFk THe NEETI™
added that our delegation would be preparedAto hold one
public session per week. But I felt compelled to say
the U.S. 1s a democratic society, and I represented the
people of our country. I must speak with the press, I

(W Teq g ranp
said, so my people know what I am doing fer-tHhem.

dip wer
However, I promised I wewld—newer tell the press what

any other delegation said at the meeting. I would only

discuss the U.S. position. T kept—this—premise—eand-by .
SO dulngi;—eased—the Soviet gereerms—about—
contigentiatiby—

Can you speak about the use of the back channel in these
negotiations?

EX/CA 1B e T
Let me first give an #H3usteration that initiated me %g
this~process. During the preparatory meeting, it became
increasingly clear that we had to take a position on the
French CDE proposal. In December 1979, before
Afghanistan, Secretary Vance had indicated at the NATO

ministerial that we would support the French proposal.

Br:ezxnEkI‘fEit~%h;s-uas-un&uthon&&e&7~ﬂ66fifter the
e &y
Afghanistan invasion, Brgezinski _had us pul%kback f'rom



.

that position. By the following October, we still had
not taken a position on the French proposal. Meanwhile,
the conference was scheduled to begin on November 11 and
the Department was pressing very hard for the U.S. to

officially support the French.

I was asked to attend a meeting in the Situation Room at
the White House, chaired by the Secretary of State. As
it happened, the Deputy Secretary, Warren Christopher,
chalred the meeting because Secretary Muskie was not
availlable. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the Directors of ACDA and the CIA were all there to
discuss the issue. At first, I sald very little because
I was still learning the situation and wanted to hear
what others had to say. Then Mr. Christopher asked me
for my view. I said forthrightly that my view was
parochially limited to what I saw as my opportunities
and responsibilities in the negotiation. Then I offered

WHCK WAS (& rag macg  JACCC a78/ .
my viewpoing,

support the French proposal. ChriQEOpheﬁ\?aia\?e had
had the same thought, b had been afraid to express it.

So they dgreed.

Whgn I left)the megting, / Ridg waylé;7b was %}en the
f fl| !

Cgunselor fo the State D¢partment,/ and Ggorge Vet bath
; :
é’d /;

/ proachedZme tozésk w?é;her I understopd what

/
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I had/an idea, but /was not quite sure.

the issue. I replied/I did not want fo

I wanted use 1t ag a bargaining le¢ver,

The election took place and Reagan won. I received a

oty ~Mata
call from the Department saying,thatﬂthqlgeeting was

scheduled for November 11 Sipee—that—is. only one week
S oy [ ~er row Cakay our mu YVBLATAT
away, 5

gi¢ S?er‘h

tThe—Fremcir proposal- I said I ked not yet—fuldy—

J Hé‘-{«f

propesady—Il-—did-not want the Carter Administration to-
make that decislon. I—%heught it—would be a serious—
mistake Decause—when-Reagan took offlees—he—was—likety-
to_discard every decision made—by—oarter. The State
§ERT THE (SSvio
Department protested—that—thris—was——nmot—faiy to Carter,
and-that we could pnot staii—the governmeat—until Januapy—
20+——After hearing my apguments;—they suggested—I cable
~my—views to the President;—bubt—eautioned—they woulta—
+recommend against my -approscir~ I did as they suggested,.
anaJZEE Presldent agreed to leave the decision to

Reagan. Phus;,—fmever commritted myseif—onr—this—issue—
Q

APITUGR [ L ST AT o [
Sometime in October I decided I was going to make my

opening speech on November 17. I spoke to -a junior

State Department employee for whom I had a great deal of
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respect. He was a very capable young man with whom I
had worked closely, and I like{his thinking. I told him
exactly what I wanted to say in my speech, and asked if
he would write a draft for me, since I would not have
time to write it myself. He said he would love to write
the draft. Ba%ec*_éé ;:§Zdﬂcaliﬁme periodically to say
he was very busy, working seven days a wee%,and had not
had a chance to write the draft. About a week
beforehand, he told me over the telephone he would
surely get 1t done that weekend. Reweuver, éﬁ'deputy did

mob—think I could depend—om him an® volunteered to write

it himself. 1 agreed.

4 CHEDY
I was Sﬂpégﬁgg to present the speech on Monday, the

17th. At first, I ald not press my deputy because I
Sre—

knew he was very busy. E4aall3TzLha_Eniday.beﬁepeﬂE-WHS‘ﬁ

supposed to speak I asked-him—for his dpafé.. He said—

he would do it. _Regrettably, he had a habit of getting
wed/

up at 5:00 in the morning to de—these-things, so I

declded on Sunday to write the speech myself. -My—sdepubty

dia—bring me a speech on Monday mopning. but I had wme—

wse—~for his speech sinee—Tt—had—weibtben—my owrs

Obviously, there was no time to clear the speech.
Frankly, it never occurred to be to clear it. Nobody
had ever told me to clear my speeches. But even if I

had wanted to, I did not have time to clear the speech.
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If the State Department person had written it for me, it

would have been a cleared speech. But I never did
recelve a draft from him, so I delivered my own and sent

a cable to Washington with a copy.

Somehow the Reuters correspondent in Madrid heard from
one of my staff that the speech had not been cleared.

He asked the Reuters person in Wasington to ask the
spokesman at one of their daily press conferences
whether the speech had been cleared. The Reuters person
in Washington did as he was asked, whereupon the
spokesman, knowing every speech is cleared, replied that
of' course i£¢:;££2&eacb{ Ambassador Kampelman's speech
is government policy, he said. He did not know what I
said, but he knew it was government polic&k\ Yet, the
Reuters correspondent in Madrid had reason to believe
T4 (53vE lets, OR Ceensd

Aad L
the speech waa,notﬂcleared.
CL &AL u(’, BT s waf AMn ARSpl ArD 1A TERETT /8 GXIE 1006 .

Ttk igfwhdrﬁr- JA W

IMyoRew——i—told-her—she—did—not—rmeed—to—lie;—and—that—

s peneas

then-agreed—to—stiok-—her—Teck out—by——saying the speech

was not cleared, but it was government policy. 8he-

that she hoped - e
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At

ime, my cochalrman was G

he did nof spend much tfime there, he happened| to be in

Washingt while this

as taking place. Somehow, he
incorrecfly thought the State Department was ynhappy
that th

speech had noft been cleared, and was junhappy

about the speech, though he personally thought\it was a
ot excited and called the
President, which I dif not know. After receiving this

he President spnt me a letter saying whalt a great

speech| I had made on Lovember 17. I doubt the [President

ever read the speech.

\

Let me add one final word in regard to the speech of
November 17. Shortly before the Christmas recess the
next month, there was a cocktail reception,for me. I
arrived somewhat late, after one Eastern European
Ambassador had drunk too much vodka. He was a nice man.
He approached me, put his arms around me and said that
he was taking my speech of November 17 home to show to
his son. That was interesting because the speech

contrasted democracy with Leninism, but began by saying

ess A A
that the United States and bhéESUVTe%~ﬁgion-eau%d never

[CovesT EACH Orfct tw hag

.

be_gngaged in nuclear war. It also discussed the

similarities between the two--the Cossacks and the

cowboys, for example. I started with a positive tone

WANTED ATT EATICM gb? 7 Engpyg * e A
because I 3 L

o¥xprained the fundamental Teason—that—Il thought there
FldM ATTANC cu LG~ tm,

.| Although —
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