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INTERVIEW OF BUD MC FARLANE. JL
October 18, 1989
(Side 1)

Q What is your understanding of why did Clark leave as NSC
advisor?

MR. MC FARLANE. Well, what he said to me about it was that
he just was tired, that he didn't think that he was able to help
the President in the same way that he used to. And I'm not sure
I quite understand what he meant by that. But I took it that he
believed he had been ~- betrayed is the wrong word -- that the well
for him had been poisoned by Mike and that in his kind of gentle
way he said he thought he had become a source of discord or
disharmony or something 1ike that., and that he was no longer as
effective with the President as he used to be and he was just tireﬂ
also and wanted to leave,

or not?

MR. MC PARLANE. I don't think so. Although I wasn't tho:g-,"' R
in the closing months. I had been in the Middle East in August and
September and there may have been some discord bctunen Dill thte:'

I don't know about. FEAL 007,_1 don' t know,

: _next thing I ju-t hichliqhtad here was this cnmn ‘_
post 2“1 tc -rl!ﬂ ; :

This comes out of this Gordievaky ‘8t
kuo: ons rtm ukod ‘to uurrey cbo ‘

Q Do you think there was much of a policy dim-nsidn»to ig‘
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ééka this with principals in place could be alarming. And I thought
at was a valid concern. e T I A R e e T E o

And I talked to Cap about it and E2g_sggggﬁ_&h;;_;ng;g_gunng
to be some very obvious missing playerS and other ways of telling
that this was clearly an exercise, and did. And there were, I
think if you'll check back, some folks, notably the President, Vice
President and the Chiefs, one of the commanders {n EUCOM wasn't
‘Blaying.

But apart from that, at the time it didn't seem to me to be
a genuine crisis at all. If you recall, this was in a matter of
less than a week of both the Grenada landing and the Marine bombing s
_Oof a presidential speech. And T WoUId have thought Ehat certainly
the Russians aren't going to expect us to be attacking right now
when we had all this on our plates. I_didn't give it a lot of
thought to tell you the truth. - 3

It wasn't until later when folks from the Dartmouth group or
somebody that travels in a fairly -- access to high levels -~ it
might have been Brent; I don't know -- reported that the Russians
rightly or wrongly were genuinely concerned about our so-called
Preparations for war that I took it a little more seriously and I
asked -- because it could be alarming. And my concerns were two-
fold and I think I asked Bi1l Casey about this. Number one, given
the kind of sharpness of rhetoric throughout '83 between us and the

Soviets, might this just be a kind of a traditional Russian ploy;
_that is, trying by sowing these stories in Europe to fuel kind of
“alarmist fears in Europe, and when it's not uncommon to get the
Russians to use scare tactics in Europe to try to bring pressure e
. to bear through the Europsans on us, especially in the Reagan T Rt
(s ~administration to behave ourselves a little more. Or was it
- something genuine, and if so, we ought to be concerned about
B e :,-’.!thﬂ“tl??‘l“i?’i.l!_';‘a’__f";‘ Foli ! S DS Ry T o PR T A=Y :
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regional problems and so forth.”
an impression, except in Reagan having signed on.
gigned on for entirely different reasons —- signed ¢
of engaging with the Russians., He neveg did go f

historical arguments.

And for him I think it was on the one hand just a matter of
self-confidence that the personality, that the heroic figure, that
gonald Peagan really can't have an influence on the thinking of the
other party. And he wanted to as a personal matter engage with the
Russian leaders. Bear in mind, they were still dying on him
though, and he recognized that there wasn't going to be very much
happen until each of these successors == Andropov,. Chernenko —— go
their own team in place. And soO he realized he was.just kind—of
in limbo here in *83 and '84, until they got somebody who really

was going to govern.

The second reason, I think, was legacy. He finally did begin
to think in terms of legacy in eatlx_?fl. That we cam "t just have

—peace 1M OUf time.

Q Let me get to that in a second. Let me just ask you one
more thing about this NATO thing. Was this a normal thing or was
this rare or what's the point of having an exercise like this?

MR. MC FARLANE. Well, it wasn't without precedent, but it was
éfgx_jgggh_xzs. As you know, we've always had forger and

ested(?) &€ap(?) for a generation. But this kind of thing where

you go .through the ) s eral war -- I don't
remember any since the '60s, in fact.

Q Was there something that made people feel that it was
important to do this, do you recall? Or why would you bother?

MR. MC FARLANE. I really don't know, Don. I don‘t. And I
think probably Richard Perle may have stimulated it, but I don't
know.
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M) M FAERLANT Well. he Aid, And I belleved that Fritz and
probalbly ot LGates put it Ltogether and that the Y took veEry
periously that this was not a ploy, but that there was a certain
anount ©f bad analysia in the Russian side, but that they had

|

in fact that we were making preparations for a conflice.

o Let me go on to the subject that we were talking a second
ago Reagan's engagenment., You remember there was this speech
which is considered often a big turning point in January of 1984 -

January 16. And I think I gave you a copy of the speech. Shultz
explains that hig recollection is there was kind of a three-part
thing to ic. One was his speech, and it was made as Shultz was
leaving to go to Stockholm for I guess it was the final meeting of
one phase of CSCE. And he made¢ a speech, and then he met Gromyko
at the same time. It was their first meeting after that bad
meeting in Madrid., which took place just on the heels of RAL 007.
Shultz said to me that he felt he thought Reagan agreed that this
was kind of a package -- the gpeech, CSCE thing, the meeting with
Gromyko. But at any rate, it was a clear signal -- intended to be
a clear signal -- that the United States was ready now —- not just
ready, but prepared to engage in a much more definite way with the
Soviets. Do you recall how it got moving? How it got te the point
of making the decision or making the speech that was made on
January 167

MR. MC FARLANE. Well, at some point on the trip to or from
Japan in November of '83 -- more likely on the way back -~ I talked
with the President about the purpose of all this buildup and the
value of all of the military buildup we were achieving. That it
was likely to be -- (inaudible) -- it was fleeting, it was
something that had to be used and that I thought we were getting
close to the point when the perceptions the Russians had of us in
the 'B0s, or 1980, of decline -- we went over that last week —-- was
probably beginning to change. We had three straight years of high
défeénse budgets and that I thought we had to give some thought to
how to make this last. I mean, the defense buildup would not last.
BUEt what ought 5 last is some kind of treaty framework that is a
product of its leverage.

Well, I don't think it had much of an impact, but I mention
it because Reagan still -- well, he was will ve it :
I think the Vice President may have had some impact on him. My
guess is talking in the political context that not only 1984 per
se, but in terms of the Reagan legacy again, the second term ought
to be a time in which you translate the walue of all this first

term buildup into something better. I only say that because I

talked T . at vein hoping to exploit his
Thursday lunches with the President to begin to feed that into the
boss. %} I think probably Mike had an effect and Mrs. Reagan,
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