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Interviewer: 
SHORTLY AFTER THE WAR THE CONCERN ACCORDING TO WESTERN MILITARY FORCE THAT 
SOVIET UNION HAS 176, ACTIVE DIVISION IN EUROPE AND THE COMBINED WESTERN 
FORCES WERE 12 DIVISIONS, WHAT CAN YOU TELL ME ABOUT THAT? 
Milhstein: 
Well if we are speaking about the – 
Interviewer: 
[INTERRUPTION] 
Milhstein: 
If we are speaking about the military thinking, after directly after the Second World War, of 
course, everybody of the military people I would say including American strategy I am sure, 
they were under the impression of the nuclear weapon. So it's a little bit strange, you know, 
when nowadays some people are trying to relate the situation at that time by the numbers 
of the divisions. Because after the nuclear explosion over the Hiroshima and the Nagasaki in 
the United States there was a strong opinion that the United States is the only country who 
which had the nuclear weapon. And the nuclear weapon is the most mighty weapon and no 
matter how many divisions the Soviet Union has had at that time, no matter how many 
people at that time, were the nuclear weapon, that decided power that the United States 
had at that time. And it was the nuclear monopoly and that as you know by the tradition of 
the General Grove and even Kissinger they predicted that the Soviet Union would have or 
could have this nuclear weapon maybe in or ten or fifteen or even twenty years. So 
everybody at that time was under the impression of the nuclear might of the United States. 
As far as the numbers of the division is concerned, at that time the Soviet Union started to 
demobilize, the forces that were mobilized during the Second World War, during the war 
and, well, you can't compare the number of division at that time of the Soviet Union with 
the number of division that the United States has, because there was a difference in 
geostrategic situation, and as you know, the United States, before the war, they had 
voluntary forces and they had about 400,000 troops in their army. So there is no 
comparison — nobody threatened them — but at the same time, the Second World War I 
mean the main burden wasn't the Soviet troops at that time. So whether there was hundred 
seventy-nine or less, or more, I think it wouldn't matter much. That's my point of view. 
Interviewer: 
I THINK THE AMERICANS KNEW AT THE TIME THAT WHILE TWO BOMBS WERE EXPLODED IN 
JAPAN, IN FACT THERE WAS NONE IN THE ARSENAL. THEIR FEELING WAS THAT THE SOVIET 
UNION WAS NOT DEMOBILIZING... WHILE AMERICA WAS. 
Milhstein: 
You see, not you may... you may, you make two points, you know first of all about the 
atomic capabilities of the United States, and second point is about the... whether there was, 
the demobilization or not. The first point is, I mean about the nuclear weapon. You were at 
that time the United States, of course, they didn't have many nuclear warheads at that time; 



it were, there were few of them. But at the same time, they have capability of delivering 
them, and they had already, they knew the technology of producing them. And they were 
sure... it is historical fact, that they were thinking that the Soviets... it'll take, it would take a 
long time before the Soviet Union could invent the nuclear weapon or could test it. So at 
that time the it was a period of the starting, of the start of the nuclear... of the atomic 
diplomacy, of the so-called notovic strategy and so on and so on. As far as the 
demobilization is concerned, again, the Soviet Union, you know, it had a huge army at that 
time, during the war, due to the fact that it was the main front. There, there is, there was no 
comparison how many German divisions were on the western side and how many divisions 
were on the eastern front, so there couldn't be any comparison. So the Soviet Union had a 
huge army. It started demobilizing, but at that time, you had to understand the situation. 
The, at that time, as you... maybe remember, I don't know... of your age, excuse me, if I 
think that you're, you're... could remember anything from the Second World War, but at 
that time, as you know Mr. Churchill gave an order to gather all German weapons and to be 
prepared, maybe to turn something against the Soviet Union. So we had to be on the 
vigilant side, in order not to be to... be ready for anything like some sort of a, a notorious 
steps from the, our so-called allies from... it's historical fact that Churchill made such an 
appeal, and he was thinking to do something maybe against the Soviet army. 
Interviewer: 
WHAT DO YOU THINK WERE THE CAUSES FOR THE COLD WAR? 
Milhstein: 
Well I wouldn't say that because it's too... I think, oversimplify explanation to... ex-, explain 
it by the, thinking of the bad people or some nasty people or something like this; I think 
there are... deeper reasons for this, and the — well, on one side, you know, there was a very 
great anti-Soviet feeling, you know, and there were... some thoughts, on the western side, 
that to deal with the Soviet Union you have to deal from the position of strength. And the 
same time there was no trust... and the same time, on our side, also, there was no trust of 
the other side. In spite of the fact that they were allies. There were some steps in the 
international relations that could that forced to move over the cold war. And instead of... I, I 
mean, there is a... so, Korean War at that time started, as you remember, again, excuse me 
for... saying always "remember," it's just for the sake of the argument — and there were 
story with the Ber-, Berlin crisis, and there were some other facts, but these are the most 
important facts. And particularly Korean War, which moved American government from the 
one, from one policy toward the I mean, they were trying to somehow to deal with the 
Soviet Union from the position of strength. But you know, the Soviet Union at that time, 
even, was not a country that could just take it, and give up something, I mean, give up its 
principles or anything like this. It it, at that time, it was a great country, which gave main 
contribution, to the victory over the German fascists. So, these are the reasons, and not the 
bad people or good people... it's, there are always some good people, some bad people, 
even today. 
Interviewer: 
I WAS TRYING TO GET A MORE GENERAL STATEMENT. (REPEATS QUESTION) 
Milhstein: 
Well you know, historically, there was a your decision about the zones of influence, maybe 
it's not correct word at that time, about the German I mean French, British, American, and 
Soviet. And there was agreement about the Berlin, about the division of Berlin to western 
side and eastern sides of the Berlin. And from our point of view, whether it's historically 



correct or not, but from our point it's correct, there were some steps which were connected 
of some breaking the agreement of West Berlin. So, the situation was, tense at that time; it 
was grown up, and neither side trusted each other, and so the situation was very tense, and 
finally it was solved, to the mutual interest. 
Interviewer: 
DO YOU REMEMBER THE BEGINNING OF THE REARMAMENT OF THE NEWLY CREATED 
GERMAN ARMY? 
Milhstein: 
You mean which German army? 
Interviewer: 
THE AMERICAN REARMAMENT OF WEST GERMANY. 
Milhstein: 
For... western Germany. Well you know, they I would say that history... should start from 
the 1949. From the beginning of the formation of the North Atlantic Treaty. It was a step 
toward the, some sort of a rearmament of the armament of the, western Germany. No 
matter what was the declaration, or what was the explanation of the formation of the North 
Atlantic Treaty, because one of the purpose of this treaty was somehow to reestablish the 
military capability of Germany. And finally, Germany be-, became equal member of the 
North Atlantic forces, and at that time, by the way, all... most important military command 
forces were taken by western Germans. Except the head of the military command of North 
Atlantic Treaty. But chief of staff, chief of declaration of division of the staff, department of 
the staff, it was in the hands of Germans, and it was not accidental. Finally there was a there 
was reestablishing of the German army, and they got Amer-, American, a military... weapon. 
First of all, they got the American artillery guns the same that were American troops 
equipped with the hundred fifty millimeters artillery guns, two hundred three millimeter 
guns and so on and so on. So, Americans started to re to militarize I mean, to equip with 
the... military equipment American troop German troops. And but due to the German 
tradition, their division was much stronger than even American division, and it is still 
stronger. And it is... it was very well equipped, and this military guns, they were without 
nuclear weapons, but they were able to use nuclear weapons. And even not that, they all 
staff workers, which I mean, staff workers who took care of planning, of targeting, nuclear 
targeting, they were also mostly German officers, at that time. So... it was some sort... and 
the German army became the most important and most strongest, I mean the strongest 
part of the North Atlantic military command. So it is started after Germany joined, there 
was a a European community, European allies and so on... I don't want to go into history... it 
doesn't matter much today, because final act if Germany became an equal, not only an 
equal just from the legal point of view, but from the point of view of the role, of the military 
role. It's the strongest part of the military command of NATO. 
Interviewer: 
WHAT WAS THE RUSSIAN RESPONSE? 
Milhstein: 
Well, as you know, our response was... first one response was that as long as there was a 
declaration that the NATO alliance is a defensive one... official declaration, and it its purpose 
to defend, and not to fight, inauguration from this part, we applied to this alliance to join, to 
be permitted to join, as an equal member. But we were refused, and there was no 
explanation to this. Finally, when we were forced to organize Warsaw Treaty organization, 
but even in the declaration of this organization and after that, we declared several times 



that we were ready to dissolve, to get rid of military alliance of Warsaw Treaty as long as 
the, there will be liquidation, also, of the military alliance of NATO, but there was no reply. 
So we had to we had to organize our own alliance, Warsaw Treaty organizations with 
military command and everything, like NATO organization. But we still were ready to 
dissolve it and to have only peaceful organization, political one. If the NATO is ready to do 
the same. And, as you know, in June, I think you were told this i-in June last year, there was 
a proposition on the western outside... Warsaw Treaty organization, to have a radical 
reduction of troops in a short period, and to go farther with this... as you know, there was 
no such expectory reply, and the, on NATO's side. 
Interviewer: 
A DIFFERENT PROGRAM.... 
Milhstein: 
Yes, that's a different program, excuse me.... 
Interviewer: 
IN WHAT WAY ARE THE GERMAN ARMIES ON BOTH SIDES? IN WHAT MODE ARE THEY? 
Milhstein: 
What is the difference between these two armies, Eastern German Democratic Republic and 
you know there are some political and some military difference, of course. If we speak 
about the political... difference, you have to take into consideration that at the beginning of 
the organization of the army, of the establishing of the army, of the, I'm, I'm speaking about 
the, western German army, there were very strong... why, how to say... revanchist, is this 
correct word? Revanchist elements in German life in general. And of course, particularly 
they were somehow penetrated into the army, and it was very dangerous. There are many 
soci- societies of Soviet of Eastern Prussia, of some things like this, and besides military 
officers, mili-, generals, they were from the former army, with their ideas, how to how to, 
maybe to start again something, to return some territories, they were, they didn't agree 
with the frontiers that were established after Yalta conference or after the... after the end 
of the war. So, from the palieu, there was no such a mood in the army of German 
Democratic Republic, because they couldn't think to fight something against what they 
accept to defend, you know. So, from the political point of view, it was a great difference. 
From the military point of view, of course here comes the contradiction, you know, because 
from our point of view you see, our alliance Warsaw Treaty, is — 
Milhstein: 
... well, as I, as I told you about the military difference, this army, at the beginning, 
particularly, it was prepared to have a, some sort of a revanche, you know, or at least, and 
tradition of the, Prussian Army, by the education, by the preparation, by the military 
exercises, by everything, because it took the tradition from the Prussian Army... on the 
other side, it's quite different, because it took tradition of all... different system, democratic, 
German Democratic Republic, socialist system, maybe it is difficult to understand or, you 
may compare to say that the other side at that time said about the defensive purposes, but 
by the exercises, by the maneuvers, by the education, it was quite different. So, there is a 
difference between these from the political, from the military point of view. And  
Interviewer: 
CAN YOU EXPLAIN WHAT YOU LEARNED ABOUT THE TWO ARMIES FROM THE MANEUVERS? 
Milhstein: 
You see, the German army, it took it took part in the NATO exercises. It was under the 
American influence. It took... and it had independent exercises, military maneuvers, 



exercises on maps, and this exercise, were under the influence of the Prussian Army, of the 
Hitler's army, I mean not from the, by the ideas, political ideas, but by the military offensive 
exercises, because German army, it is offensive army. You understand? Yeah. 
Interviewer: 
(INAUDIBLE QUESTION) 
Milhstein: 
All of these big commanders at that time, they went through the academy of Germany, it's 
the highest academy. 
Interviewer: 
YOU WERE ABOUT TO TALK ABOUT THE EAST GERMAN ARMY 
Milhstein: 
Yeah. You see, the, I had told you about the political difference. It's understood, because it 
is a very important thing, you know, because, among military people at the beginning of the 
army, there were many people who, you see, didn't, they were not satisfied with the results 
of the Second World War. They were still thinking, well, maybe somehow, and so on, and so 
on. But from the military point of view... army of Federal Republic of Germany, it was 
educated and it is natural, you create it under the influence of the Prussian Army, of the old 
German army, and the main idea of the old German army is the offensive. Offensive, it's a 
nice and noble word, but you... read it as an aggression. I don't want to say now about the 
German army that it is preparing for an aggression, but the start was under this influence. If 
you take army of the German Democratic Republic, they're, they couldn't use Prussian 
ideas. They were under the influence of the socialist system. And they had to rebuild 
entirely new army, socialist army; it's quite different, you know. And it was... an army which 
prepared, not to...there was no ideas of, to change the boundaries or something like this. 
They had to defend this. So there was, from the military and from the political point of view, 
quite a difference, from the very beginning. 
Interviewer: 
DO YOU REMEMBER THE AMERICAN DOCTRINE OF MASSIVE RETALIATION? 
Milhstein: 
Yeah. 
Interviewer: 
CAN YOU EXPLAIN HOW THE WARSAW PACT ARMIES THINK ABOUT IT IN MILITARY TERMS? 
Milhstein: 
Well, you know, I would say, a godfather of this doctrine of massive retaliation was John 
Foster Dulles, I would say, if I am not mistaken. And... while he was trying to explain the 
substance of this doctrine, he said they were already, something like this, I don't remember 
exactly, of course. He... said that the... something like this, I repeat this  
Interviewer: 
WE'LL REPEAT IT CORRECTLY. TELL US WHAT YOU THOUGHT ABOUT IT. 
Milhstein: 
No, you can't have him to tell this because he is... already somewhere on the... earth, on 
the... heaven, I would say. What he said that we are ready to use nuclear weapon, at the 
time we choose, and at the place we choose. Something like this. So from our point of view, 
it was a doctrine of the, atomic threat. Because it was connected with some other concepts. 
About the possibility of the first use of the nuclear weapon... of some other, some sort of 
aggressive concepts, but besides, you have to take into consideration the idea, not only the 
idea, but the material point of view that at that time, the United States had a nuclear 



superiority, and a great nuclear superiority, over the Soviet Union. So we had to certain 
reaction to this, I mean, about the preparation, about getting access to the nuclear weapon 
and so on and so on. So from our point of view, it was a very dangerous concept, and I 
would say... if we... will not be diplomatic, I will say that it was an aggressive idea, and it was 
expressed as an aggressive idea, because massive retaliation, it's the, some sort of an idea 
to talk with the other side from the position of strength, it was the most I would say, it was 
expressed, position of strength expressed in the concept of, or, in a strategy of massive 
retaliation. 
Interviewer: 
DO YOU REMEMBER THE INTRODUCTION TO EUROPE OF TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS? 
Milhstein: 
Yeah. 
Interviewer: 
TELL ME ABOUT IT. TELL ME ABOUT WHAT KIND OF CHANGE IN APPROACH OR CHANGE IN 
STRATEGY OR IN DOCTRINE THE SOVIET MILITARY HAS TO ADOPT IN ORDER TO FACE IT. 
Milhstein: 
Well it started, of course, with some sort of not very I would say, very...in comparison with 
the contemporary weapon, it was very rough weapon, I would use it, you see, not very 
sophisticated, maybe to use a technological term. Remember 280 million meters guns, 
which you couldn't even couldn't move very... good very because sometimes they couldn't 
turn around, and so on and so on. Then came Honest John, then came Matador system, 
then came mines and so on and so on. Step by step. The, the American side, I mean the 
United States was trying to have a nuclear bases in Europe, to add to the strategic arsenal, 
besides at that time, they even were trying to deploy medium-range missiles, like Thor or... 
Thor, I would say, that's correct, and Jupiter or, how do you say it in English, I don't know, in 
Turkish and in Britain, in Turkey and in Britain. And all these, they added to the strategic 
nuclear arsenal, because at that time, in 1950s in the beginning of 1960s, the only launcher 
for the nuclear weapon was a bomber aircraft systems. But these already showed the lines 
of the development of nuclear weapon. At that time we didn't have anything... in Europe, of 
course. 
Interviewer: 
HOW DID THEY... ? 
Milhstein: 
So we had to, we had to react somehow. We had at that time, we tested our nuclear 
weapon and we showed... that, all these General Grosz and... Henry Kissinger also, 
predicted, if you remember — I mean, not if you remember, that's just a word — I mean if 
you read his prediction, and... Grosz reported to the president, that according to his 
prediction, the...would test... a thermonuclear weapon, and in 1957, all of a sudden, the 
Sputnik came. And it was to great surprise to, and we tested our missile, and it was a great 
surprise to the United States because from the very beginning of testing of... nuclear missile, 
or missile in general, the vulnerability and that the invulnerability all disappears for the 
United States. So that was our reply in the general term. But as far as the European Europe 
is concerned, was concerned, we started developing also tactical nuclear weapons, step by 
step. You know if you take east the history of the development of the nuclear weapon, 
unfortunately, I would say, the United States... should be considered a, a winner, of this 
arms race. A winner, and starting point, because the United States started; we had to reply. 
The United States started; we had to reply. So on and so on. Unfortunately, it went not 



only... it went not only in 1950s, '60s, but it was going on in 1970s, in 19- even '80s. 
Including SDI system, you know, we, w-w-we are forced somehow to reply even to this. But 
it was, it is another topic. Another program, you will cut it, yes. 
Interviewer: 
HOW DO YOU EXPLAIN THE DEVELOPMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS BY GREAT BRITAIN? 
Milhstein: 
Well, I would say that such a country like Great Britain, France, I would add — 
Interviewer: 
(INTERRUPTION) 
Milhstein: 
You see, if you take Britain, it was and it's still a very close ally of the United States. And 
Britain, of course, wanted to become a nuclear weapon to at least as a former great 
country, I would say; at that time it lost many signs of great power — it wanted to become a 
great nuclear power. And... the United States helped very much Britain, in developing 
nuclear weapons, because the main might of the, and the... main line of the developing of 
British nuclear weaponry was submarine nuclear... weapon, and it helped because the 
Polaris system, I mean missile system, was given by the United States, no matter whether 
the warhead was British or American, but the missile, and the construction of submarines 
was helped or was built with the help of the United States. And it became a great ally much 
closer ally, because from the point of view of independence, it was not m-, very 
independent from... nuclear planning. It was a part of the nuclear power planning of the 
United States, and of NATO. So it's a part of the nuclear force of the United States, I would 
say. 
Interviewer: 
DID IT CHANGE THE THINKING OF THE SOVIET MILITARY? 
Milhstein: 
Well, I would say, just my personal opinion, because I, I didn't take part in the, in 
the...nuclear targeting, but of course it should change it, because... we had to take into 
consideration the nuclear might of the, of Britain, and we had to change, I mean we had to 
include a nuclear targeting, nuclear forces of Britain, It is not a secret I would be, where I 
would eject this. 
Interviewer: 
TELL ME, WHY DID FRANCE, IN YOUR JUDGMENT, DEVELOP AN INDEPENDENT NUCLEAR 
FORCE? 
Milhstein: 
Well, again, I, I'll tell you my personal opinion, because it's, it's a little bit different if we 
compare it with Britain. Because France... I think, give it for some, for conflicts of reasons. 
First of all, it...again didn't want to be dis- behind the nuclear-powers states. And it 
considers itself as a great power. Secondly, it wanted to have an influence in NATO alliance. 
Third, it wanted to have an influence in Europe. But at the same time at the beginning 
of...nuclear I mean France was a... member of the alliance not only as a political member of 
the alliance, and as a military too. And of course, here I would say, it is... part of the 
military... western military alliance, nuclear might of the, of France. That's why we had to 
take... don't ask me a question whether we have to change, targeting or not, I would answer 
you in advance. I, of course we had to take into consideration nuclear forces of France too. 
Because in combination, nuclear might of Britain and France, even at that time, could 



destroy about 20 percent of our population, and our industry, if we, if it could be used 
against the Soviet Union. 
Interviewer: 
FRANCE OFFICIALLY DECLARED THAT THEY ARE AIMING THEIR RETALIATORY FORCES IN 
EVERY DIRECTION. 
Milhstein: 
Well yeah... you know, they change it they change their mi- nuclear strategy... 
Interviewer: 
YOU MEAN FRANCE. 
Milhstein: 
I mean, I... I'm speaking about France. They, they are changing. Before they said that they 
are strictly adhere to the nuclear Atlantic plan; then they... as you said, they were focusing 
at any they were focusing... on, region. West of, to the west, to the east, where there is a, 
there... would be, there will be danger. But of course... you understand that it was not 
focused against Luxembourg, or against Belgium, or against Bonn, or against London. I think 
they're, they're, if... something happened, I think they're... they're... of course we have to 
take that into consideration, that, the first target... they are planning it, oh, I think, against 
the Soviet Union. At least, we have to take that into consider, take that into consideration. 
Milhstein: 
... one point more about the nuclear weapons of France. You know Prance is a member of 
the Atlantic alliance. Po-, political alliance. But at the same time it has many military 
connections with NATO. I mean, air defense they took part in some France takes part in 
some exercises Navy exercises, and so on and so on. And... we have to be very naive, from 
my personal point of view, not to take into consideration the possibility. So, we proposed... 
and... it's on the table, this proposition, to get rid of nuclear weapon in Europe. And you 
know, in that's I, I understand that it's another program. But in Reykjavik I can't keep myself 
by, from not saying this; in Reykjavik we proposed to get rid of nuclear weapon in Europe at 
all; we propose it in the general statement of Gorbachev of January 15. So we are ready to 
get rid of it, and not to target anything. By nuclear or not nuclear weapon. 
Interviewer: 
TELL ME ABOUT WHEN NUCLEAR DOCTRINE CHANGED TO FLEXIBLE RESPONSE. THERE WAS 
A GREAT EFFECT OF THIS IN EUROPE. DO YOU REMEMBER THE IMPACT OF IT ON THE 
SOVIET THINKING? 
Milhstein: 
Well you are speaking about 1960s. The period of McNamara, and he is the godfather of this 
doctrine. And, if you will read his work now, he is very critical about his... he published 
recently a book about this, you know of this, huh? 
Interviewer: 
(INTERRUPTION) 
Milhstein: 
You are speaking, I I am repeating, about 1960s and about the McNamara... military 
concept, flexible response, which is still, as a, as a main strategic concept of NATO. Well, we 
have to, we at that time were very critical about this concept. Because on the surface, it 
looked very attractive. Because it was some sort of flexibility, not to use it immediately, 
nuclear weapon, maybe it is possible to achieve something with the conventional weapon, 
and to have a nuclear threshold, so-called threshold, after which you may move to the 
nuclear weapon. Or, you may use just a limited number of nuclear weapons. And then 



maybe if we, there is a danger, then you may move to the all-out nuclear war. Or, even you 
may use a demonstrative nuclear strike, and so on and so on. But, all these concerning 
Europe was just even, or wishful thinking. Or a fairy tale. Because, considering Europe, there 
couldn't be at that time, we came to the conclusion, there couldn't be a so-called minute 
nuclear war. And, besides, the main idea of the flat, of the flexible response... was the idea 
to be the first to use nuclear weapon by the western side. To be the first, it means that... it 
was always certain words, that if there is a danger, when there is such a danger, that you 
couldn't do anything with conventional weapon, then you move, and to be the first. But, the 
idea to be the first... to be the first to use nuclear weapon, is very dangerous. And it is not 
accidental, that Mac, McNamara, nowadays, came to the conclusion that this idea of being 
forced to use nuclear weapon is a very dangerous one. If he came a little bit late, but at that 
time, we came to this conclusion, that it was dangerous. So, if, from our point of view, there 
was a change of voice, because the main idea was a deterrence. It was a deterrence... not at 
that time, because it came later with Nixon and so on, but, actually, it was some sort of 
deterrence not from the point of view to deter, but to frighten the other side, from this 
meaning from this word. So, at that time, it didn't make much influence about, on our side, 
because, you see, even at that time, we were educated that we would be, we would never 
be the f-, the first to use nuclear weapon. It would be only as a retaliatory... blow, as a 
reate-, a retali-, a retaliatory usage of nuclear weapon. 
Interviewer: 
IT WASN'T LIKED VERY MUCH BY OTHER NATO ARMIES EITHER. 
Milhstein: 
Well, but it was accepted, you know, by military command of a new... the only, the only 
discussion was, how high should be the threshold? Because... as far as I remember Federal 
Republic of Germany, representatives of Germany, they were of the idea that threshold 
should be very low. That as soon as the war start they should move to the nuclear weapon. 
Some American representers, they were of the opinion that the... threshold should be a 
little bit higher than... the feder, that representatives of the federal- 
Interviewer: 
IF YOU WERE REPRESENTING THE SOVIET UNION IN SUCH A MEETING, WHAT DO YOU 
THINK WOULD BE THE POSITION THAT THE SOVIET UNION WOULD ADVOCATE? 
Milhstein: 
You, you see at that time, and at today, I... At that time, and of today too, I am of the 
opinion that the nuclear weapon cannot be used in Europe, at, even at that time, because it 
would move to the whole all-out nuclear war. It would move to the at that time it could 
move to the annihilation of the civilization. So, it was again, I am saying, that it was wishful 
thinking. You can be the... No, you know, the lower threshold that you have to move, to use 
nuclear weapon as soon as possible. That was the idea. To the nuclear weapon as soon as 
possible. This was the way, somehow, to, you know, to tie the nuclear umbrella higher to 
the... European alliance, from the United States, so it's a route to the nuclear war, to 
Europe. 
Interviewer: 
OR TO DETERRENCE. 
Milhstein: 
Well, it would deter, if the other, if... you see, if you think about the defensive, but from, we 
didn't consider, we didn't, we still don't consider, we didn't consider NATO alliance as a 
defensive one. Maybe it sounds strange, but the other side doesn't consider Warsaw Treaty 



as a defensive alliance, either. So we didn't consider. So from this point of view... if there is 
an even small conflict, military, I mean, with military forces, the Germans would insist on 
using immediately nuclear weapon. So it was very dangerous. Of course the higher 
threshold, looks on the surface that it's better, but then, it's always, there can, there is no 
measurement for a... low threshold, or for a high threshold. There was certain rivers, 
maybe, that if they were speaking about Soviet occupation, that if it comes to Warsaw, for 
instance, then you have to use. Another, if to come to re-, Iran, or something like this, but 
it's all theoretical, because, when the war starts, you see, the control of nuclear weapon... 
there is a idea of to be the first to use nuclear weapon, it's very difficult to control, and it's 
very dangerous. And it's still very, it's much more dangerous today than it was before. It's 
much more dangerous today. And it's not accidental, I repeat this, that such people like 
McNamara, and not only Mac, McNamara, there are some more people, who are saying 
that it's very dangerous, that we have to get rid of this idea. 
Interviewer: 
THIS IDEA ACHIEVES VALIDITY ONLY AT CERTAIN LEVELS OF SATURATION. THE LEVEL OF 
SATURATION IN EUROPE HAS STARTED FROM ZERO, AND PROCEEDED RATHER RAPIDLY UP. 
Milhstein: 
It could. 
Interviewer: 
WELL, IT DID. 
Milhstein: 
So? What is the idea? As a weapon, you are right. But in it was in the minds of military 
people, who were just finished the Second World War. You see, there was there was 
thinking in the beginning, but when there were becoming more and more nuclear weapon, 
and there were more and more tests, then... experts, and military specialists, and military 
people, they evaluated nuclear weapon as... it is today. So it was at that time when the 
deployment of technical nuclear weapons started. It already was a dangerous situation, 
because it was not many, but for Europe, you don't need many nuclear weapons. You don't 
need thousands of weapons. There were people say that there, finally there were seven 
thousand nuclear warheads American warheads. You don't need such a... weapons to 
destroy... and they made a reduction, about 1500, but it's an old, obsolete weapons, it's still, 
there are many thousands of nuclear weapons, and to... our idea, to get rid of nuclear 
weapons, before it would be late. 
Interviewer: 
BACK TO FRANCE AND BRITAIN IN '56. THERE WAS A NUCLEAR THREAT BY THE SOVIET 
UNION AGAINST FRANCE AND BRITAIN, IN THE CASE OF SUEZ. 
Milhstein: 
No. What do you mean by this? In what way it was nuclear threat? In what way, there was a 
declaration, there was a, a mobilization, there was high readiness, what do you mean by 
this? There was nothing like this, in Suez. What do you mean by this? 
Interviewer: 
I HEARD A LINE ATTRIBUTED TO A SECRETARY OF THE PARTY, WHO SAID "ROCKETS WILL 
FLY." 
Milhstein: 
Rockets will fly from the west too. No, there was just saying that... this intervention in Suez 
should be stopped. Should be stopped. That something like otherwise there could be some 



more serious situation, but there was no direct threat with nuclear weapon against France 
or Britain. Check it. You'll check it. 
Interviewer: 
COULD THEY HAVE MISUNDERSTOOD? 
Milhstein: 
Well, they talk it as a nuclear threat, but there was no direct nuclear threat. It was said that 
it could... escalate. Any conflict now in the... world could escalate into a nuclear, and that's a 
danger, that's why there should be, that's why there are some danger of the accidental 
nuclear war, which, m-, much more dangerous now, accidental nuclear war, than before. 
Take I don't want to interfere in your... fourth part of your program. 
Interviewer: 
THERE WAS A SOVIET PREFERENCE FOR MEDIUM-RANGE MISSILES, THAT WERE 
UNDERSTOOD TO BE ESSENTIALLY FOR THE EUROPEAN THEATER? 
Milhstein: 
No. First of all, I don't agree with... your word "preference." If you count the number of 
medium-range missiles, and count the number of strategic or intercontinental missiles, they 
are not comparable. 
Interviewer: 
I'M TALKING ABOUT '60s. 
Milhstein: 
Even '60s, even '60s.... What was the, what was the reason for this? It was, first British 
forces. French forces. Forward-based system of the United States, we didn't have anything 
against it... besides, we have to have, we had to have something against intercontinental 
missiles. So we build on parallel way. These forces, inter- so-called medium-range missiles. 
They were built only against these three purpose: British, French, and American forward-
based system it means missiles, and aircraft systems, and even aircraft carrier systems, 
because at that time, they were used in NATO planning, you know, against Soviet targets. So 
that was, that was the... that was the SS-4, SS-5, that's all. That's all. And it was not more 
than it was comparatively, if you compare British, French, and American forward-based 
systems, I mean aircraft systems with dual capability, with capability of delivering nuclear 
warheads. So, there was no preference, there was only the necessity as the reply, that's our 
opinion. You, you may... you may hear another opinion. That's our opinion, and we think it's 
an objective view, or it's a reasonable view, at least. And... it's a... 
Interviewer: 
BUT IF IT'S A QUESTION OF DETERRENCE, A DETERRENCE OPTION WOULD BE ICBMs. AN 
OPERATIONAL OPTION WOULD BE MRVNs. 
Milhstein: 
No, no, you are not correct. You see, the problem of the United States always was to be 
superior over the Soviet Union. By superiority, always, they wanted to have superiority in 
quantity, and in quality, in quality. At that time, if you take '60s, they have superiority in 
quantity, and... in some way, in some in some types of weapon they had superiority, but at 
some times we've had superiority. But, at the same time, they were superior on the so-
called theaters weapon. So-called theaters weapon it means, in Europe. In Asia. They had 
superiority. We've had to make some equality. So, we deployed medium-range missiles, for, 
in order to be equal. And it was recognized, in 1970s, that there was equality. There was 
parity. That's why we deployed it. 
Interviewer: 



BUT YOU DIDN'T DEPLOY AS MANY ICBMs. 
Milhstein: 
No way. That's not correct. At that time, we made a deployment, ICBMs too. So… at that 
time, this, all this systems that are now on the surface, they were built at that time. 
Milhstein: 
If you are speaking about war-fighting capability, it doesn't matter I mean, compare, 
comparatively, it doesn't matter, it matters actually, how many weapons you have, because 
they are, they are all, they must have war-fighting capability, otherwise they are just 
nothing, you know. So, no matter whether you have hundred or thousand, they have to 
have war-fighting capability. I mean, from the technical point of view. Otherwise, they are 
just what do you call it, they are just nothing. They are just throw, to throw them away. So... 
we view, we start... we started at that time, of course there were you know that 1960s 
there was a, a theory of missile gap in the United States. But it was inventory, it was fantasy, 
because they knew that it, there was no missile gap between the Soviet Union, because... 
they invented 
Interviewer: 
THEY DIDN'T KNOW. THEN THEY FOUND OUT. 
Milhstein: 
No, they knew this thing... from our point of view, they knew this, it was necessary for 
Kennedy to start in this program of the missile, of building missiles, Minuteman 1, 
Minuteman 2, Minuteman 3, Polaris 1, Polaris 2, Polaris 3, and so on and so on. At that time, 
we built, you're speaking about building, I'm speaking about deploying. We deployed, in 
Europe, some medium-range missiles, as a counterpart of the British, French, and forward-
based system of the United States. So, but we paid more attention to the intercontinental 
and actually it happened in the 1970s, we had parity with the US, we had even... with land-
based missiles, we've had more than had the United States, while they have more in sea-
based missiles than in aircraft systems. 
Interviewer: 
THE SOVIET DECISION TO DEVELOP THERMONUCLEAR WEAPONS, HOW WAS IT DONE 
WITHIN A SOVIET CONTEXT, AND HOW DID IT RESPOND TO THE AMERICAN DISCUSSION OF 
THE SUBJECT MATTER? 
Milhstein: 
Again, I would... express my own opinion, you know, because I can't, not only because I 
can't say, I just don't know the official point of view, just don't know, so it's my personal 
opinion. It's due to the technological development of the, of the atomic energy, you know. 
It's due to the technological... development. It's some sort of a discovery. It's not because to 
invent something terrible or something like this; it's natural development of the, of the, of 
the nuclear energy, you see? That's why we just show to the other side that our science, our 
knowledge, our ability, are not worse than the... western one. And to improve this. And they 
I think got the idea right idea about our ability. 
Interviewer: 
THE PERIOD YOU ARE DESCRIBING, EUROPE MOVES FROM ZERO TO I DON'T KNOW HOW 
MUCH BOTH SIDES THINK THEY ARE DEALING WITH DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS. WHAT TRIGGERED 
THIS PROCESS? 
Milhstein: 
What was the reason for this? 
Interviewer: 



IN ESSENCE... 
Milhstein: 
Well... unfortunately, I would say... 
Interviewer: 
INCLUDE MY QUESTION. 
Milhstein: 
What was the reason that... finally Europe, from the zero option of nuclear weapon, came 
to the thousands of nuclear weapons there? Well, its main reason... being the Soviet men, I 
would say that its action and reaction, action of the United States, was to get some 
superiority over the Soviet Union and Warsaw Treaty, and to speak with the Soviet Union 
from the position of strength. And it was trying always to accelerate, to... the number, the 
quality, and the Soviet Union had to reply — that's unfortunately, I would say. And now we 
came to the situation that it has to be reversed, somehow. There should be some point of 
return, and... you see, if we don't do this, in a short period of time, there could be a point of 
no return, that's my opinion. So, we have to become, we have to grow up. We have to get 
rid of the nuclear thinking. We have to change it to some other thinking. How to solve our 
problems by the political means, not by force, and particularly by nuclear weapon. 
 


