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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release January 16, 1985

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Today I met with the Vice President, Secretaries Shultz and Weinberger
and the members of the U.S. delegation which recently conducted the two
days of tough, but successful talks with their Soviet counterparts in
Geneva. I invited our team members to the White House so that I could
personally express to them my recognitions of their extremely hard work
and my gratitude for the successful outcome.

I also expressed my appreciation to our team for the unity and the
discipline they demonstrated in Geneva, and in the deliberative process
leading up to the talks. As I indicated in my report to the nation at
the beginning of last week's press conference, the work performed by
the Delegation and its staff members represents an example of American
diplomacy at its finest.

I took this occasion to emphasize my satisfaction that we have
succeeded in getting the U.S.-Soviet arms control process back on
track. I emphasized my determination to reach agreements which bring
about deep and verifiable reductions in nuclear forces, and which
enhance strategic stability.

I am keenly aware of the hard work and lcng hours ahead for these
dedicated pecople in carrying out the analyses needed to support
American negotiating positions. But I am confident that with the
expertise and dedication each member of our team brings to this work,
the United States will do its part to make the coming negotiations
succeed.
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Speech text for delivery to:
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by Les Aspin

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
January 16, 1985



Deterrence is rapidly becoming a dirty ;ord in'thiéf& Ty

For decades, ourvdefense policy has been based qnnfgé s%mg}e”éoééfruct
that the best defense is a good offense. The Soviets havecagéézééd in the
same way. Both superpowers have enough nuclear weapons to ébﬁorb a first
strike and still annihilate the other superpower. Beginning aiﬁuclear war
would be suicide. Therefore, neither starts a war. As ﬁins;én Churchill so
starkly put it in 1955, "Safety will be the sturdy child of fé;fbr, and survival
the twin brother of amnihilation.”

This implicit policy became explicit in the 1972 treaty on anti-ballistic
missiles. In'that treaty, the United States and the Soviet Union mutually
agreed that we would not try to defend ourselves Against‘ﬁ ballistic missile
attack, thereby making deterrence——or Mutual Assured Destruction—a joint
Soviet-American policy.

The general public may not have understood the implications of the ABM
treaty. The public may simply have seen and approved the treaties without
perceiving what they meant. But now the implications of deterrence ;re beginning
to sink in. And with that comes grave doubts.

There 1s a growing fear that even if deterrence has worked so far, it
cannét work over the long rum. Deter;ence policy rests on a foundation of
rationality, and people fear that in the long runm, it will break down due to some
madman, perhaps, or an accidental launch. Deterrance has kept the peace for the
last four decades—-but what about the next century?

The crisis of deterrance has generated attacks from both the right and the

left. From the left-—the Roman Catholic bishops, the no—-first-use advocates,

Jonathan Schell and the freeze campaign-—all to one extent or another questioned

the policy of deterrance.



He expressed it this way in March 1983: |
"Up until now, we have increasingly based our strategy of
deterrence upon the threat of retaliatiom. But what 1f free
people could live secure in the knowledge that their security
did not rest on the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter
a Soviet attack; that we could intercept and destroy strategic
ballistic missiles before they reached our soil or that of our
allies. I know that this is a formidable task. . . but is it
worth every investment necessary to free the world from the
threat of nuclear war?” ’

The President was proposing a‘probe into the feasibility of a defensive

system to protect the United States from ballistic missile attacks. It is a

\
revolutionary change in that it both seeks to alter the foundation of strategic
policy as we have known it since the 1950s~-namely, protection by deterrence~—as
well as convince the Soviets that contrary to what we said to them 15 years ago,
defensive systems are good for both sides.

In the INF and START talks that broke off in the fall of 1983, strategic
defense were not a factor-' Those talks began before the Strategic Defense Initiative
was proposed.

However, SDI now is a factor. The arms talks are now resuming. The
Administration should be congratulated: It has achieved a very impressive
beginning at Geneva. But the talks now, rightly I believe, include not only INF
and START, but also defensive systems.

The question now is how will these talks play out, and I want to talk to you

about one aspect of that question—--mamely, support in Congress.



At the beginning of any serious negotiatioms, thelqﬁé;tir 'f:gbngressional
support arises. Congressional support means éwo things. FifSt;ﬂit méans that
Congress not interfere too heavily in the negotiating pfocégéi%{ﬁ;t it have
patience and not repeatedly lean on the Administration to.cﬁaﬁgéiits negotiating
‘position. Second, it means that Congress support the negotiﬁtioné by voting for
the money needed to deploy weépons——in other words, not to take away any bargaining
leverage.

Republican Adminigtrations always have more trouble with congressional
kibitzers than Democratic ones. Everyone knows that Democratic Administrations
want arms control. So if Jimmy Cafter.proposes deep cuts, it is evidence of his -
deep abhorence of nuclear war. Everyone knows that conservative Republican
Administrations don't want arms control. So, if Ronald Réﬁgan proposes deep
cuts, he is obviously trying to put fourth a non-negotiable position.

But if Democrats get less hectoring from Congress during the negotiationms,
the positions are reversed once an agréement i3 reached and ratification becomes
the issue. Everyone knows that Republican Administrations don't really want arms
control. So if a Republican Administration sends a treaty up for ratification, it
cannot be harmful. Everyone knows that Democratic Administrations really want
arms control. So if a Democratic Administration sends a treaty up for ratificationm,
there is ground for suspecting it gave‘away the store to get it.

The only way out of this dilemma is to have Democrats negotiate treaties and
Republicans get them ratified. But Ronald Reagan didn't follow the script when he
failed to send SALT II to the Senate for ratification.

In any case, we now have a Republican Administration apparently about to

embark on serious negotiations. What can be done to see that Congress plays a

role that is constructive?



Various institutional devices are possible. A number of & dgreésﬁén and

senators are being appointed to an advisory panel. Thé}qyili ggitézﬁfiefings

and be kept informed as to what is going on. The objectiiéAi 'h£§é i# Congress
a few knowledgable and vocal supporters who will defend éggt igngéing on”when.needed.
Other approaches to bring members of Congress into the pfﬁéégs in formal and
informal ways might also be tried. The various commissions--the Social Security
Commission, the Scowcroft Commission, and the Kissinger Commission on Central
America--all used members of Congress formally or informally as ﬁért of the
process. Some of these commissions weré more successful than others, of course.
In general, I believe thaﬁ bringing members of Congress into the process
can be helpful-—but not decisive. Jimmy Carter must have had half of Congress on

\
his SALT II advisory panel and it didn't help much.

th
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For Congress to support the negotiations, we need a'cdnsensus on the substance
of the talks.

To say the least, thi§ is'very difficult to achieve. As we have seen, it is
hard enough to get a conseﬁsus in an Administration where everyone theoreticaliy
works for the same boss. i? ié much-harder to get a consensus in Congress utrere
every member works for himself or herself.

We do not have a consensus in the country as to what constitutes a good
agreement, about what we are trying to gchieve, or how to get there. We do nof
even have a full agreement about whether it is a good thing to havé arms talks
going on. There are problems with any talks. The SDI components of these talks
makes consensus even more difficult because the SDI concept-—namely, that defensive
systems are good for us—is a 180~degree turn from the policies of the previous
four Administrations.

Thus far, we have built consensus on ambiguity. Take SDI, for example. The

Administration sometimes says SDI replaces deterrence and other times that it



enhances deterrence. It has told us that Star Wars is abéblgtély'ﬁitAI to the

future of our nation, and that it is just a research p:déﬁ&ﬁ‘_ what pops up.

It has said SDI is not negotiable; and it has said that iﬁfis._jTheré is something

there for everybody. B

But as the Administration refines its positions in preparation for the
talks and during the talks, it will not be able to preserve the ambiguity. The
one piece of advice I have for the Administfation 1s to keep in mind theAneed for
consensus as it refines and revises its position.

Congensus, of course, does not mean unanimity. What it means 1is at least a
majority. Consensus does not mean taking the middle ground on every issue. it
means a package that makes sense to the common sense middle. None of this is

\
easy in arms control where it seems the most vocal and most. active people are on

Y

the fringes.

Last week after his meeting with Gromyko, Secretary of State George Shultz
journeyed to the Hill to brief members of Congress and to ask them to approve
President Reagan's SDI and MX programs intact. He argued that with the talks
resuming, we_should not cutrthese programs. He said, "If the Soviets czan get
what they want out of us without giving anything in return, they would love it."
The Secretary of Defense has also said that with talks going om, this is a bad
time to cut the defense budget. v

That's standard speech material for Secretaries of State and Defense. But
there is undoubted truth in what they say. Obviously, if Congress unilaterally
eliminates those weapons that the Soviets want eliminated, there is no reason for

the Soviets to bargain away any of their weapons that we want to see eliminated.

We don't want to send our negotiators to Geneva with a weak negotiating hand.



On the other hand, implicit in Mr. Shultz's comment isﬁéﬁé"suggestion
that Congress should just rubber—stamp the Administratioﬁfs*éri;_:equests

because there are arms talks going on. That won't fly éithe:. L

Congress has some key votes coming up this year. firéi:fihere are the
votes on releasing the money for MX scheduled for some time aftér March 1.

Then there will be requests in the Authorization and Appropriation bills for
SDI and the rest of the strategic modernization programs. There will also be
votes in the budget process to put a ceiling on defense spending.

The point is this: Congress is not likely to vote the Administration's
way on all these issues just because arms talks going on. There is an enormous
deficit going on, too. It is not enough to say that defending the country
against ballistic missile attack is good and therefore we ought té fund it all,
or to say some of these weapons are needed for bargaining leverage—and therefore
we ought approve them automatically.

Before it votes, Congress needs to know where the defense program is
going and where the negotiations are headed. 1In short, Congress is going to
need some answers to some questions.

Here are some of the questions I hear from my colleagues as well as

gsome of my own.

One question is: Where are we going with SDI? The Administration says
at various times that it is an R&D program, that it is a population defense
system to replace deterrence, and that it is a Ballistic Missile Defense
(BMD) system that will enhance deterrence. Which is it? And, if we don't
know now, how will we determine the answer and when will we get it?

Much testimony that Congress has recelved on SDI suggests that population

defense is not feasible now or in the foreseeable future. BMD, on the other



hand, seems more feasible. But here, too, there are probleﬁs}'ﬁThe Administration

seems much more bullish on population defemse. Why? What_efiggﬁée does it have?

Answering some of these questions is going to reﬁuifézfe »ipél information

about offensive counter-measures, cost-ratios bgtween-offensé:;;ﬁ defense,

etc. All this is going to take time and money. But some of éhe.questions

are conceptual ones concerning stability, affects on our allies, and the like.
The important point is not that we have the answers to those questions

today, but that we have some idea about how and when they will be answered.

A second question 18: Since we won't get the answers to these SDI

questions for some time, how will the Administration deal with the arms

control issues that are staring us right in the face?

The expiration date of the unratified SALT II treaty is approéEhing.
Will the Administration declare it it to be dead? Will ;E;propose an extension?
Will it offer an interim agreement? Will it just muddle through? In very
specific terms, what will the Administration do when the USS Alaska, the newest
Trident missile submarine, enters sea trials. Will it demobilize sufficient
numbers of old Poseidon missiles to stick within SAL) numerical 1imits? The
President said in his recent press conference that the Administration would
demobilize the oid missiles, but, as I understand it, the question 1is not yet
settled.

»

If we don't get this issue settled satisfactorily, how can we expect the

Geneva talks to get very far.

A third question 1s: What are our START and INF positiomns? What are our

going=in positions in these negotiations? How do they compare with what was
left on the table when the talks were terminated. Do the recent hints about

a willingness to consider asymmetries in the two forces indicate some changes?
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The fourth question i1is: Why isn't a defense-offense EXéhéhge.with the

Soviets a good deal?

Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko made clear'laét %éég;n&jthat Moscow
considers the three subsets of the Geneva talks to be all ofA;£;i¢l§;h. The
Administration has generally acted as though there are three seéarate talks going
on. It has tried to keep discussion of SDI at arms length from discussion of
Soviet land-based missiles.

Why should we do that? We are starting to move into the world of Midgetman.
One concern is that the Soviet land-based missile force is of sufficient size and
numbers that it could threatem to wipe out Midgetman in a barrage attack. If by
reaffirming our adherence to the 1972 ABM treaty, we could get the Soviets to
reduce offensive forces sufficiently to ensure the survivability of Midgetman, why
isn't that a good deal? | -

A fifth question is: What should we do with the MX now that it is no longer

central to the negotiations?

When the negotations involved offensive forces only, the Scowcroft approach
argued that the MX was needed as a bargaining ca1ip to induce the Soviets to reduce
their offensive forces. Now defensive systems offer a better bargaining chip?
Isn't the threat to build defensive systems arpund our missiles 1f the Soviets
don't reduce this offensive threat to our land-based force a more rational threat
(and, therefore, a better bargaining chi;) than the threat to build MX and thereby
put at risk their missiles? At least in the former case, the punishtment fits the
crime. The response would be-to defend against the threat whereas with MX the

response is to replicate it.

The sixth question is: Has this administration really thought through what

it is doing to the concept of deterrence?
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In trying to sell SDI, the Administration hasrbeen callingyigpd’Question
the whole concept of deterrence. But before we discard'deteffggéé;fwhich has
after all helped preserve peace for 40 years—hadn't wé beffé?;ﬁéfé&fe that we
have something with which to replace it? It is easy to be arfi;;iﬁfe about the
dangers of a reliance on deterrence. What is hard to come up.witﬁ 1§ an alternative
for deterrence that doesn’t really weaken our national se;urity even if 1t does
salve our consciences.

There is a further danger stemming from the adminstration'’s rhetoric on
deterrence. The Administration'’s altermative for detérrance-SDi-is a very,
very costly ome. But are not the people who are most worried about deterrence
the very people who want to spend less on defense? Having stirred up an anti-
deterrénce constituency, might not the Adminstration find itself outflanked by a
"golution” to the problem coming from the left which doesn't- cost any money?

All of these questions come to mind as Congress approaches another budget
cycle with the new arms comntrol talks just beginning. There are no dbubt other
questions one could pose. |

These questions are real concerns rhat members of Céngress are expressing.
They are not meant to hector the administration but to get it to think through
and spell out its positions. Implicit in the questions is a genuine doubt that the
Administration has yet thought through them.

Up to now, the Administration has been able to have it both ways on a number
of these issues--defense systems are to replace deterrence and enhance deterrence.
SDI and MX are bargaining chips, but we are not going to give them up. SALT II
is fatally flawed but we are going to stick to it.

If the Administration wants Congress to fund its requests, it is going to
have to spell out its position with considerably more clarity. With huge deficits

looming, it is not enough for the Administration to say that arms control negotiations

are going on.



n =10~
/2

The Administration has scored an impressive victory in getting these talks
off to such a good start. Certainly, as Secretary Shultz requested, we need
Congress to support this effort. Certainly, up to now not ali'bf'these issues

have been addressed. But the time to do it is now. If the Administration wants

Congress on board for the flight, it needs to let Congress in on the take-off.

###











































































Jan. 23, 1985

TO: Ambassador J. Matlock,
Room 368 - EOB
National Security Council

FROM: Mr, Norman G. Clyne
Office of Ambassador Nitze
S/ARN - Room 7509 NEW STATE

Per our telcon today.

Norm
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