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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

_CONEIPENPIAL7EYES ONLY June 14, 1983

ol

L

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK

SUBJECT: National Security Priorities -- Where Are
We Going and How Are We Going to Get There

By this time, you have undoubtedly surveyed the global
possibilities for making significant gains -- for accom-
plishing something truly important -- in the next year. 1In
looking at the horizon there are some places where we are
committed and must devote a lot of time and energy to simply
holding your own, e.g., El Salvador. In other areas, we could
take a lower profile without great risk, e.g., East Asia, but
where the potential for opening a truly new direction of
emphasis in U. S. foreign policy is very high. 1In still other
areas, e.g., the Middle East, I believe we have lost a chance
to achieve truly strategic gains, but could still lose a lot;
consequently, we must stay engaged. Finally with regard to
whether or not we stand to make any progress in US-Soviet
relations, thoughtful men can make a case on both sides. An
expanding school of thought states that the U. S. is in the
best position in thirty years to negotiate and get results
with the Russians. They base this not only on the clear
;ggtoratiSﬁ‘ﬁf‘Uur military strength which you have set in
motion (and which the Soviets know will leave them in second
place within ten years), but also on the terribly important
political base of support you have garnered in Europe in the
last six months. Added to this, some point to the personal
interests Andropov might have in outflanking his "softer"
colleagues in the Kremlin by getting a summit at which a good
arms control (read constraining U. S. arms) agreement is
achieved.

The detractors say that it is too soon to expect to achieve
real concessions from the Soviets; that we have sustained the-.

" conservative consensus for only two years and that the
Russians will wait us out for at least another year.

I tend to side more with the former school -- that is, to go
ahead to engage the Soviets in serious efforts to solve
problems -- as long as we do it in a sensible way using our

leverage sparingly and not being suckered.
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But before we go further to decide any of these issues, we
must face the fact that if we try to make progress in all
these areas -- East-West relations, the Middle East, the
Pacific Basin and Central America -- we face the very real
prospect of failing in all of them. We simply don't have the
resources in this Administration -- no Administration does --
to undertake four major national security campaigns simul-
taneously. For example, if you were to decide to make a major
effort to make another step -- achieving autonomy for the West
Bank -- in the Middle East this would require whomever you
assign this task, to spend full time on it. The corollary is
that the person would be unable to do anything else. Thus if
George Shultz does that, he would be unable to work, say, on
Central America. When Kissinger was trying to get a partial
disengagement between Israel and Egypt in 1974, he was out of
the United States for more than six months of the year. What
happens to Central America while the Secretary of State is
gone, much less to any hope of making progress with the
Russians?

My point is that we need to: (1) Set some priorities -- what
do you want to achieve; and (2) Divide the labor so that we
apply our resources wisely. In addition to a division of
labor we need to take a long look ahead to assure that your
involvement is timed properly and planned in advance. Spec-
ifically, when should you travel? Where should you go? Why
should you go there? 1In short, we should focus on your
activities in a way that does not involve a travelogue to Asia
simply because you have not been there, but because it is part
of a plan. Most importantly, we should reach the spring of
next year having achieved something specific to make the world
a better place.

I have my own ideas on these matters. I believe, however,
that rather than my sending them to you, all of your advisors
would benefit from a closely held "strategic review of the
bidding." At such a session, George, Cap, Bill and I could
lay out our appraisal of what is within the realm of
possibility in the next year and how we might go about
dividing the labor and laying out a strategy for getting
there.

George has asked to see you Wednesday afternoon. If you
agree, I believe it would be worthwhile to ask that he,
together with Cap and Bill if you wish, be prepared to discuss
the big picture. Without this pause to get your sense of
vision, I am afraid we will end up a year from now having
"minded the store" but without much to show for it.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SENSITIVE/EYES ONLY May 26, 1983

Dear George:

I am very conscious of frustration over the US-Soviet

dialogue -- indeed, I share it. It is because I -- and I
know, the President -- share your interest in getting
results that I have wanted to assure that we -- and I
include all those with a legitimate interest -- are all

supporting you based upon a clear understanding of
strategy and tactics. We hope through this letter to
utilize an expeditious and existing process through which -
we can create this solid base of support so that you can
proceed on an overall plan that holds promise of success.

Let me be more specific. It seems to us that the policy
enunciated by the President in NSDD 75 is clear. Based
upon its objectives, it seems worthwhile for us to trans-
late it into specific priorities -- what we are trying to
achieve in their rank order -- and then to forge a negoti-
ating strategy which is based upon the judicious use of
our several elements of leverage so that at the end of the
day a year from now we will have achieved one or two
extremely important goals en route to our objectives.

Regarding your negotiating strategy, there are no prejudg-
ments against concluding these kinds of agreements, e.qg.,
cultural or consulates; we only ask whether, as a matter
of strategy, these ought not be put together with a
comprehensive list of others which are bargained for with
an overall sense of priorities so that they take on a
strategic, and not merely a tactical and perhaps illusory.
quality.

As a separate but related matter, it is clear that some of
the areas you will wish to negotiate involve by necessity
the interests of other agencies. For example, the conclu-
sion of a consular agreement has important counterintelli-
gence considerations. We know you are conscious of this,
but believe it is useful for you to have discussed the
important considerations with Bill Casey before the talks
get underway so that he, too, is au courant of what is
going on and can be supportive. There are other examples
but the point is clear. Other advisors to the President in
the national security area need to understand our strategy.

SENSITIVE/EYES ONLY
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~In order to pﬁf‘us in a position for you to be able to

step off with the full support of all (and as a corollary,
not to have to worry about having your agreements
undermined later by disaffected bureaucrats), we believe
it would be worthwhile for you, me, Bill and Cap to get
away (from phones) together for a period so that you could
lay out your proposal on how we should proceed. Your
presentation could include: what should we try to achieve
in the way of solving problems in the next year and in
what order (START, human rights, cultural, MBFR, regional
security, etc.); what is our leverage, again in descending
order of value; what are we willing to give up in exchange
for our high-value goals and increased security.

I believe we could emerge from such a meeting with a
consensus. Given the President's endorsement, you could
move out with great latitude in implementation. It seems
worth a try to me. 1Indeed, I find it difficult to imagine
another way. What do you think?

Sincerely,
William P. Clark
The Honorable
George P. Shultz

Secretary of State
Washington, D. C. 20520

SENSITIVE/EYES ONLY
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United States Senate,
Committee on Foreicn Relations,
Kashington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in
Room SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, the Honorable
Charles Percy [Chairman of thes Committee] presiding.

Present: Senators Percy [presiding), Helms, Lugar,
Kassebaup, Boschwitz, Pell, Cf;nn, Sarbanes, Tsongas, and
Cranston.

The Chairmans: This morning, we warmly welcome the
Secretary of Statz2 ani his colleagues for the opening of what
I consider to be among the most important hearings that I
have participated in in the ys2zrs that I have been on the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

It Jjust so happens that I think they are cne of the few
sets of hearings that we have delayed simply because at the
time that Secretary Shultz was scheduled to appear before the
Comnmittee, he was requested by the President to proceed to
the ¥iddle EZast, and 2t his specific reguest, we have held
over the hearings so he could personally testify.

He saii he pr=2par=2d his t=stimonvy. F2 wanted to deliver
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his testimony, and felt very much like I did at Stanford
years ago, when T asked in th=2 middile of the Vietnam ¥War
vhether or not they should not cancel the cormencement
address because of the potential disturbances, and I said,
absolutely note.

And later, the President said, how were you so certain
when we vwere so uncertain? And I said, well, I prepared the
testimony, and I wanted to give it, and I have no place else
to give that speech anyway, so I decided to go ahead, and it
worked out all rigzht, Jjust as yours diid the other day, ¥r.
Secretary.

It is appropriate that oufﬂlead-off witness this morning
be Secretary of State George Shultz, whom we do ¢reet as an
0ld and warm friend, a highly respected Secretarj of State
from whom today we are asking for a very tall order.

The subect of these hearings, the United States and the
Soviet Uniosn, in an atomic ani nuclear age, is one of Ehe
most important subjects I think presented to mankind and té
history. How do these two superpowers, so-called, respond
and react with the kind of power that they pocssess? How can
we prevent miscalculation? Eow can we prevent what so many
young people are so cynical ‘about occurring in their’
lifetimes, the possibility of a nuclear war?

The Coamittee understands that the Reagan Administration

does have 2 point of view on the Soviet Union, and it has
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made no secret of some of the concerns that it has in our
relationship. The Rdministration clearly understands that
the Soviet Union is a powerful and a potentially dangerous
adversary with whom it is necsssary to compete vigorously to
protect United States interests and the interests of the free
wvorld.

The Cosamitte=2 would like to have the Szcretary of State
explain the Administration's strategy for dealing effectively
with this challenge that we face.

Now, the diffsrence betwesn a point of viewv and a
strategy is a particularly important one in this particular
case. The planet is not big é;bugh to> provids a guarantine

ward for the other superpover. Our self-interest reguires

interaction with th2 Sovi=2t Union on 2 broad spectrum of

business. Let me just cite three exanmples.

First, men and women everywhere, beginning with our own
citizens, lock to us to make the world safer from the danger
of nuclear weapons. Every place I go in the world, and every
place in this country, that is the paramount issue everyone
places the responsibility on the United States for, to find
some way to make this world a safer world and free from the
dangers, the potential dancet of nuclear weaponry.

Second, slilence 1s the greatest enemy of human rights and
individual dignity. The American people reguire ns to be

true to our heritage of speazking out and defending humzan

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

rights, ani certainly the Rdministration has done that, and
has an outstanding Assistant Secretary in that regard.

Third, containing Soviet expansionism reguires that vwe
find realistic and effective means to check it instance by
instance, and that we contribute significantly to alleviating
the poverty and social ills in which it thrives.

Mr. Secretary, the Soviet-American relationship is at
best a highly competitive one. We start, after all, from
different, entirely diffsrent values, but it has deteriorated
in recent years to> the point where people are frightened by

the harsh rhetoriz and by the lack of progress in reducing

_—
Rg

nuclear weapons.

So, our guestions to you could be along these lines: How
might the U.S.-Soviet relationship evoclve in the 1980°'s, in
your judgm=nt? Can it be significantly improved? How much,
and how best can the United States influence Soviet policy?
How much and how best can arms control agreements restrain
the arms rzce and improve strategic stability between the
United States and the U.S.S.E.?

We will have 32 series c¢f distinguished witnesses. Our
final witness in July will be Secretary Kissinger, former
Secretary of State. We will have as witnesses tomorrov -- we
have invited some of cur former ambassadors to the Soviet
Union who have de2lt directly with thenm.

Several are out of the country, but fortunately

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

o

Ambassador Averell Harriman will be with us tomorrow. ¥rs.
Harriman will als> be testifyiag with Ambassador Harriman, as
tha2y both met with Andropov, and also we will have Ambacssador
Tom Watson, Jr., testifying, and I know that he has some
very, very strongly held views.

Again, a warm welcome to you, ¥r. Secretary. We are
eager to hear what you have t> say.

Senator Pell, I would like to call upon you for any
comments you would like to make.

Senator Pell: Thank you very nuch, ¥r. Chairman.

I guess the reason for these hearings is the most
important objective that we fiée and the world faces, the
avoidance -- it may be a negative objective, but it is in zll
our minds, is the avoidance of a nuclear war. Other wars vwe
can handle. uclear wars, I feel, would be a little beyond
our ability to conta2in ani to handle. It dwarfs all other
problenms.

I think our Chairman just mentioned the effect on young
people of the looming cloud of nuclear ware. I had a very
interesting experience in my state when I asked a group of
people, how many 2f you think you will live to sse or be
incinerated in a nuclear war? People our age do not think sc
very much, very rarely. Eut when yocu ¢co to the younger
people, the college age kids and the high school kids,

usuzlly more than half of their hands go up, and I think it
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is they who havs to carry the locad in the future in any
case. I hope that they do grow up.

Now, in my mind, the peril that we face is greater now
than it vas three years ago, when this RAdministration took
oveg. I hope I am wrong, and I hope that your testimony will
show that I am wrong, but I think a very increasing crescendo
of rhetoric, scmewhat subsided in the last few weeks,
admittedly, the dsparture of people who really, while of =z
conservative cast, believed strongly and vigorcusly in arms
control, like GCene Rostow, or Tom Enders, who believed in the
twvo-track approach in Central America, has made us concerned
about what the rezal directionfgf the Administration is.

Again, I hope the testimony and the facts, which are most
important, will show that our situation is not worsening from
the viewvpoint of the possibility of war.

The Chairmans: Thank you, Senator Pell.

Mr. Secretary, if you would, please proceed.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

24

25

STATESYEKT OF THE HCMORABLE GECRGE P. SHULTZ, SECRETARY
OF STATE

Secretary Shultz: Th=z2nk you, ¥r. Chairman, distinguished
members of this Committee.

I app:eciate the opportunity to meet with you and discuss
this subject of great importance. As you have suggested, it
has all sorts of iimensions to it that weigh on people's
minds. It is a subject that I have thought about a great
dezl, of course.

The President has -- you aight say that the President hzs

taken the time not only to talk with me about this, but he

-
3

has read through this testimohy and made 31 few suggestions
wvhich I found it possible to accept, and has signed off on
the testimony. S22, I feel very confident in saying that I am
speaking not conly for myself, but for the President in this
stztement.

The management of our relztions with th= Soviet ﬁnion is
of utmost importance. That relationship touches virtually
every aspect of our international concerns’and objectives,
political, economic, and military, and every part of the
uorid. .

We must defeni our interésts and values against a
poverful Soviet adversary that threatsns bcth. 2And we must
do0 so in a nuclear age, in which a global war would even more

thoroughly threaten those interests and values. !s President
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Reagan pointed out on ¥arch 31st:¢ "We must both defend
freedor and presetvé the peacz2. We must stand true to our
principles and our friends while preventing a hclocaust.”

¥t is, as hes said, "one of the most complex moral
challenges ever faced by any generation.”

We ani the Soviets have sharply divergent goazazls and
philosophies of political and moral order; these differences
vill not soon go avay. Any other assumption is unrealistic.
At the same time, we have a fundamental common interest in
the avoidance of war. This common interest impels us to work

towvaréd a r=lationship between cur naticns that can lead toc a

e

safer world for all mankind.

But a safer world will not be realized through good
will. Our hopes for the future must be grounded in a
reilistic assessment of the challenge we fice and i a
determined effort to create the conditions that will make
their achievement possible. We have made a start. Every
postwar Amzsrican President has come sooner or later to
recognize that peace must be built on strength. President
Reagan has long r=2cognizesd this reality.

In the past two years this nation -- the President in
partnership with the Congress -- has made a fundamental
commitment to restoring its military and economic power and
moral and spiritual strength. And having begun to rebuild

our strength, w2 now seek to =2ngage the Soviet leaders in a
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constructive dialogue -- a dialogue through which we hope to
find political solutions to outstanding issues.

This is the centrzl gozl we have pursued since the outset
of this Administraticn. ¥e do not want to -- and need not --
accept as inevitable the prospect of z2ndless, dangerous
confrontation with the Soviet Union. For if we do, then many

of the great 3oals that the United States pursued in world

affairs =-- peace, human richts, economic progress, national
independence -- will also be out of reach. We can -- and
must —— do better.

¥With that introduction, let me briefly lay out for this
Committee what I see as the cﬁéllenge posed by the Soviet
Onion's international behavior in recent years and the
strategy which that challenge reguires of us. Then I would,
like to discuss steps this Adzinistration has taken to
implement that strategy. ¥Finally, I will focus on the
spa2cific issuess that make up the agenda for U.S.-Soviet
dialogue and negotiation..

Together, these elements constitute a policy that takes
account of the facts of Soviet power and of Soviet conduct,
mobilizes the resources needed to defend our interests, and
offers an agenda for constructive dialogue to resolve
concrete international problems. %Ye believe that, 1f
sustained, this policy will make international restraint

Moscow's most realistic course, and it can lay the foundation
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for a more constructive relationship between our peoples.

It is somatim2s saii that Americans have too simple a
view of world affairs, that we start with the assurmption that
2l1l problems can be solved. Certainly we have a simple view
of how the world should be -- free peoples choosing their own
destinies, nurturing their prosperity, peaceably resolving
conflicts. This is the vision that inspire's America‘'s role
in the world. It does not, however, lead us to regard mutuzal
hostility with th2 U.S.S.R. 25 an immutable fact of
international life.

Certainly there are many factors contributing to
East-WesF tension. The chi;; Union‘*s strategic Urasian
location places it in clecse proximity to important Western
interests on twvo continents. Its aspicatisqs for greater
international influence lead it to challenge these
interests. Its Farxist-leninist ideclogy gives its leaders a
perspective -on historx and a vision of the future
fundamentally different from sur own.

We a2re not so deterministic as to believe that
geopolitics and ideological competition must ineluctably lead
to permanent and dangerocus confrontaticn. Nor is it
permanently inevitable that contention between the United
States and the Soviet Unicn must dominate and distort
international politics.

A peaceful vorld order does not regulre that we and the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Soviet Union agree on all the fundamentals of morals or
politics. It does reqguire, however, that ¥oscow's behavior
be subject to the restraint appropriate to living together on
this planet in 2 nuczl=2ar age. Not all the many external and
internal factors affecting Soviet behavior can be influenced
by us. But we take it as part of our obligation to peace to
encourage the gradual evolution of ;he Soviet system tdvard a
more pluralistic political and economic system, and above all
to counter Soviet expansionisz thrcuch sustained and
effective political, economic, and military competition.

In ths past 3d=2cad2, regrettably, the changes in Scviet
behavior have been for the wd;ée. Soviet actions have come
into conflict with many of our objectives. They have made
the task of managing the Sovist-American relationship
considerably harder, and have needlessly drawn more and more
international problems into the East-West rivalry.

To be specific, it is the following developments whichi
have caused us th2 most concern. First is the continuing
Soviet quest for military superiority even in the face of
mounting domestic eccnomic difficulties. In the late 187C's
the allocation of resources for the Soviet military was not
only at ths expense of the Soviet consumer. It came even at
the expensa2 c¢f iniustrial invastment on which the long-tern
development of the econcamy depends.

This decision to mortgage the industrial future of the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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country is a striking demonstration of the inordinate value
the Soviets assign tb‘maintaining the momentum of the
relentless militacry buildup under way since the mid-1%€0°'s.

?his buildup consumed an estimated annual average of at
least 12 pazrcznt of Soviet GNP throughout this entire pericd,
and has recently consumed even more as a result of the sharp
decline in Soviet economic growth. During much of this same
period, as you know, the share cof our own GNP devoted to
defense spending has actually declined.

The second disturbing devzlopment is ths unconstructive
Soviet involvement, direct and indirect, in unstable areas of
the third world. Arms have bégome a larger percentage of
Soviet exports than of the export traée of any other
country. The Soviets have too often attempted to play a
spoiling or scavenging role in areas 2f concern to us, most
recently in the Hiddle East.

Beyord this, the Soviets in the seventies broke major new
ground in the kinds of foreign military intervention they
wvere willing to risk for themselves or theilr surrogates.

This has escalzt=21 from the provisicn of large numbers of
military advisers, to the more extensive and agressive use cof
proxy forzes as in Angola, Ethiopia, and Indochina, and
finally to the massive employazent 92f the Soviet Union's own
ground troops in the invasion of Afghanistan. In this way.

the Soviet Union has tried to block peaceful solutions a2nd
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has brought East-West tensions into areas of the world that
ware once fre= of them.

Third is the unrelenting efforts toc improse an alien
Soviet "model™ on nominally independent Soviet clients and
allies. One of the most important recent achievenents in
East-West relations was the negotiation of the Helsinki Final
@ct, vith its pledges concerning human rights and national
independence in Europe. Poland's experience in the past two
yvears can be consider=2d 2 major test of the Scoviet Union's
respect -— or lack of it -- for these commitments. Moscow
certainly remains unwilling to countenance meaningful
national autonomy for its satgilites, let alone real
independence.

Elsewh2re in the world, the coming to power of
Soviet-supported regimes hazs usually meant, &as in
Afghanistan, the forcible creation of Soviet-style
institutions and the harsh regimentation and repression of
free expression and free initiative -- all at enormous hurzn,
cultural, and economic cost.

Fourth is ¥oscow's continuing practice of stretching =a
series of treaties and agreements to the brink of violation
ani beyond. The Soviet Unioch's infrincement of its promises
and legal obligations is not confined to isolated incidents.
W=2 have had to express our concserns about Soviet infractions

on one issue after another -- human rights and the Helsinki
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Final Act, "yellow rein™ and biological warfare. %e are
becoming increasingly concernsd about Soviet practices --
including the recent testing of ICEX's -- that raise
jJuestions 2bout ths validity of their claim of compliance
vitﬁ existing SALT agreements. Little else is so corrosive
of international trust as this persistent pattern of Soviet
behaviore.

This assessment of Soviet international behavior toth
iictates the approach we must taike to East—-%est relations,
and indicates the magnitude of the task.

va we are concernad about the Soviet commitment to
military power, we have to tagé steps to restore the military
balance, preferably on the basis of verifiable agreements
that reduce arms on both sides, but if necessary through cur
own and allied defense programse.

If we are concern=31 about the Soviet prorensity to use
force and promote instability, we have to make clezar that we
will resist encroachments on our vital interests and those of
our allies and friends.

If we are concerned about the loss of liberty that
results whzn Soviz2t clients come to power, then we have to
ensure that those who have & positive alternative to the
Soviet model receive our supporte.

Finally, i1f we are concerned about Xoscow's observance of

its international obligations, we must leave Yoscow no
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opportunity to iistort or misconstrue our own intentions. e
will defend our inferestsbif Soviet concduct leaves us no
zlternative; at the same time we will respect legitimate
Soviet security interests, and are ready to necotiate
equitable solutions to outstanding politiczl prolblems.

In designing a strategy to meet these goals, we have, of
course, drawn in part on past strategies, from containment to
detente. There is, after all, substantial continuity in U.S.
policy, a continuity that reflects the consistency of
RAmerican values and American interests. However, we have not

hesitated to Jjettison assumptions about U.S.-Scviet relations

o

that have been refuted by experience or overtaken by events.

Consider how the world has changed since the Truman
Administration developed the doctrine of contazinment. Soviet
ambitions and capabilities have long since reached beyoni the
geographical bouﬁds that this doctrine took for granted.
Today Moscow czondjucts a fully global foreign and military
policy that places global -demzands on any strategy that aims
to counter it. Where it was once our goal to contain the
Soviet presence within the linits of its immediate postwvar
reach, now our goal must be to advance our own objectives,
where possible foreclssingy afdi when n=2cessary actively
countering Soviet challenges wherever they threaten our
interests.

The policy c¢f detente, of course, rerresents an effort to
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induce Soviet restraint. Fhile in some versions it
recognized the neednio-resist Soviet georpolitical
encrozchments, it also hoped that the anticipation of
benefits from expanding economic relations and arms control
agreements would restrain Soviet behavior.

Unfortunately, experience has proved otherwise. The
economic relationshipr may have eased some of the domestic
Soviet economic constraints that might have at least
marginally inhibited ¥oscow's behavior. It also raised the
specter of a future western dependencz on Soviet-bloc traie

that would inhibit western freedeom of action towards the east

-

P2

aore than it wouli dictate prdience to the U.S.S.R.
Similarly, the SALT I and SALT II processes did not curb the
Soviet sirategic arms building, while encouraging many in the
west to imagine that security concerns could now be placed
lover on the agenda.

Given these differencess from the past, we have not besn
able merely to tinker with earlier aprroaches. Unlike
containment, our opoclicy begins with the clear recognition
that the Soviet Union is and will remain a global
superpov¥er. 1In response to the lessons of this glcbal
superpower's coniuct in recent years, our policy, unlike some
versions of detente, assumes that the Soviet Union 1is more
likely to be deterred by our actions that make clear the

risks their agcression entails than by a delicate wedb of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

17

interdependence.

Our policy is not bass2 on trust, or on a Soviet change

f heart. It is based on the expectation that, faced with

demonstration of the west's reneved determination to
strengthen its defenses, enhancz2 its political and economic
cohesion, and oppose adventurism, the Soviet Union will see
restraint as its most attractive, or only, option.

Perhaps, over time, this restraint will become an
ingrained habit; perhaps not. Either way, our responsibility
to be vigilant is the sanme.

In a rapidly evolving irnternational environment, there

P

are many fundamental ways the democratic naticns can, and
must, advance their own gocals in the face of the problen
posed by the Sovi=t Union. W2 must build a durable politiczal
consensus at home and within the Atlantic Alliance on the
nature of the Soviet challenc=. We must strencthen our
defenses and those of our allies. ¥e must build a2 common
approach within the Alliance on the strategic implications of
East—-West econcmic relations. Andi we must compete peacefully
and even more effectively with the U.S.S.R..fOt the political
syapathies of the global electorate, especizlly through the
promotion of economic dynarisam and democracy throughout the
world. Finally, ¥e must continue rebuilding America's

moral-spirituzal strengthe. If sustzained cver time, these

policies can foster a progressively more productive dialcgue
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with th=2 Soviest Union itself.

From the beginniﬁq‘of this Administration, the President
recognized how essential it was to consolidate a new
consensus, here at home and among our traditional allies and
friends. After 15 years in which foreign policy had Lbeen
increasingly a divisive issue, he bz2lieved we had an
opportunity to shape-a nev unity in America, expressing the
American people's recovery cf self-confidence. After the
trauma of Vietnam, he sought to bolster a realistic pride in
our country and to reenforce the civic courage and commitment
on which th2 crediibility of our military deterrent ultimately

R
rests.

The Przsident also felt that the possibility of greater
cooperation with our 2llies depended importan;ly on a
reaffirmation of our common moral values and interests.
There wer=2, as well, opportunities for cooperation with
friendly governments of the developing world and new efforts
to seek ani achieve common objectives.

President Reagan also began a major effort to modernize
our military forces. The central goal of our national
security policy is deterrence of war; restoring and
maintaining the strategic balance is a necessary condition
for that deterrence. B2ut the strategic balance also shapes,
to an important degree, the global environrent in which the

United States rpursues its forz2ign policy obJjectives.
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Therefore, decisions on major strategic weazpons systems can
have profound politicil as well as military consequences.

As Secretary of State, I an acutely conscious of the
strength or weakness of Americen power and its effect on our
influence over evantse. Perceﬁtions of the strategic balance
are bound to affect the Jjudgments of not only our adversaries
but also our allizs and frienis arouni the world who rely on
us. ks leader of the democratic naticns, we have an
inescapable responsibility to maintain this pillar of the
military balance which only we can maintain.

Our determination to do so is an important signal of our

-

resolve, 3and is essential to scstaining the confidence of

allies and friends and the cohesion of the alliances. This

is why the Congress's support of the Peacekeeper ICB¥ progranm

has been such 2 valuable contribution to our foreign policvy,
as well as to our defense.

At th2 same time, we have begun an accelerated program *o
strengthen our conventional capabilities. %e are pursuing
major improvements of our ground, naval, and tactical air
forces; we have also added a new Central Command in the
¥iddle East that will enhance our abllity to deploy forces
rapidly if threats to our vifal interests make this
necessaryY. To cdeter or deazl with any future crisis, we need
to maintain both our conventional capzabilities and our

strategic deterrent.
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We are also working closely with our allies to improve

our collective defense. As shown 1n the security declaration

" of the Williamsburg Summit and in the N¥crth Atlantic Council

communigue of Jjust thz other 1ay, we and our allies are
united in our approach in the IKF negotiations in Geneva and
remain on schedule for the deployment of Pershing II and
ground-launched cruise missiles. That deployment will take
place as planned unless we are able to reach a balanced and
verifiable agreem=2nt 2at Geneva which =az2kes deployment
unnecessarye.

Upgraiding NATO's zonventionzal forces i;, of course, a
collective Alliance responsibfiity. At the NATO summit in
Bonn a year ago, the Preéident and the leaders of the
Atlantic Alliance reaffirmed that a credible conventional
defense is essential to ensuring Eurcpean security. ¥e and
our allies will continue our =2fforts toward this goal. At
the same time, we have‘taken steps to ensure a more equitabdle
sharing of the burden of that defense. As a measure of the
value of such steps, we estimate that last year's acgreement
with the Fa2deral Republic of Germany on host-nation support
will cost about 10 percent of what it would ccst to proviie
the sane capability with U.S% reserves or 3 percent of what
it would cost to provide that capability with active forces.

The Soviets apparently believe the2y can weaken or divide

the ¥Western 2Alliance i1f they can dominate outlying strategic
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areas and resources. To deter threats to our vital interassts
outside of Europe, we are developing our ability to move
forces, support=2d by our alli=s, to kzy aresas of the worli
such as Southwest Asia. The allies are also working with us
to contribute to stability and security in certain volatile
areas, including Lebanon and the Sinai.

In Asiz we are modernizing our forces and are working
with our allies, =2specially Japan and Korea, to improve their
ability to fulfill agreed roles and missions.

The balance of power cannot be measured simply in terms
of military forces or hardwares; military power rests on a
foondation of =2conomic strengtﬂ} Thus, we and our allies

must not only strengthen our own economies but we must also

develop a common approach to our economic relations with the

Soviet Union that takes into account our broad strategic and
security interests.

In the past, th=2 nations of the w=2st have sometimes
helped the Soviets to avoii difficult economic choices by
allowing therm to acquire militarily relevant technology and
subsidized credits. Possible dependence on energy imports
from the Soviet Union is another cause for concern.

In the past y=ar, we hae-aade substantial progress toward
an allied consensus on EZast-West trade. The Williamsburg
Sunmit declara+ion stated clearly: "East-West eccononmic

relations should be compatitle with our security interests.”
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The NATO communigue two diys ago made a similar statement.
Our allies agree with us that trade which makes a clear and
direct contribution to the military strength cof the Soviet
Union should be prohibited. There is alsc general agreement
that economic relations with the U.S.S.R. should be conducted
on the basis of a strict balance of mutual advantages.

Studies undertaken under KRTO and CECD auspices have for
the first time 1laid the grouniwork for common analyses. We
expect in time to draw comnmon policy conclusions from these
studies. The communigue of the OECD ministerial meeting on
May 9th and 10th declared that "East-West trade and credit
flows should be guided by thejgndications of the market In
thz2 light of thes=2 iniications, governments should exercise
financial prudence without granting preferential treatment.”

The United States seeks agreement that we not subsidize
Soviet imports throuch the terms of government credits.
Beyond this, we urge o?her vestern governments to exerti;e
restraint in providing or guaranteeing creiit to the Sovist
Unicn, allcwing the commercial considerations of the market
to govern credit.

Similarly, at the IAE ministerial meeting in Paris on Xay
8, it was agreel that security concerns should be considered
among the full cZosts cof imported energyy, such as gas; it was
agreed that countries "would seek to avoid undue dependence

on any one source of gas imports and to obtain future gas
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supplies from secure sources, with emphasis on indigenous
OECD sourcas.”

The fruitful cooperative discussions of these issues at
the OECD, IEA, Williamsburg, and NATO are only a beginning.
Economic ra2lationships are a permanent e2lement of the
strategic eguation. How the west should respond eccnomically
to the Soviet challenge will and should be a subject of
continuing discussion in western forums for years to come.

Since the 1950°'s, the Soviet Union has found in the
developing recgions of the third world its greatest
opportunities for extending its influence through subversiocn
ani exploitation of local conflicts. A satisfactory
East-"est military balance will not by itself close off such
opportunities. W2 must also ra2spond to the econonmic,
politicazl, and security problems that contribute to these
opportunities. Our approach has four kXey elements.

I vill ju'st r=ad a topical sentence, in the interest of
time. First, in the many. arezs where Soviet activities have
adled to instability, we are pursuing reaceful diplomatic
solutions to regional problems, to raise the volitical cost
of Soviet-backed military presence, and *to encourage the
depature of Soviet-backed forcss. And then there are a few
examples listed.

Seconi, w2 2ar=2 buildinc up the security carabilities of

vulnerable governments 1n strategically impcrtant areas.
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That has a budgetary implication.

Thircd, our ptagtém recognizes that economic crisis and
political instability create fertile ground for
Sovigt-sponsored adventurism. Therefore, we need to help
people with their own development, as listed here.

Finally, there is the Democracy Initiative, an effort to
assist our friends in the third world to buili a foundation
for democracy. I might say, it has been fascinatiﬁg to me as
this proj=zt, whizh is very smzll, has gotten started, to see
the reaction to it. We held a meeting in the State
Department with people from various parts of the worléd on the

-

subject of free eiections, andfit was denounced by the Soviet
Union. The interesting thing was, they noticed it.

I was struck by the fact that in ¥r. Cpernenko's speech
yesterday, one of the subjects he brought out was the
importancz to them of destroying President Reagan's, in a
sense, ideological inipiative. It seems we have their
attention. But I think if we can put competition on the
basis of ideologizal competition, of competition of economic
systems, we will walk awvay with 1it.

Toéether, these programs increase cur political,
military, 2nd econonic étredéth and help create an
international climate in which opportunities for Soviet

adventuriss are r2jucz23d. They 2re essential for the success

of the final element of our strategy —-- encaging the Soviets
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in an active and productive dizlogue on thea ccncrete issues
that concarn the two sides. 3Strength and realism can deter
war, but only direct dialogue and negotiation can open the

path toward lasting p2ace.

In this dialogue, our agenda is as follows: To seek
improvement in Soviet performance on human rights, which you
emphasized, ¥Xr. Chairman, in your opening statement; to
reduce the risk of war, reduce armaments through sound
agreements, and ultimately ezse the burdens of military
spanding; to mza2nage and resolve regional conflicts; and to

improve bilateral relations on the basis of reciprocity and

."'.

mutual intsreste.

This is a rigorous and comrrehensive agenda, and our

approach to it is principled, practical, and patient. We

have pressed each issue in a variety of forums, bilateral and
multilateral. We have made clear that the concerns ve raise
are not ours alone, but are shared by our allies and friends
in every region of ‘the glote. We have made clear that each
of our concerns is serious, and the Soviets know that we io
not intend to abandon any of them merely tecause adreement
cannot be reached gquickly, or because agreement has been

reached on otherse.

Let me briefly review the state of our dialogue in each
2f these aresas.

Kuman rights i1s a major issue on our =2genda. To us it is
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a matter of real concern that Soviet emigration is at its
lovest leval since the 1960°'s, and that Soviet constriction
of emigration has coincided with a2 generzl crackdown against
all forms of internal disssnt. The H=21lsinki monitoring
groups have all been dispersed and their leaders hav been
imprisonei or expeslled from the country. And the Soviet
Union’s first independent disarmament group has been harassed
and persecutede.

We adidress such guestions both multilaterally and
bilaterally. In such forums as the UN Human Eights
Commission, the International Labor Organization, and
especially the Review Confereﬁze of CSCE —-- I might say where
Max Kampélman is doing a truly outstanding Jjob -- we have
made clear that human rights cannot be relegated to the
margins of international politics. OQur Soviet interlocutors
have a different view; thz2y s22k to dismiss human rights zas =a
"tenth-rate issue,” nog worthy of high-level attention.

But our approach will not chang=. Americans know that
national rights and individual rights cannot realistically be
kept se2parate. '‘Hz believe, for example, that the elements of
the postwar European "settlement™ that wvere adcpted by the
parties to the Helsinki Final Act in 1¢75 form an integral
wvhole; no o2ne part will survive alcne. Guided Dby this
conviction, we ani our allies have held at the MHadrid Feview

Conference that movement in one "basket"”™ of this settlement
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-— such as the convening of a Furopean disarmament conference

-- must be matchei'by pro?ress in othar "bask=2ts,” especially
human rightse.

We insist on this balance because we believe that
international obligations must be taken seriously by the
governments that assume them. But there is also a deeper
reason that directly concerns the guestion of security.

In Europe, as elsewhere, governments that are not at
peace with thesir own people ares unliksly to be on good terms
with their neighbosrs. The only significant use of military
force on the continent of Europe since 1945 has been by the

Soviet Union against its East European "allies.™ As long as

this unnatural relatiornship continues between the U.S.S.Re.

and its East European neighbors, it is bound to be a source

of instability in Europe.

We have been just as concerned about human fights issues
on a bilateral as on a multilateral basis. The need for
steady improvement of Soviet performance in the most
important human rights categories is 3s central to the
Soviet-American dialogue as ay other theme. Sometimes we
advance this d4ialogue best through public 2xpressions of our
concerns, at cther times through quiet diplomacy. What
counts, and the Soviets know this, 1s whether we see
results.

Let me turn tc arms control. ¥e believe the only arms
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control agreements that count are those that provide for real
reductions, equality, verifiability, and enhanced stability
in the East-West balance. Success in our negotiations will
not, of course, bring East-West competition to an end. But
sust;inable agreements will enable us to meet the Soviet

challenge in a setting of greater stability and safetye.
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The United States is now applying these principles in an
ambitious program of arms control negotiations including IXF,
START, ¥BFR, and'the ongoing discussions in the U.N.
Coamittee on Disarmamesnt in G=2neva. If we can reach a
balanced agreement in the CSCE at 3a&rid, ve woulkd be
prepared to participate also in a conference on disarmament
in Europe.

Xo previous administration has put so many elements of
the east-wast military eguation on th2 n2gotiating table. Y
ou are aware of the U.S. position in the various talks, so I

need not go into great detail. I will, however, touch on a

¥

few main pointse.

On the Strategic Arms Zeductions Talks, START, the United

States has fozcusel on the most destabilizing strategic

systems, land-based ballistic missiles. Our cbjective is to
strengthen deterrence while enhancing strategic stability
through reductions. The President has proposed reductions in
ballistic missile warheads by one-third. 1In presenting =a
comprehensive proposal, hs has indicated that all strategic
weapons are "on the table.”™ Although our respective
positions are far apart, the Soviets apparently accept the
prorosition that an agreement must involve significant
reductions. This is progress. We have recently undertaken a
full review of thz U.S. position, which incluied 2an

3 ssessment of the Scowvcroft Commission's recommendations and
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some thoughtful suggestions from the Cocngresse.

One week ago, the President announced that he is willing
to raise the deployed missile ceiling in accordance with the
Scowcroft recommendations. He a%so announced that he has
giveg our negotiators new flexibility to explore all
appropriatz avenuzs for achieving reductions. It is now up
to the Soviet Union to reciprccate ouir flexibility.

We havs also tabled a draft agreement on
confidence-bullding measures that calls for exchange of
information and advance notification of ballistic missile
laonches 2nd major exercises. We want to move forwvari
promptly to negotiate separatéﬂagreements on these very
iﬁportant neasur=s which woull enhancz2 stability in a crisis
as well as symbolizing the common interest in‘preventinq
war. Yet another effort to prevent misperception of military
activities on either side, and thus to lower the risk of war,
is the President's recent proposal to expand and upgrade

v

crisis comaunications batween Washington and ¥oscow. FHere,
too, we hope for early agreemente. ‘

In the negotiations on Intermediate éange Nuclear Forces,
"egual rights and limits™ between the United States and the
Soviet Union 1is one of our Key principles. President
Reagan's proposal of November 1981 sought to achieve the

conplete elimination of those systems on each side about

which the other has expressed the greatest concern, that 1is,
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longer range, land-based INF mnissiles.

He still regardbkthis’as the most desirable outccme. Yet
after more than a year of talks, the Soviets continue to
resist this equitable and effective solution. In fact, their
position has not substantially changei since it was first put
forward nearly a year ago. The proposal made by ¥r. Andropov
last December would allow the Soviet Union to meintain its
overwhelming mcnopoly of longer range INF missiles while
prohibiting the deployment of even one ccmparable U.S.
missile.

In an effort to break this stalemate, the President has
proposed an interim agreement'gs a route to the eventual

elimination of long range INF systems. Under such an

agreement, we would reduce the number of missiles we plan to

ieploy in Europe if the Soviet Union will reduce the total
number of warheads it has already deployed to an egual
level. This would result in egual limits for both sides on a
global basis. GReflecting.the concerns of cur Asian allies
and friends, we have made it clear that no agreement can cone
at their expense. We hope that in the current round of
negotiations, the Soviets will move to negotiate in good
faith on the President's proposal which was unanimously
supported by our partners at the Willisemsburg Summit.

In the Yutual and Ralanced Force Keductions talks in

Vienna, NATC and the Warsaw Pact are discussing an agreement
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on conventional forces in Central Europe,. the most heavily
armed region of the world, whare Warsa:wv Pact forces greatly
exceed NATO's.

Last y=2ar the President announced a new western position
in the fora of a draft treaty calling for substantial
reductions to equal manpower levels. Although the Soviets

and their allies have agreed to the principle of parity,

which is progess, progress has been prevented by inability to

resolve disagreem=2nt over existing Warsaw Pact force levels
and by problems of verificatione.

In.the 40-nation Committes on Disarmament in Geneva, the
United States has introduced gﬂfar-reachinq proposal for =z
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons, an agreement which
wvould eliminate these terribls weapons from world arsenals.
This initiative has been vigorcusly suppcrted by ocur allies
and friendis, as v=21ll as many aoonalign=d nations. Our
emphasis on the importqnce of mandatory on-site inspections
has been widely aprlauded. An inderendent, impartial
verification system, observed by and responsive to all
parties, is essential to create confidence that the ban is
being respactzde.

In other areas, we have proposed to the Soviet Union

improvements in the verification provisions of two agreements

to limit underground nuclear testing. So far the Soviet

resronse has been negative. We have alsc initiated a
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iialogue with the Soviets in >ne area whearz2 our respective
apprecaches very often coincide: nuclear non-proliferation.

We sh;uld not anticipate 2arly agreement in any of these
negotiations. The Soviets have their own positions, and they
are tough, patient negotiators. But we believe that our
positions are fair and even-handed and that our objectives
are realistic.

Let me turn now to regionzl issues which in the sweep of
things have historically been the matters that have been most
upsetting to our r=2lationship to the Soviet Union.

Important as it is, arms control has not been and cannot

&
be the dominant subject of our dialogue with the Soviets. Ke

must also a2ddress the threat to peace posed by the Soviet

exploitation of recgional instability and conflict. Indeed,

these issues, arms control ani politizzl instability, are
closely related. The increased stability that we try to
build into ths superpower relationship through arms control
can be undone by irresponsible Scviet policies elsewhere. In
our numerous discussions with the Soviet leadership, we have
repceatedly expressed our strong intefest in reaching
understandings with the Soviets that would minimize
superpower involvament in cofiflicts bzyoni thzir borders.

The list of problem areas is formidable, but we have
insisted that regional issues are central to progress. We

have made zlezr our conmmitment to relieve repression and
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economic distress in Pcland, to achieve a settlement in
southern Africsa, to restecre independence to Afghanistan, to
end the occupation of Xampuchea, and tc halt Soviet- and
Cuban-supported subversion in Central America.

in each instance, we have conveyed our views forcefully
to the Soviets in an attempt to remove the obstacles that
Soviet conduct puts in the way of resoslving these problems.
A couple of exanmples are listed.

As in our arms control nejotiations, we hive made it
absolutely clear to the Soviets in these discussions that ve
are not interest2i in cosmetic solutions. We are interested
in solving problers fundamentgi to maintenance of the
international order.

It is 2l1so our view that Soviet participation in
international efforts to resolve regional conflicts, in
southern Afriza or the ¥iddle East, for example, depends on
Soviet conduct. If the Soviets seek to benefit from tension
and surport those who promote disorder, they can hardly
expect to have a rcle in the amelioration of those problenms.
Nor should we expect them to act responsibly merely because
they gain 3 rols. At the same time, we have also made it
clear that we will not exploit, and in fact, are prepared to
respond positively to Soviet restraint. The decision in each
case 1s theirse.

The final part of our agenda with the Soviets comprises
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economic and other bilaterzl télations. In our dialogue, we
have spelled out our view of these matters in a candid and
forthright way.

ks we see 1it, economic trzansactions cian confer important
strategic benefits, and we must be mindfuvl of the
implications for our security. Therefore, as I have already
indicated, we believe economic relations with the east
deserve more careful sctutiny than in the past. Eut our
policy is not one of economic warfare against the USSR.
East-west trade in non-strategic areas, in the words of the
NATO communigue, "coniuctad oa the basis of commercially
sound terms and mutual advantége, that avoids preferential
trzsatment of the Soviet Union, contritutes to constructive

Despite the strains of the past few years in our overall
relationship, we have maintained the key elements in the
structure for bilateral trade. W¥e have recently agreed with
the USSR to extendi our bilaterzl fishesriszs agreement for one
year and have begun to negotizte a new long-term U.S.-Soviet
grain agreement. Our grain sales are on commercial terms and
are not made with government-supported credits or guarantees
of any kind.

As for contacts bastwean pzople, we have cut back on
largely syambolic exchangess but maintain a framework of

cooperation in scientific, technical and humanitarian
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fields. A major consideration as we pursue such exchanges
must be reciprocity. If the Soviet Union is to enjoy
virtually unlimit=d opportunities for access to our free
society, U.S. access to Soviet society must increzse.

&e have made progress toward gaining Soviet acceptance of
this principle as is indicated by the airing in Moscow this
past weekend of an interview wth Deputy Secretary Xen Tlane.

Eight bilat=ral cooperative agreements are now in effect,
and exchanges between the Academies of Science continue, as
io0 exchang2ss of yong scholars and Fulbright fellows.

"America Illustrated”™ magazine continues to be distriduted in
the Scoviet Union in return fofrdistribution here of "Soviet
Life,™ in spite of the absencs of a culturzl exchanges
agreement. Toward the private sector, we have maintained an
attitude of n2ith=r =2ncouragiang nor discouraging exchanges,
and a steady flow of tourists and conference participants
goass on in both directions. The number of U.S. news bureaus
in Yoscow has actually increased in the last year.

Now let me say Jjust a word about prospects. It is
sometimes s2ii that Soviet—-American reslations are worse than
ever. Certainly the issues dividing ocur two countries are
serious. But let us not be misled by z2tmospherics, whether
sunny or, as they now seem to be, stormye.

In the mid-'50s, for example, despite the rhetoric ani

tension of the Cold War, and in the midst of a leadership
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transition, the Soviet Union chose to conclude the Austrian
State Treaty. It wﬁs an impo:tant agrezement which
contributed to the security of Central Europe, and it carries
an important lesson for us today. The Soviet leadership did
not negotiate seriocusly merely because western rhetoric was
firm and principles, nor should we expect rhetoric to suffice
now or in the future. But adverse atmospharics d4id not
prevent agreement; Soviet policy was instead affected by the
pattern of western actions, by our resolve and clarity of
purpose. And the result was progresse.

There is no cartainty that our current negotiations with
the Soviets will lead to accebiéble agreements. What is

certain is that we will not find ourselves in the position in

vhich we found ourselves in the aftermath of detente. We

have not staked so much on the prospect of a successful
negotiating outcome thzt we have neglzcted to secure
ourselves against the possikility of failure. Unlike the
immediate postwvar periocd, -when negotiating progress was a
remote prospect, we attach tha highest importance to
articulating the requirements for an improved relationship
and to exploring 2very serious avenue for progress. Our
parallel pursuit of strength and negotiation prepares us btoth
to resist continued Soviet aggrandizement and to recognize
and responi to positive Soviet movese.

We have spelled out our requirements and our hopes for a
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more constructive relatiﬁnship with thz2 Soviet Union. The
direction in which that relationship evolves will ultimately
be determined 5y the decisions of the Soviet leadershipe.
President Brezhnev's successors wili have to weigh the
incréased costs and risks of relentless competiticn against
the benefits of a less tense international environment in
which they could more adequately address the rising
expectations of their own citizens. VWhile we can define
their alternatives, we cannot decipher their intentions.
a degree unequaled anywhere else, Russia in this respect
remains a secrest.

Her history, of which thigﬁsecrecy is such an integral
part, proviides no basis for expecting a iramatic change. And
vyet it also teaches that gradual change is possible. For our
part, we seek to encourage change by a firm but flexible U.S.
strategyy, resting on 2 broad consensus that we can sustain
over the long term whether the Soviet Unicn changes or not.
If the democracies can meet this challsnge, they can achieve
the goals of which President Reagan spoke at Los Angeles:
both defend freedom and preserve the p=ace.

Thank you, ¥r. Chairman.

The Chairmans: Xr. Secretzary, on bzhalf of the committee,
we thank you for a2 very comprehensive statement, probably the
most comprC2hensiva statamz2nt on U.S.-Soviet relationships

that this committee has had for many, many years. It was

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

25

well worth thz wait to have you return and be our lead-off
witness, and certainiy itvis 3 realistic statement, if not =a
hopeful statement. But there are hopeful signs in it.
Certainly, whesn you call for & ceonstructive relationship
with the Soviet Union on the final page, that is the gcal and
objective, I think, of the American people and of this
committee, certainly, and our respcnsibility. And we do not
disagree at all. We agres with President Reagan's goal that
he outlinei, that that is our job. It is the job that the
free world really looks to do, but also to preserve the
peace, and that means also the peace bztwean ourselves and
our adversaries, despite our 5;fferences, which we are not

geoing to resolve those differ=2nces though we can try to

better understand each others' position, and certainly when

you have indicated, as you have, that, on page ¢ of your
testimony, we are ready to nejotiate eguitable scluticns to
outstanding political problems.

In pr2pariny for these hearings, T d4id ask our top staff
involved with the Soviet Union, headed by our Chief of Staff,
E4 Sanders, to go to the Sovi=t Union to get their point of
view. We cannot havé Soviets testifying before this
committee. No foreign natiocnals do. We dié want to get as
up to date an impression of what they thouzht as we possibly
could. And I know that their report was abusive and

offensive to some people. But 1t was factual from what they
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saw, and accurately reported. It did not reflect the views
of this committee or any member of the commnittee. It was the
staff reporte.

But without objection, I would ask that the report, or at
leasé majocr extracts from it, be incorporated at an
appropriate point in the record so that we can have that
point of view, just as I tried to update myself immediately
after the election of President Reagan in November of 1980,
by going to the Soviet Union 2and having #ith Embassador
Watson ninz hours of talks with Brezhnev, with Gromyko, with
Ustinov and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the latter meetincs
being very unigue but requestéglby me, and I did want the
opportunity to tell them and to hear from them what their
point of view was on the use of military power around the
world. |

And at some point I might try to insert extracts from
Ambassador Watson's cables that give some feeling for what
the%ﬁr attitude was then and what our attitude was, though T
did not at any time speak for the administration and made it
very clear I was therz in my own capacity, not representing
the administratione.

(The iaformation r=farred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]
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The Chairmans But your report today is a valuable
e —— —

2 assessment, and our Jjob now will be to try to work with you

3 to fini activist, bolil and crzative ansvers, and in the

4 advice and consent responsibility we have by the

5 Constitution, no administration has sought the advice of the

6 Senate Forz2ign Relations Committee more freguently than you

7 have as Secretary and given us the chance to constructively

8 comment on positions. 2And you have listened more than any

9 Secretary in I think history, possibly, to our views. You

10 have not accepted them all, obviously, but you have been

11 thoughtful and careful in approaching us, in getting our

12 views, and we very, very muchj;ppreciate thate. '
"/AE;“—— We will begin a tz2n minut= gqusstioning period, and I

14 would ask as a first questiocn one where I have had some

1§ differsncz of opinion with th2 administration. I did not

16 disagree when I came back that the President shoqurush into

17 a meeting with the head of the Soviet Union, Brezhnev. I

18 felt there should ge a reasonable period for preparation, but

19 I did grow somewhat impatient as time went on and there was

20 never a real =ffort. BAnid finally, Secretary Haig did agree,

21 after many, many consultations on it, did agree in public

22 testimony that we would issué an invitation to Brezhnev to

23 me=2t with President Reagan. But it was too late then. He

24 was too ill, he could not come to New York toc the U.N.

25 meeting. He could not meet with thes Presiisnt. So we missed
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I have urjyasdi now that we it the proper time meet with
Andropov. I think it is dangerous in this kind of a worléd
for the two leaders o6f the major superpowvers not to sit down
face to face, and I do not think they have to have, as/ithe
Soviets have taken the position with me -- we need toldo it
like Presilent Ford did, when we are ready to sign SALT I, as
ve did. I do not know if we are ever gcing to get to START I
if we do not somehow get a better sense of direction from the
two chiefs of state who have the ultimate responsibilitye.
Though I respect the fact you have met a number of times with
Foreign ¥inister Gromyko, Depﬁiy Prime Hinister‘Gromyko, and

will have another, fourth meeting, coming up.

————

What zcan you tell this committee about the possibiiity ctf
having a meeting not with the expectation that tig agreements
are going to be made, tut that at least we will be absclutely
certain that our Presi@ent enunciates right from the top what
our policies are and let them have the same opportunity to dc
that.

I do not know whether they will accept the invitation or
not, but I would like to see us issue an invitation in the
reasonable nezar future, not th2 endi of next year. That is
too late, in my judgment.

When zZan we 1look forward to a summit meeting with a

properly prepared agenda but no hich expectations and the
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world put on notice, it is to gauge each other to be sure
there is no miscalculation or risunderstanding, and to try to
better understand each others' policies?

Secretary Shultz: Ths Prasident's view is that a sunmit
meeting could be a good thing. He is ready to have one if
ths meeting is well prepared 2nd if there is a high
probability of some significant outcome from it so that it is
substantive in nature. He fears that a meeting for the sake
5f a meeting would raise expectations very high, and if all
that happened was that there was a meeting, it would do mcre
harm than joocd.

So there is in principle gwreadiness to have that

mea2ting, but an operational racuirement that it have a

substantive conteant that is prepared and that can move

forward.

I have gone through the vzry helpful 2nd thoughtful, 3jood
staff report that you mentioned earlier and I notice in that
report that they say basizzlly this is the Soviet position as
wvell.

The Chairman: I realize it is the Soviet position. I
have been told thzt directly. They want to wait until there
is something to sign and celéebrate on. I do not think we
have cot the time for that, and I want to ask you a persconzl
guestion. In your own past excterience a§x\one of the atlest

ani most =2xperisnced negotiators in 2merican governmental
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history, and in certainly the academic field, have you always
felt it necessary to> be able to have an agreement signed znd
sealed and ready to be delivered before the principles who
can make some of thos= basic 3jecisions have their first
me=ting?

Secretary Shultz: Well, I do not think you have to have
everything precooked, but I think timing is a very
significant part of any negotiation,'and certainly it is not
advisable to go rushing in with your tcp negotiator with an
agenda that is not structured and 1s not going to advance our
objectives properly. We need to be able to see our
objectives being advanced in égy discussion in a reassnably
concrete way in order to make it desirable for the President
to engage.

And I micght say also that ve do have many negotiations
going on with the Soviet Union, as I brought out in my
testimony, and we have‘to think about those fora and how to
advance things in those fora as well.

The Chairmans Xy own zssessment is we are making very
little progress in those negotiations, and for that reason,
we need a stimulﬁs. But we will carry on this dialogue, ¥r.
Secretary, scme other time. ™ ) ‘&===j

I would 1like to insert in the record a letter that the.
President sent to me. I think he sent a similar letter to

Senators Nuann ani Cohzn on th=2 build-iown. The President
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stated in his ¥Xay 12 letter that the mutval and verifialble
build-down propasai that his 3iministration was now currently
proposing, and I belisve most of my colleagues here have
cosponsored, is being currently examined, and the structure
and build-down proposzl would facilitate a START agreement.

Can you give us some progress report on this effort to
design 3 specific build-down proposal?

And any of these guestions that you want to turn to sone
of your colleagues for or just fill in the reccrd later on,
you certainly can.

Secretary Shultz: We believe the proposal is intriguing

-
(3

and has a lot of interesting aspects to it. It is one of

those things that sounds simple and turns out to be

complicated as you look into it. It 1s being studied very

intensively in our process with urging from the President.
That is, h2 is pushing this gcoup 2nd has asked for a report
very promptly on the conclusions of what the group preocduces.
Ani if they do not produce a consensus of view, let's hear
whit the different views are znd what the different options
are as people see then.

So th2 subject is getting the President's attention, and
he is pushing the étudy process and will have displayed to
him the various zonsiderations in a pronpt way. There has
not been any ccnclusion reach=d however.

The Chairman: Right.
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You mentioned in your testimony two treaties that have
not been ratified, the Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaty and
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. I havs expressed over a
period of two and a half years my frustration abtout our
inaSility to get from the administration a specific go-ahead
on those treaties.

They have asked now, the Soviets, to look at verification
aspects of them, and we have had a rejectione.

Is it not possible, and in view of the Soviet reaction to
the U.S. proposal to 2nhanced verification provisions of
these two treaties, to test their existing verification

o

provisions before adding to tEem, that we can think of sone
other approach, exchange of letters that might be a
possibility, where we could actually get supgott from the
administration so that we could advise and consent angd we
could finally ratify two treaties, one signed by President
Ford, one by»President‘Nixon, now that have been languishing
before this committee for many, many years, and get sonme
action on those.

Is theres not any way we could movz them forward?

Secretary Shultz: F¥Well, we are trying, and I agree with
you that it is not a gcod thing to nezotiate treaties znd
have them languish. They should be taken up and dealt withe.

The issue com=2s back to this problem of verification, and

treaties that are not readily verifiable poison the
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atnosphere.

I think cn the‘question of whether or not some recent
Soviet ICEY tests violate SALT II or not, partly you can
scratch your heai about the particulars of that, and partly
what it displays is the looseness of the treaty. &nd so I
think when you have something that is going to raise
guestions in verification and 21so where, as I gather it,
techniques have become available since the treaty vas
negotiated, that would improve verification, it makes sense
to go back and try to tighten it down a little bit.

Now, the most recent test I think Just yesterday or the
day befors, I just read sametglng about it yesterday, is an
example. As you know, in our current verification
procedures, wea =-- 3 blast goes off and we get datz from it,
and what the data are, it is a probability distribution that
on the basis of this information, the most likely number is
X; and there is a probability distribution around it, and the
tail of the distribution on the high side is over double the
153 kiloton level involved, and the most likely in the
probability distribution is well above. However, the low end
of the tail is well within the limit.

So that poses a very hard issue of verification, and if
you can improve on that, it seems to me you are much better
off than to wind up saying well, are they cheating or are

they not cheating? And we do not have any way of saying.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18
20

21

R

24

25

L8

That is the thing that has caused the President to go
back and g2 back and'tty to see 1f we could not improve the
verification process.

. The Chairman: Just 2 conzluding comment on those twoe.
In view bf the fact that both President ¥ixon and Ford have
urged me to see that we do mcove forwacd to ratification of
these treaties, in view of the fact that many members of this
committee have uryed that we 1o so as a symbol that we can
get something done, could ve Jjust ask for your pledge that a
best effort will be made to find a way somehow in the Shultz
fashion that we do these treaties and find a way to upgrade
the verification, but be able’;o do so in such a way that ve
can finally ratify those treaties and completes our end of
it

Secretary Shultzs: Thank you, ¥r. Chairman.

The Chairman:s ¥%as that yes or no?

[General laughter.]

Secretary Shultz: ©Oh, yes, as I said, I think that if we
can have improved verification, we would want to go forward,
and we will reach arcund for ways to iry to achieve it. But
it is a difficult problem, and I think that yocu do have to be
careful with treaties which are undertaken. After all, it is
a very serious matter, and the Senate votes on it and so on,
and then when it is all done you say, well, here is this

restriction, and a blast gces cff and we cannot tell whether
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it is within the restriction or not by an order of
magnitude. That is a tig difference.

The Chairmane And yet for the first time in the history
of our relationship, one of these treaties provides for
on-site inspection, vhich I think i1s in the interest of the
United Statese.

Thank you, Yr. Secretary.

Senator P=11.

Senateor Pell: Thank you, ¥r. Chairman.

One of the concerns that I have is that with the

increasing closeness of these weapons -- for instance, I

-
@

believe thz2 PEESHINGs will be-able to reach a target n the

Soviet Union within a guarter of an hour or so —-- that the

tendency will be for one side or the other to respond,

retaliate mnechanizally, so that if unfortunately there was an
electrical malfunction or a flock of geese or something of
that sort stimulatzsd the sensitive antenna, there would be a
response without a human being getting in the middle.

Is it conceivable, or are you free to say in 2 public
session, is there such -- can you givz us an assurance that
in the United States at least we would never let off a
nuclear weapon without a human being being responsible for
giving the commani?

Secretary Shultz: Well, the President is the person that

carries around the key ingredients o0of command, and beyvond
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that, I think I would rather not make any comment. But I
agree with the implication or what I take it to re the
implication of you question, that work on what we call
confidence-buildingy measures 1s important because those are
meas;res that tend to give people prior notificaticn, keerp
people informed, maintain soms sort of contact about these
matters, and that is desirable.

And so I call your attention to the confidence-building
measures the Pre=siient has put on the table in connection
with START, in connection with IXF, and independently having
to do with the hot line and also in terms of possible crises
that might be caused if you fgand a2 nuclear weapon in the
hands of a terrorist or some crazy leader, so-called leader.
And those are matters that are very much worth vworking one.

Senator Pell: I know that in the incidents at sea, there
have been direct discussions between Soviet military, their
admirals and our admirﬁls. It has worked out pretty
effectively.

¥hy is if that there seems to be a reluctance on their
part to engage in dir=sct :onfiienfa-builiing measures between
their military and our military?

Secretary Shultz: That 'was one c¢f the President’'s

proposals that Secretary Xeinberger developed that there tbe

)

military-to-military kind of direct ccemmunication link, and

we proposad —-— thezre were four ccnfidence-bullding measures
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proposed. One wvas upgrading the hotline; another wvas the
crisis management that I ﬁave already mentioned. & third was
the military-to-military, and another was an embassy
communication link. The latter two the Soviets told us they
did not qhite see any good purpose to them. They did not
foreclose discussion of them. On the first two they came
back and said they were interested in discussing them. So vwe
#ill proce=2d with those discussioas.

I do0 not know why they rejected thenm.

Senator Pelle: The door is not closed, though, on the

latter two?

&

Secretary Shultz: It is dot closed. They were very

responsive. ¥Ye made a proposal and they came back in due

tige and said we are interested in two and we do not think

the other two are worthwhile. But they have nct foreclosed
discussion of them.

Senator Pell: How scon —-- this is a very tough guestion
on your crystal ball, I guess, but do you expect to see
within the next year or s>, r=alistically, th=s outline of an
agreement at IAF or at the START talks?

Secretary Shultz: ¥y own thinking 2bout that subject
goes like this. We should examine our positions always tc Lbe
sure that we have reasonable propositions on the table,
rezscnable in the sense that we think they are in our

interests and grotect our intsrests ani at the same time are
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demonstrably fair, and2 that we should be ready té engage in
the give and take of'hégotiation and discussicn in a effort
to find an agreement. That is what we have control over, is
what we do.

What they do is hard to predict, so what we can say is if
we are reassnable in our approach and ready to engage in give
and take, an agre=ment is possible if they decide to behave
likewise. If they decide otherwise, it will not be.

I think we need to be very careful that we do not somehow
Jet ourselves in the position of feeling that it is very
important to get an agreement because, as you know, you are

an o0ld negotiator yourself, ¥r

: Chairman -- you complimented
me -— but the minute you see the other guy really wants an
agreement, you have got him. And you can drive and drivé and
drive. Ani we Jjust must not 32t in that position.

Senator Pell: Do you see any possibility or any merit to
the ideas of bringing together the INF and the START talks,
because if that happened, the guestion of the British and the
French would become relatively insignificant compared with
the whole ball of wax, and ¥r. Nitze seems to be doingc a
fairly effzctive job there. Yaybe his energies could be used
in the whole.

Secretary Shultz: I think they are being conducted
separately; that is not an issue; and I think thzt is the way

to keep thenm.
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Senator Pell: You.vould not want to see them combined.

Secretary Shultz: ¥No, sir.

We have said that as time passes, if there is no
agreement, our deployments will start on schedule and carry
through on the schedule, but we will be prepared to cecntinue
the negotiations, and if, as the process of deployment is
going on, a2n agreement is reached, then that can be
accommodated in the deployment schedule, and we would like
nothingy batter than to wind up watching them detroy all their
SS-20s, and we will get rid of the deployment that we had
undertakene.

Senator Pell: On anotherj;ubject but also concerning the
Soviet Union, do0 you beliave anything can be done to change
the declin2 in the emicgration of Soviet Jews permitted?

Secretary Shultze I certzinly hope so, and we bring that
up with them all the time. I think it is a -- you wonder why
it is a country wants geOple in it that do not want to be
there. But at any rate, we eaphasize the importance that we
think that holds. ¥We emphasize its relation to the Helsinki
Final Act, and we push on it. They, of course, regard it as
an internal affairs of theirs. But at any rate, it is very
high on our agsniz:, and it is at a pitifully low level right
NOWe

Senator Pell: A more ceneral guestion. You and I both

know that we will never start pre-emptive war or pre-enptive
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strike against the Soviet Union. Do they get accurate
reporting and pictdfes, do you believe, of our view? Do you
feel that you are able to tzlk in a very direct way with your
opposite namber, or are they jetting 2 varnished view without
having a real knowledge of our own intentions, which are just
as importaat as our own Z-apability?

Secretary Shultz: VWhat view exactly 1s being transmitted
to the few people right at thz top, of course, I do not
know. I think our society is open and it is quite easy tc
see that our society 1s one that has peaceful intentions and

is not aggressive, and our recerd is also clear in that

e

regarde.

We have discussions with Soviet leaders, and we try to
make our views clear. I do have the impression that
transcripts get rzad. One little sidelignt of the meeting
that the Vice President and I had, and Ambassador Hartman,
with Ceneral Secretary Andropov on the occasion of President
Brezhnev's funeral, after.-we got through with the general
meeting and, you know, you get up and stané around for a few
minutes. The Vicz Przsiisnt said to Andropov, well, you and
I have something a little in commen in our backgrounds. 2nd
the General Secretary lauched. He said, that's right; he
said, we are the men of peace. Have you ever read the
transcripts of th2 discussicns between Shultz and Gromyko,

because thz2y are the men of war.
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But I think we have tried, and they also. I do not -=- I
am not capable of béin§ really warlike. I am not that kind
of a person. But I do try to be direct and frank with Xr.
Gt3m¥ko in our discussions ani other discussions as well, and
he is equally so.

But the point that I make from that story is that
apparently the transcripts do get read.

Senator Pell: Thank you very much, ¥r. Secretary.

The Chairman: Thank you, Senator Pell.

Senator Helnms.

Senator Helms: Thank you, ¥r. Chairman

¥r. S=2cretary, the KannedgiKhrush:hev agreement, although
it was not a negotiated treaty, seems to me nevertheless tc
be the most important arms control agreement }n history
because it settled the most dangerous nuclear crisis in
history.

Now, =2arly last year, the President of the United States,
the Director of the CIZ, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,
and the Under Secretary of Defense all stated publicly and
without any reservation whatscever that the Soviets were
violating the Xennedy-Xhrushchev agreement of 1%62.

Do you recz11l that?

Secretary Shultz: Hell, I will take it as a fact, as
you =--

Senator Helms: It is & fact.
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Now, there is evidence that the Soviets already have
deployed in Cuba nuclesar deli;ery capable EEARR bonmbers,
¥IG-23 fighter-bombers. They have a strategic submarine tase
¥ith a nuclear warheal storag= facility there in Cuba.

Now my guestion, Xr. Secrstary, since the Soviets have
violated by the administration's own proclamation the most
important nuclear arms agreement in history, why really is
there any reason to believe that they will not seek to evade
or to violate 2 START agreenment?

Secretary Shultz: Well, the guestion cf a violation of

the Kennedy-Khrushchev accords is a gquestion I will put on

o
3

the table without being in a bosition of wanting to respond

directly. But I think the qua2stion of violation of

agreenents undertiken does pose a very important issue for us

in any subseguent negotiation, and what it says to us, it
seems to me, 1s that we should seek agreements that have 2
very strong capacity for verification so that when it come to
exacution of the agreements, we do not do it on the basis of
trust and confidence as you would in the ﬁany types of
settings, but we do it on the basis of structuring it in
terms of the relative interests and an ability to monitor
very closely whether or not it is being carried out.

Senator Helms: So what you are saying to me is that you
are going to take this into consideration in connection with

any negotiitiomns.
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Secretzry Shultz: Yes, sir.

Senator Helms: Lat me go further.

During the past year there have been four high level
Soviet threats to deploy Sovia=t nuclear missiles in the
Caribbean, or Central America, if the United States goes
ahead with GLC¥ and PERSHING II deployment in NATO this
coming Decembere. |

Now, ¥r. Secretary, do you consider these threats to be
2ll the more provocative and arrogant because they came after
the top level U.S. statements that the Soviets were already
violating Kennedy~-Xhrushchev?

What goes on here?

Secretary Shultz: Well, I think the pattern of Soviet
threats connected with deployments in Europe, you see not
only as what you mentioned in the Caribbean, but they issued
a number of threats just before the Ca2rman election, zand
interestingly, they shqt one across the bow of the
Williamsburg Summit.

What they seem to produce by these tactics of threat is a
very strong reaction, and of course, the declaration on peace
and security at Williamsburg was not simply a response to
that threat; it had a deeper thrust to‘it, but the threat
played a part, Jjust as I do believe the Soviet threat had an
impact, not the one they contemplated, on the German

electione.
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But to me, the most impecrtant thing that has been taking
place, particularly significantly in the last six months or
so, or most visibly in the last six months or so == it has
alwvays been there -- is the clear cohesion and unity among
the allies to stick with our orogram and scheiule, ani the
very conscious relaticn of that cohension and unity to the
values that we share, and the defense of those values 1is what
this is all about.

So I think there has been a kind of a re-emergence and
rebirth of these realizations, and 2t this point in time we
have genuine cohesion and unity, and the Soviet threats,
interestingly, have probably Egntributed something to that.

Senator Helms: Do you think cur z2llies are taking what T
have bzen saying, this kind of thing that I have been saying,
into consideration in terms of supporting us?

Secretary Shultz: They I think lock very carefully at us
as anyone does at someone that you are going to ally yourself
with and basically depend.on, and ask themselves can we
depend on that country or that person or organization or
whatever it may be. And we certainly want to be a dependalble
2ally, and we are a dependable ally. I think the renewed
strength of the United States 1s a very important part of
this whole picturz2, and I do not mean simply renewed military
strenght, and I do not mean sinply economic strenath,

z3lthough those are very important elements.
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But I do think there is a sense around the world that the
United States is back and ve are not boisterous or whatever,
but nevertheless, self-confidznt, and ve are clear in our
values, and we intend to stick with then.

Senator Helnms: _More impertantly, do they understand that
the offers to negotiate within reasonable terms by the United
States ars in gool faith?

Nov, here at home we have all the claptrap of protesters
who never say a mumbling word about what 1s going on in terms
of the Soviet Uniosn, and I Jjust do not want our foreign

policy to be misled, and I certainly do not want our allies

e

to be misl=2ad on that point.

Secrétary Shultz: Well, let me say éhat that is a
guestion that is 3lways raisei: Are you negctiating in gocd
faith? And ve say we are. ke 4do nét think that the test of
good faith can be allowed to becom2 an agreem=nt because then
you undermine your capacity to negotiate. The test of good
faith is the reasonableness of ths positions, the posture of
negotiating give and take capability; and T think with our
allies, w2 have b22n involved in an intense and rich process
of consultation. So they feel that they have had their oar
in, and th2 positions that have emerged are cnes that have
been done Jjointly in a way, and they have been.

So that gives confidence that these are thoughtful

positions and their interests have been considered, and =2
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on. And I think that with the leadership, we are doing very
well in this regard, and obviously it is part of the tactic
in this negotiation of the Soviet Union to try to get acrecss
the idea to various population groups that we are not
negotiating in good faith and therefore deployment should nog
go on. That is their tactic, and of course, ours is
othervise.

Senator Helms:s All right.

One final guestion,. ¥r. Secretary.

I have beern sceking to obtain from you for several months
nov the full materials relating to the Kennedy-XKhrushchev
agreemente. I have asked by mgil, by letter to you, and I
have been in consultation with your associztes on frequent
occasions about your appeariny before the Kestern Hemisphere
Subcommittee of this Committee. I think, ¥r. Secretary, that
th2 American people deserve to have a full and open hearing
on the Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement, what is in it, what is
not in it, what is being violated, what is not, and I think
they deserve to have, if you w#will forgive me -- and I say
this with all respect -- I think they deserve to have your
testimony, not someboly =21lse's, yours.

So, #r. Secretary, my cuestion is, is it going to be
possible to persuade you to come before the subcommittee or

the full committe=z, 1if the Chairman wishes, to discuss the

Kennedv-Khrushchev agreement.
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Secretary Shultz: Well, vou askel me that gquestion, I
think, in my confirmation hearing, and I ducked a little
thene I will duck 2 1little now. HWe have offered to have
Assistant Secretary Burt come and testify, but the best
is ——

Senator Helms: He can come and testify with you, but T
want you to comee.

Secretary Shultz: You want re. .

Well, --

Senator Helms: What is the answer?

Secretary Shultz: It is tcugh. In the end I guess I
will do it, but I hate to do fi, frankly.

Senator Helms: Why?

Secretary Shultz: W¥Well, it 1is something somelody else
can do, anil it is a2 -- there is a 1limit on the amount cf
things that you can really come to grips with and master.
That is, you want a wi{ness who can tell you all the ins and
outs, and I car get to do that, but -- well, if you want ne
to, I will do it.

Senator Helms: Very well.

Thank you, ¥r. Secretary.

Secretary Shultz: Do not pin me down to some particular
date right away because, I will tell you, my schedule is
tough.

Senator Helas: We will work it ocut.
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Thank you, sir.

The Chairman: I would like to say, Senator Helms, that I
did assure Secretary Shultz that knowing the turdens placed
upon his ofﬁice, which are immense, beyond anyone's
knowledge, that whenever we could obtain testimony fronm
someone elsz2, that we would do so.

Now, he has agreed to appear, but I want you to have that
bazkgroundi, that I did make that agreement with him when he
became Secretary, as I did with Secretary FHaig, because I
know the immense burdens placed upon your office.

Secretary Shultz: Probably I will not be able to testify
because the person that does fﬁe scheduling back in the

department will shoot me when I return for having agreei to

do it.

[General laughter.]

Senator Helms: W¥ell, we will get you a bullet-proof
veste. |

The Chz2irmans Thank you, Senator Helnms.

Senator Helwms: ¥r. Chairman, that is the first time I
have ever asked the Secretary himself to appear, and I
appreciate your agreeing to come.

The Chairman: I noticed™~hz had a few conditions on it,
though. _

Senator Helms: Not many.

The Chairmane Not many, no.
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Senator Tsongas.
Senator Tsongzs: I yield to Senator Cranston.

The Chairman: Senator Cranston, Senator Tsonges hes
yielded to you.

éenator Cranstons Thank you very =much.

¥r. Secretary, I velcome you to this hearing. It is
certainly on a very important issue before our country, and
indeed, one that affects the fate of the world. I think the
American-Soviet relationship is the most important that has |
ever existed between two peoples because never before have
two peoples had th= capacity to not only destroy each other
totally, but quite possibly, {5 destroy the entire world, or
1t least'human life upon this planet.

-~

T agree with 2 great deal that you have said, and I want
to compliment you on the thoughtful and moderate tone of vour
statement.

] disagree with one point where yocu say on page 29,
important as it is, arms control has not been and cannot be’
the dominant subject of our dialcgue with the Soviets. I
knov there are other issues that are of vast importance. You
cannot separate one from the other. As you state, we have
differences that are deep in-philoscophy and in purpose with
the Soviet Uniocn, and in principle, ani that really, our task

is to manage thoss relationships in ways that do not lead tc

war, and it seems to me that arms control is the most
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important aspect of all of this because that is a way to
contain the dimensions of vhatever disputes we may have, that
they do not erupt into a nuclz2ar conflict if that can be
avoided.

On page 21 you spell out the acenda in the dialogue. I
agree with that agenda. You state that strength and realism
can deter war, but only direct dialogue and negotiation can
opan the path toward lasting peace, and I agree with you very
much on that point.

T agree with your criticism of Soviet tehavior. That
behavior has certainly increased tension between our two
countries. I am glad that yod? Statement contained nothing

labeling the USSR as the focus of evil in the world. I do

not think that that kind of rhetoric and sabre-rattling that

sometimes accompanies that kind of rhetoric on both sides can
contribute to the sort cof a dialogue that can lead to an
understanding.

Baving said that I agree with your criticisms of Soviet
behavior, and I of course do, those cf us wvho are advocating
afforts to reduce the tznsions between our two nations are
very cognizant of many Soviet actions that are forebodiﬁg and
threatening and alarming and™~highly unpleasant.

Now, can you tell us what the United States, for its
part, has done to contribute tc the tension that exists

between thz Units23d States and the Soviet Union?
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Secretary Shultz:s Nothing.

[General laughter.]

Senator Cranston: You rezlly believe we have done
nothing that contributass to the tz2nsions between us?

éecretary Shultz: They szy, for example, that we are
contributing to thie taznsion by the program of deployments of
PERSHINGs and GLC¥s in Europe. I reject that argument
totally. Those deployments are a response to the massive
SS-20 deployments. They are not provocative on our part;
they are r=2sponsive on our part.

Our actions around the world have been the actions of a
helping hand, not aggrandizinirour own power. It is simply
not the case that when we build our strength; civen the
background, that that is a contributor to tension, unless you
say that the way to relieve t=2nsion is Jjust tg do whatever
they want, and of course, they would not be so tense, but a
lot of us would not like it very well to live under their
systenm.

Senator Cranstcn: We most certainly would be tense under
those circumstances. I do not guarrel with the partcular
example that you cite, but I do not know how we can negotiate
effectively with them 1f we 'are incapable of putting:
ourselves in their shoes and seeing the world as they see
it.

Secretary Shultz: That is a different question. T a

o]
a}
)
D
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with you on that. We have to -- if you are gocing to
negotiate with somebody, you ha?e to say to ycurself, well,
how does this look and what, given their problem, will make
more senss, and so on. You have to do thate.

Senator Cranston: It seems to me that interventions in
other countries by us -- and you would certainly nct deny
that ve have intervened in the affairs of other countries for
our purpos=2s. Those who launched those interventions thought
that they served American purposes. The Soviets may have
viewed thenr as otherwise. It goes all the way back, long
before either of us or anycne in this room had any impact or
influence on American policy,'io the first days of the Soviet
revoluti;n when there was an American intervention at at
Archangel z2nd other steps designed to seek to prevent the
Communists from tiking over that seem=d to serve the purposes
of America at that time. That is a part of our history that
is perhaps somewhat alarming to the Soviets. Our more recent
interventions in other countries to sustain the status guo,
no matter what that status gqud, no matter how tyrannical on
the far right that status guo, no matter how brutal that
status quo, has led to concerns I think in other parts of the
world about how strongy our conmitment to freedom and
democracy is.

It is appropriate to criticize viclations of human rights

(%2}

in the Soviet Union. I 2o. 2 do0 you, and so do others.
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Eut to not express concern about violaticns of human rights
in a similar vein wﬂéréver they occur seems to me to lead to
a sort of a2 hypocritical double standard which raises a
question as to how sincere our protestations are about
democracy and fre=2dom. I know you helievz in it deeplf as I
do.

Secretary Shultz: Well, let's take chapter and verse
here. Let's go back in the pcst-Rorld War II period. Let's
take Korea.

Did we intervene unjustifiably in Korea?

Senator Cranston: No, I do not think so.

o

Secretary Shultz: Are we in Kprea now unjustifiably? I
do not think so. I think that was 3a necessary response on
our part to a Soviet effort t> expand their boundary, in
effect.

Senator Cranston: The problem that I see is when we wind
up backing a'right wing dictatorship in the hope that that
will prevent a left wing dictatorship from emerging, it oftén
fails to work. For example, in Cuba we backed Batista, we
got Castro. For 2xample, in Nicaraguz, we backed Somocza, put
him in power, and we wound up with the Sandinistas. In
Visatnam we backed totalitariEn right wing Saigon, and wve got
totalitarian left wing Hanoi.

Efforts more carefully tailored to producing a middle

ground result might b= more successful, and I think that we
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should not always view Communism as the source of all evil.
The problems -- they are evil. I have no guestion about
that. I want to be very clear on that point, but --

Secretary Shultzs¢ Can I gucte you?

Senator Cranston: But the prolblems in Latin America 4id
not really begyin in Moscow or Havana. They began with
poverty and degradation and violation of rights by right wing
iictatorships. People decidei they did not want to put up
with that. The Communists move in as parasites on that
circumstance, trying to attain their own aims, their own
goals of power, and their own form of tyranny, and I think we
should seek to differentiate bgfveen the.causes and the
parasite.

Secretary Shultz: I agree with that, and I said that in
my testimony or their, some of their btehavior in the Third
World, and I agree with you that in Fentral Emerica, for
example, the principal problems we have to address ourselves
to are the need for more democratic forms of government and
the need for economic development that has in it a capacity
to have that devslopment widely sharei.

However, we are never going to get those things if a
military action tikes those countries over. So we have to
prcvide a shield, as Senator Jackson has said, to support and
make possible the key objectives that we have.

Senator Cranston: I know that you share that view. I am
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glad that you do. And I hope that your influence is great in
moving us in policies that would fulfill the purposes
consistent with those goals.

It seems to m2 that our fiilure to ratify four treaties
that-were negotiated with the Soviet Union relating to arms
control matters and nuclear tests has placed some burden on
uos in negotiations with them to> come up with approaches that
can be agreed to by both of us and then ratified in this
country.

Secretary Shultz: I agres with that wholeheartedly.

Senator Cranstons: Thank you very muche.

o
RS

Cne final guestion.

I am concern=23 about the jualitative nature of the arms
race, the continuance to modernize which creates more and
more deadly, more and more destructive, more ;nd more
accurate weapons, probably increasingly difficult to verify.
I am not sure how we stop that. I propose a freeze as a
beginning, and thzt is only the bzcginning of something much’
more substantive, to reduce. I know that the administration
and you differ on the fresze.

How do we soon arrest the gqgualitative, modernizing aspect
of the arms race that threatens to get the whole arms race
out of hani?

The Chzirman: ¥r. Secretary, I know you have to leave at

12515 We have four Senators left that have not asked any
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questions. TIf you could make it concise and fill it in for
the record if you would like.

Secretary Shultz: I think arms control negotiations can
plan an important part of that. The reduction of tensions,
as we see them through these various regional issues, can
play an important part of that. The emergence of more
respect for human rights everywhere, including in the Soviet
Union, zan plzan an important part of that. And improved
bilateral relations an plzay znd important parte.

So if we can pursue this agenda creatively and
effectively, I think it helps in that regarie.

The Chairman: Thank you.

Senator Lugar.

ALDERSCON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

71

Senator Lugar: Mr. Secretary, I think your statement was
an extracriinary ani -omprehensive document covering really
all tases, and I am hopeful that it will be widely read and
wilely shared, as I know you hope it is.

fhe guestion I have is a guestion that falls Jjust on the
edges of the various other places you have tacked down. I
know you have been visiting with the foreign ministers of the
NATO nations recently, and tried to move them, as you have in
the past, toward =more of 2 sharing of the global problens
that the Soviet Union presents, specifically, areas beyond
NATO, and at the moment, one such area which presents, T
think, a.very formidable challghge is the problem of Syriea
and the SA-5 missiles in particular, which apparently have a
hizh degrees of Soviet involvema2nt in parsonnel, maybe
physically on the ground as well as --

Secretary Shultz: They are. They are manning those
veapons, so far as we know.

Senator Lugar: And thelr intentions we are not certain
of, but it seems to me we face a situation ycu have taken a
look at not only from NATO but.even more on the ground in

your shuttle diplomacy. #®#hat is to be ocur course in
attempting to face that challenge both from the standpoint of
the NATO nations z2nd maybe our own responss in the event that
difficulties ensue? 2And I am not certain from what source

they might, but clearly with a Soviet presence there, with a
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volatile situztion in Lebanon and in Syria, what will cur
response bz, first af 3ll, in the event that Soviets are
involved with Israel in conflict, and to what extent will we
be able to draw upon our XATC zlliance in either the shifting
of forces, the sharing of burdens, and various other ways, or
other responses, given the fact that they, too, have troops
on the ground as we have in cur Marine component?

Secretary Shultz: That is a very thouchtful and deep
Juestion. Thz NATO alliance, of course, addresses a certain
geographic area, and has a concept to it that is not global.
It is 2 limited concept, and so naturally you stay with that
concept yithin the NATO joint-éﬁmmand and alliance

responsibilities as such. In the NATO discussions, it is

recognized that m=mbers of the zlliance in varying degrees

for different parts of the world do have interests, and
sometimes 1lly thamszlves in one way or another in different
parts of the world, and that there are implications for XATC
when actions are taken or-fail to be taken.

This has increasingly been recognized in the communigues,
the most recent one that we had in the meeting in Paris last
week, and the dzf2nse ministers also recognized that pointe.
So that the notion of efforts beyond YATO is present there.
You take taz Lazbanon situaticn as a good case in point.
There, there are UNIFIL forces, of course, from a variety cf

countries, and the multinational force is composed of French,
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Italian, U.S., and now British forces, so we are there, but
that is not a ¥ATO exercise. That is an exercise of these
countries acting independizntly of NATO and in a sovereign
vay, but nevertheless knowledgeably in terms of the NATO
respénsibilities.

So I think the guestion you have raised is a deep onee.
It is being addressed and vorked at as we obviously have to
serve our global interests ani others hava to, too.

Senator Lugar: Let me Jjust probe a bit further, tecause
I am deeply ccncerned, as I know you must be, that conflict
in that area could occur. %e hope not at any moment, but
just simply we do not know wh{wthe Soviets have come in in
that way, why the Syrians have invitel them specifically for
that purpose.

Secretary Shultz: I think we can speculate reasonably
accurately on those points.

Senator Lugars W=211l, this has occurred. What is yor own
speculation?

Secretary Shultz: Well, obviously, the Soviet Union
gains a foothold in that part 2f the world through their
military presence. The Israelis, whatever, you can have all
kinds of arguments about the“war in Lebanon. It did not cast
a lot of glory on the Soviet weaponry, and so they have new
weaponry in there, and as you pointed out, they are there,

they are manning those wearons, and it no doubt is an effort
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on their part to restore their credibility and to have a
presence from the Syrian point of view. It gives them added
sttenﬁth as they confront their problems as they see them.
From our standpecint, I think it raises the risks in the
ar=2a, and we have saii this directly to the Soviet Union,
that they are there, they are associated with the Syrians,
they are associated with the osrganized PLO fighters and
terrorists, but they are also associat2d with some Iranian
and PLO and other terrorist groups that are not necessarily
easy to control. So that raisazs the risks. 2&nd it also
points up the importance of pushing, as we are pushing, for
the evacuation o2f all foreign'?orces from Lebanon. We are

fully engaged in the effort to bring zabout Syrian withdrawal,

and working with the Lebanese.

And I night say that yestsrday in the vote of the
Lebanese parliament we had an cutstanding event, and we all
ought to tike notz of it and give President Gemayal scme very
strong support ani hand claps for bringing off the
ratification of the Israeli-Lebanese acreement, despite
strenuous 2fforts by the Syrians to disrurt it and by a
margin of -- well, we can look it uﬁ. I think there were
only two n=2gative votes and four absentions, and 65 positive
votes. I think that was the vote. But anyway, it was a
demonstration of the widespread support for the agreement and

for the evacuation of all for=ign forces in Lebanon.
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Senator Lugar: ¥r. Secretary, our position in the |
two-track talks hasﬂheén one of asking the Scviets to destroy
SS-20 missiles. We want them to destroy all cf them. F¥e
have_given tham the option of destroying some of them. Is
there any evidence whatever, and if not evidence, even
supposition that the Sovizts have any intent of destroying
any of the SS-20's? At least all rhetoric thus far has been
that théy might move them. That, of course, has antagonized
the Japanese, 2nd may have constituted a foreign policy
blunder on the part of the Soviets in their reticence to

destroy tha2se wvzapons, but as we approach these negotiations,

o

do you have any reasonable grbunds to hope that the Soviets
would in fact destroy the first SS-207?

Secretary Shultz: Only the general notiqn that when
confronted with strength and determinatiocn, and deprived of
the alternative of derailing the deployments thrcugh their
political effocrts, they micht regard arms control and less
spending on military and so on as more desirable for their
purposes, but we 40 not have zany sﬁrong indications in the
negotiations. I think there have been some.hints around the
edges that maybe they would destroy a missile rather than
move it, but that is by no means laid out, and it is not on
the negotiating table.

Senator Lugar: It may state the obvious, but a freeze

position from that standpcint would leave all the SS-20's in
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place presumably, and as a result, be a2 non-negotiable
situation 2s far as the deiets are concerned in perpetuitye.

Secretary Shultz: A freeze right now in the IKF area
would be a hell éf 2 deal fcr the Soviet Union. It would be
a terrible deal for us and for our allies.

Senator Lugar: Thank you very muche.

The Chairman: Thank you, Senator Lugar.

Senator Tsongas?

Senator Tsongas: ¥r. Secretary, followvirng on Senator
Lugar's point, comparing the Syrian missile sites issue and
the ¥iddle East generally with Nicaragua, E1 Salvador,
Central Am=2rica g2nerally, whf;h of those two do you believe
is the most volatile and is more likely to raise the
possibility of U.S.-Soviet confrontation?

Secretary Shultz: Well, they are both vclatile areas.,
ani they both contain risks, and I think the stakes are high
enough that we nesd to be engaging curselves fully in both
areas. 1 do not know that it is worthwhile to argue whether
one is mer=2 important than the other.

Senator Tsongas: But in terms of a risk factor for a
J.S.-Soviet confrontation, you see them as egually risky, the
same probability of superpoveér confrontation?

Secretary Shultz: I think both repres=nt big protbtlenms,
and big problems for us, and the risks are great in both

arease. The consejuences, the pocssihla conseguences are
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sobering, and as I say, I think both merit full attention. I
io not know how t> bﬁt'them on a szals and weigh them very
well, and I do not know that we need to do that. ¥hat we
nea2d to do is recognize how tremendously important both are.

Senator Tsongas: In a discussion with a previous
gquestioner, you said that you are uncesrtain as to what view
2f the United States was being transmitted up to the key
people in the Soviet leadership. ¥ould not a summit be the
best way of getting around that cuestion?

Secretary Shultz: ¥Well, if it is prepared well enough,
and there is a substantive outcome, that is possible. It can
be a constructive thing, as I‘gave said. But I think Jjust a
sort of general discussion, t> have no> special drive to it,
could very well dash hopes rather than do any;hinq that is
reassuring. I think Senator P211's point was well taken that
people are troubled, and so 1f you are going to do something
you want to do something that gives genuinely and
realistically the basis for some reassurance. And if you do
something that only winds up disturbing them more, I do not
think that is constructiva. So that is a concern.

Senator Tsongass: ¥ell, you can understand -—- you wmade
reference to ths fact that ydu have to have unity at home. I
think that is true, but unless something happens, you are
going to be the only REdministration going back to the fifties

that either did not negotizte & treaty with the Soviets or
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met with them. I mean, everybody else thoucht there was some
value to face—to—fé:e negotiation. You ar= going to end up
as the only Administration that did not see thenm.

Secretary Shultz: So be it. I do not think we want to
get ourselves in a position where -- I do not say others did
this. Do not misundierstand m=2. RBut we do not want to get
ourselves in the position of feeling that we do nect want to
be the only Administration that did not mzke an arms control
agreement, and therefore let us go make one. That is no way
to approach it. #e should only be ready to meake cne if it is

substantiv=2ly sensible from our standpoint, and if we are not

P

able to make one, well, then,'that is the way the chips fall.

Senator Tsongas: That may be true, but the refusal to

meet, I think, does not wash among the American people.

Secretary Shultz: There is no refusal to meet. We are

meeting the Soviet Union in a wide variety of fora

':onstantly. The President has repeatsdly stated his

readiness to meet with the Soviet leader on the basis of a
well-prepared agenda and the possibility of something
wvorthwhile coming out of the az22ting. So there is no refusal
to meet at all.

Senatosr Tsonyas: L2t me just say, I think part of the
reason we were so enthusiastic and remain so as to your
appointment is that you understand very well hcw you meet

with people and n=2gotiate. You certainly neutralized all of
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us by coming into all of our offices without 2n agreement in
hande I would just“ardue for the sams approach with
Andropove.

Mr. Chaiirman, we have sat here for two and a half years
and raised issues like arms contrel, Yamibia, peaceful
nuclear explosions, et cetera, and the response is, well, vwe
are working on it, and we are hopeful that something can be
worked out. ¥e meet again six months later, and we get the
same response.

think this Committee clearly does not share the
Adainistration's view that the Nixon-Ford treaties, threshold
test ban and peacaful nuclear'ZQplosions, are inadequate, and
I think that we faill in our responsibility to simply raise it
all the tine and et thesz non-responses and Fhen look.
forward to the same thing next year. I think the Committes
should holil h=sarings, bring these treaties up, let us hold
hearings, put it on the agenda, and force the Administration
to come before the American people and explain specifically
what is your objsztion, ani to explain why KNixon-Ford
treaties are unacceptable, because they have managed to put
the issue off, ani I would suzgest that probably ¢9 percent
of the Americzn people have probably no idea that these two
treaties are sitting here, and the reason they do not know
about it, I think, basically, is our responsibility.

So, I would urge the Chairman and the ranking minority
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leader to look at the possibility of bringing that up. I
wvould hate to sit here for four years and not have at least
made an effort to get those treaties out. Let us talk about
them. Let us see what the problems are. SALT II, I feel the
same way, but I think those are more arguable. The
Nixon-Ford trszatizs, 2specially because of the on-site
inspection provision, are enormously important in principle,
ani I would hope that the Committee would hold hearings. Let
us put it on the agenda, a2nd 2t least get 1t out of the
Committee to give the Administration an incentive to move on
this matter.

The Chairman: Thank you,’genator Tsongas. Ve will

discuss that in some detail with Director Rdelman this

afternoon, as you perhaps Kknowv. Ye will mzake every effort to

try to work this out with the 2dministration. I am all for
improved verification, and I am well awvare of the fact that
we are concerned about breach of treaties that have occurred,
and we know that they have occurred in some cases with the
Soviet Union, and have pointed out clearly to them two and a
half years ago that thosz2 breiches that have occurred, the
anthrax situvation that we had, their failure toc follow
through on ths zonsultation Tra2qguirei by our treaties, is a
setback. They put all the blaze on our back, and I said,
SALT II was not our blame exactly. I do not kxnow whether it

would have been confirmed or not, but certainly your movement
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into Afghanistan made the discussion of it impossible, and it_
was Presidasnt Carter and Robert Byrdi, the majority leader at

that time, that said we could not even discuss it because of

their actions in Afghanistan.

Senator Kassebaum?

Senator Tsongass: ¥r. Chairman?

The Chairman:s I am sorry. I thouocht you were finisﬁed.

Senator Tsongas: XNo.

Those treaties are tefore our Committee, so irrespective
>f the Adainistration®s r=sponsibility, we have our own. I
think we should put that on the agenda and raise it, and I
would hope that the COmmittee'ibuld see fit to do that.

Let me raise one final gu=sstion in response to Senator
Cranston. You said, we have done nothing to raise tensions
with thz Soviets, and you havz also saidi that it is good to
put yourself in the positicn of your negotiator adversary and
try to sense what their view is. TIf you were a Soviet, and
you were asked the same guestion, what have the Americans
done to aggravate tensions, what would a Soviet legitimately
felt response be?

Secrétary Shultz: What they are saying right now to
people who go to ¥Yoscow is that the prospect of deployment of
U.S. Pershing II's and cruise missiles in Euvrope is raising
the tensions, andi so> on 2nd s> on, ani this 1is a proveocative

act, and so forth. I mean, that is what they are using as an
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illustration. Ani why is that? I pointed that out in my
response t> Senator Cranston as somethinc that it seems to ne
is not provocztive on our part unless you have a definition
of provocation that precludes self-defanse. But you asked
for what they would say. That is what they are now saying.
They are concentrating on those deployments. That is a very
focus of attention on their part.

Senator Tsongas: Do you think that the testing of the
F-15 antisatellite system this fall is a wise effort without
even tryiny to n23yotiate with the Soviets away that Star Wars
issue?

Secretary Shultz: I think we have to develor our own

strength and capabilities certzinly in the kind of world we

live in.

Senator Tsongaiss: Why not at l=2ast sit down and talk to
them before we test?

Secretary Shultz: T am at something of a disadvantage in
answering that guesticn, but I think the fact is the
technical situation is such that it is hard to see just where
fou would go in such discussions. The area is much more
unz2xpleored than other areas of weaponry that are discussed or
technologizazl devalopment.

Senator Tsocongas: Thank ycu, ¥r. Chairman. %

The Chairman: Thank you, Senator Tsongas.

Senator Xassebaum?
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Senator Kassebzum: Mr. Secretary, I want tec thank you.
I appreciate vyour statement, andi I hope you will forgive ne
for my foghorn voice, but I just wantzd to ask you a couple
of things. I think you will certainly agree that we need =z
subséantive arms control agrezment rather than Jjust any
treaty, and you mentioned that the negotiators had a new
flaxibility. There are a2 couple of suggestions that have
been made up here that I think could be supplementary
agreements to a certain extent that would in no way prejudice
more in-depth, longer, larger agreement. One would be a
moratorium on testing of 211 ¥IRV'ed ICBY's that have been
developed since ¥av, 1¢79. This would encompass the modified
SS—18°'s %ni 19's, and of course the sclid fuel missile that
the Soviets have just begun t> test, and our ¥X.

It seems to me one of the merits is that it is easily
verifiable, it does not ;equire long negotiaticns, it is
something that can be accepted cr rejected. If we propose
it, if they would agree, then it goes into effect. Another
suggestion that his b=2e2n made up here is a resclution
introduced by Senators Nunn and Levin that calls for an
exchange of military personnel between the Soviet Union and
ourselves. These are Jjust a™~couple of things that I "think,
given the nature of the situation, might be worth exploring,
and I wouli likz you to comment briefly{

Secretary Shultz: Yell, we need to explore cecnstructive
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ideas. I think w2 have to be careful on t=sting, that we dco
not propose something that would ﬁe disadvantageous to us,
given the fact that over the past ten years or so, the Soviet
modernization effort has been stronger than ours, and we are
in the process of modarnization essentially tc regain ground
that we lost, so to the extent that a testing moratorium.made
it harder for us to engage in the modernization that we need,
it wvould bz a problam, but at any rate, thes iiea certainlvy
needs to be thought about, just as military exchanges, or
that is a morz expinded version in the sense cof what we

propose to the Soviet Union, which was a military to military

-
P

type communications link, and as I said earlier, while they

said they 4id not s=2e any bten=2fit to that, they did not say

they would not discuss it, but they certainly did give a

negative responsa, but these are all things in the nature of
confidenca-building measures that perhaps -- that we are
pursuing.

We have a lot on the table, and wes nee2d to keep thinking
about these things, and trying to bring some to fruition.

Senator Kassebaum: [Presiding] Thank you.

We have a vote on.

Senator Pell: Yaiame Chiirman, I Jjust want to
interpolate that I strongly support the suggesticn of the
Senator from ¥assiachusetts that we have hearings on those tvwo

treaties, and my own suggesticn that we bring up the genocide
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Senatsr Glenn: M¥r. Secretary, I am sorry I could not be
here earlier. I was tied up on some other things on the
floor, and I could nct get here any earlier, but in the area
that the Chairman Jjust mentioned, and we are going to héve to
run here, 30 we just have a minute, I hope we are taking
cognizance of the verification problems on the new proposals
being made in Geneva now. Those seem to me to be at the
heart of whether we are going to be able to have not only the
past treaties that have never been ratified here, but the new
ones, the numbers of warheads, for instance, proposed whole
nev levels, magnitudes of diffiéulty in verification that I
hope are b=2ing male a part of those ne=gotiations also.

I had wanted to ask abcut some o5f that this mecrning. But
maybe we could have a brief comment. We all are going to
have to run and vote right now, so we do not have much time.

Secretary Shultz: ~I think your point is well taken, and
it is beiny adiéressed.

Senator Glenn: [Presiding] A1l right. That is a good
shortJanswer. Good. Thark you. I guess i am the last soul
left here.

The Committee will stand™~aijourned subject to the call of
the Chair, I guess.

[Whereupon, at 12:¢13 p.m., the Comnittee was adjourned,

to reconvene at the call of the Chair.]
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