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suBJ ACDA STUDY OF SOVIET PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN

POST WILL BE RECEIVING SHORTLY, VIA OFFICIAL MEANS, COPIES
OF A NEW STUDY BY THE ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
OF THE SOVIET PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN AGAINST NATO’S DECEMBER
1979 DUAL-TRACK DECISION ON INF DEPLOYMENT AND ARMS
CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS. THE STUDY, ENTITLED SOVIET
PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN AGAINST NATO, WHICH INCLUDES QUOTES
FROM SOVIET STATEMENTS FROM 1978 THROUGH RECENT EXAMPLES,
ANALYZES SOVIET PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN THEMES

THE STUDY PROVIDES A UNIQUE COMPILATION OF MATERIAL ON THE
SOVIET CAMPAIGN AGAINST NATO AND INF DEPLOYMENT, ORGANIZED
BY CATEGORY OF ISSUE AND CONTAININ; QUOTATIONS WHICH, AMONG
OTHER THINGS,BRING OUT THE CONSISTENCY OF MANY OF THE
SOVIET LINES OVER THE YEARS. IN FACT, ONE IMPORTANT CON-

CSN: CR1992

TRIBUTION OF THIS BOOKLET IS TO STRESS THAT SOVIET PROPA-
GANDAANDD I SINFORMATION AGAINST NATO HAVE NOT ALTERED
FUNDAMENTALLY SINCE THE DECISION TO DEPLOY COUNTERPART
SYSTEMS.

DISTRIBUTION TO ADDRESSEE POSTS WILL BE IN SUFFICIENT
QUANTITY TO INSURE THAT ALL MISSION ELEMENTS CAN DIS-

TRIBUTE TO THEIR RESPECTIVE CONTACTS. PARCELS WILL BE
ADDRESSED TO USIS, WHICH SHOULD HANDLE DISTRIBUTION TO
OTHER SECTIONS. PAOS ANDIOS, IN PARTICULAR, WILL
UNDOUBTEDLY FIND THIS BOOKLET A VALUABLE ITEM FOR DIS-
TRIBUTION TO MEDIA CONTACTS, AS WELL AS TO MODERATESAMONG
YOUR AUDIENCES, WHO MAY NOT BE AWARE OF THE CONSISTENCY AND
SINGLE-MINDEDNESS OF THE SOVIET ANTI-NATO CAMPAIGN.- -

THE STUDY COVERS THE FOLLOWING SOVIET THEMES:

-- A BALANCE CURRENTLY EXISTS IN INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR
FORCES IN EUROPE. - s @se

== THE SOVIET UNION DOES NOT SEEK MILITARY SUPERIORITY IN
THE INF BALANCE.

== THE SOVIET UNION, IN CONTRAST TO NATO, PLEDGES NO FIRST
USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS.

== THE UNITED STATES SEEKS SUPERIORITY OVER THE SOVIET
UNION THROUGH DEPLOYMENT OF THE INF MISSILES IN WESTERN
EUROPE. -

== THE UNITED STATES HAS A PREEMPTIVE STRIKE DOCTRINE, AND
U.S. INF MISSILES WILL HAVE A SHORT-WARNING, FIRST STRIKE
CAPABILITY AGAINST SOVIET STRATEGIC SYSTEMS, THEREBY PERFOR-

MING A STRATEGIC ROLE.

== THE UNITED STATES’ MOTIVE FOR DEPLOYING INF MISSILES IS
TO "EUROPEANIZE" OR LIMIT NUCLEAR WAR TO EUROPE, LEAVING
U.S. TERRITORY AS A SANCTUARY.

== THE UNITED STATES IS NOT INTERESTED IN ARMS CONTROL.

== NATO’S PLANNED INF DEPLOYMENT WILL STIMULATE A NEW
ROUND IN THE ARMS RACE. & ® !

== NATO’S PLANNED INF DEPLOYMENT WILL PROMPT SOVIET
COUNTERDEPLOYMENTS.

== NATO HOST COUNTRIES FOR U.S. INF MISSILES WILL BECOME
TARGETS FOR A SOVIET STRIKE

== NATO’S DEPLOYMENT OF INF MISSILES WILL INCREASE THE
L IKELIHOOD OF CONFLICT.

== NATO’S PURSUIT OF PLANNED INF DEPLOYMENT WILL JEOPARDIZE
DETENTE AND RENEW THE COLD WAR.

== NATO’S PLANNED INF DEPLOYMENT WILL REDUCE WESTERN
EUROPE’S FUTURE TRADE POTENTIAL WITH THE SOVIET UNION.

TO’S DECISION APPROVING DEPLOYMENT OF INF MISSILES
WILL MAKE IMPOSSIBLE OR COMPLICATE ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIA-
TIONS.

== THE SOVIET UNION SEEKS DISARMAMENT/AN "END TO THE ARMS
RACE".

== CLAIMED UNILATERAL MORATORIUM ON DEPLOYMENT OF $$-28S IN
THE EUROPEAN PART OF THE U.S.S.R. ’
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IN ADDITION, THE STUDY PROVIDES EXAMPLES OF SOVIET THEMES
AND TACTICS THAT HAVE BEEN USED IN PREVIOUS SOVIET PROPA-
GANDA CAMPAIGNS AGAINST NATO, FROM ITS INCEPTION IN 1949.
AN APPENDIX TO THE STUDY PROVIDES INFORMATION ON THE
RELATED SOVIET "ACTIVE-MEASURES" AGAINST NATO’S INF
DECISION, INCLUDING FORGERIES AND POLITICAL INFLUENCE
OPERATIONS.

-= AS POSTS MAKE USE OF THIS BOOKLET, DEPARTMENT AND USIA
WOULD APPRECIATE ANY COMMENTS AND EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS
ADDRESSEE POSTS MAY CARE TO PROVIDE.

-= PLEASE SLUG RESPONSES FOR ACDA/SORRELS AND USIA/P FOR
WILLIAMS., SHULTZ
BT



7038
MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
CONg}DENTIAL October 13, 1983
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM P. CLARK
FROM: JOHN LENCZOWSKI
SUBJECT: Arms control and U.S. Policy Toward the USSR

Senator Malcolm Wallop has written a brilliant article (Tab A) on
arms control which is so important that I feel the President
should read it in its entirety. I have underlined portions that
deserve special notice.

T B S Yoy S L
Ken deGraffenreid and Sven Kraemer concur.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I
forwarding the Wallop article.

Approve Disapprove
Attachments:
Tab I Memorandum to the President
Tab A Article by Senator Wallop (Strategic Review,

Summer 1983)

Lo 7

CONFEDENTIAL
Decla@s{fy on: OADR
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MEMORANDUM
THE WHITE HOUSE
CONF}QENTIAL WASHINGTON
\
ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

WILLIAM P. CLARK .

SUBJECT: Arms Control and U.S. Policy Toward the USSR

. At Tab A is an extraordinary article from the highly respected
journal, Strategic Review. Written by Senator Malcolm Wallop,
this article examines some of the most basic problems of arms

control. Among the issues examined are:

What Soviet treaty circumventions and violations tell us
about the possibilities and limitations of arms control.

How the Soviets have succeeded in using the political
climate created by the arms control process to change the
strategic balance dramatically -- all within the framework
of agreements.

How the arms control negotiating process forces us to think
in terms of technicalities which obscure much broader and
more important strategic developments.

How the theory of arms control is no different from the
theory of domestic gun control in that it ignores and
obscures the human motivations and intentions underlying the
use of any weapons.

How compliance questions necessarily raise the issue of
intentions, and how any consideration of the other side's
intentions is regarded by arms controllers as disruptive of
the perceived higher imperative of achieving an agreement.

How the arms control process compels us to conduct self-
contradictory policies which serve to deceive our own people.

Although key portions of the article have been underlined, I
strongly recommend that you read the entire piece.

RECOMMENDATIONS

oK

No

That you read the article at Tab A.

Prepared by:
John Lenczowski

Attachment: Tab A  Strategic Review article

CONF%D@NTIAL

Declass{fy on: OADR W V%1 jﬁﬁol
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SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF ARMS CONTROL
AGREEMENTS: SO WHAT?

MALCOLM WALLOP

THE AUTHOR: Senator Wallop (R.-Wyoming) was first
elected to the U.S. Senate in 1976. His committee
assignments include the Select Committee on Intelligence,
and he is Chairman of its Budget Authorization Sub-
committee. Senator Wallop was a Congressional Adviser
to the SALT negotiations. A graduate of Yale University,
he served as a first lieutenant in the U.S. Army Artillery,
1955-1957.

IN BRIEF

The debate over Soviet violations of arms control agreements and treaties (particularly SALT)
is featuring a great deal of quibbling over technical and legalistic trivia, thus both missing and
distracting from the fundamental issue for debate: namely, the state of the U.S. military posture
after two decades of arms control efforts. Beyond reflecting on Moscow’s cynical approach, the
violations and our reactions to them are symptomatic of a basic phenomenon in Western democracies
well documented by history: a mind-cast that, once entracked on the rails of hopes and fears, comes
to regard the arms control "process” as more important than both the actual results achieved and
the other side’s compliance with them — and more important even than the adversary’s displaved
intentions, which the continuing process is supposed to shift in the direction of peaceful and faithful
behavior. The issue of violations is baring the kind of self-contradictory policies that public opinion
in a democracy cannot long support.

debate is unfolding in the United

States over the facts and implica-

tions of violations by the Soviet
Union of existing arms control agreements.
Thus far the debate has swirled around specific
cases of such violations: the arguments have
been draped in technicalities and legalisms.
It is the contention here that, in focusing on
such narrow parameters, the debate not only
fails to shed any real light on the difficult
military and political choices that the United
States now faces, but, indeed, holds the danger
of further distorting and trivializing the fun-
damental questions relevant to our country’s

security.

Almost a generation ago many prominent
Americans in and out of government, investing
hopes and reputations in arms control, shaped
this country’s military and intelligence plans
accordingly, and convinced public opinion that
all of this would make the world safer. Today
public opinion in the West rightly fears war
more than ever. It anxiously looks for expe-
dients to lift the incubus, and for people to
blame. Whereas in the mid-1960s Soviet
strategic forces were vulnerable to superior

SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Pg. 2-F
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SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Continued

American ones, today numerically inferior
American forces are in the deepening shadow
of a relentlessly growing Soviet arsenal. And
beneath this shadow, the Soviet global offen-
sive has gained a momentum that would have
been considered unimaginable two decades ago.

In short, any objective analyst in the West
now must realize that a generation’s labors on
behalf of arms control have not borne the an-
t1c1pated fruit. Nonetheless, all we have done
in the name of arms control — the very depth
of our involvement with it — renders us unable
to confront our strategic problems directly.
Although no one in public life today will argue
that any specific arms control scheme would
be accepted and adhered to by the Soviets —
and would make us all safer — we still discuss
our hopes and fears in terms of arms control,
anticipating that today’s realities will not
again be reflected in the results of tomorrow’s
agreements.

Lately that discussion has come to turn upon
one question: Do certain Soviet activities
violate arms control agreements or do they
not? Yet that question obscures another, much
tivities in question tell us about the possibil-
ities and limitations of arms control? Our task
here is to answer this question. Once that is
done, only then can we consider Soviet
strategic plans — and our own — in terms of
their intrinsic merits.

The Debate Over “"New’ Missiles

Two fellow members of the Senate, James
McClure of Idaho and Joseph Biden of Dela-
ware, have drawn together respectively the
case for the proposition that the Soviets are
violating SALT agreements, and the case
against it. Senator McClure contends that the
Soviets are violating the most important pro-
vision of the SALT II Treaty — Article IV,
Paragraph 9 — by flight-testing two new-type
ICBMs. Senator Biden argues that Senator
McClure is “simply and flatly inaccurate.”

The SALT II Treaty indeed allows only one
new-tyvpe ICBM to be developed by either side.
The two Soviet missiles that have been tested
are sufiiciently different from all other missiles
to be new types. Yet, the Treaty also stipulates
that the differences that determine a new-type
missile — discrepancies of more than 5 per cent

in length, diameter. launch-weight and throv-
weight between the missile tested and 2!l other
missiles — may not be counted a< viclations
until after the twelfth test.

Inasmuch as the Soviets have only conducted
thus far three tests. Biden has a technical
point. But McClure has a substantive one. The
second new Soviet missile, known as the PL-5.
differs in throw-weight by more than 200 per
cent and in length by more than 2 meters from
any other Soviet missile remotely like it. No
matter how many times it is tested, these
characteristics will not change. Moreover,
modern test programs may not require more
than twelve launches before a weapon becomes
operational. Neither set of arguments,
however, touches the crucial point: while the
United States has produced one new missile
(the Trident I) and is planning two (MX and
Trident II), the Soviets have produced four
fourth-generation missiles and have begun a
fifth generation likely to include six new
missiles.

Soviet Missile Numbers and “Reloads”

Senator McClure charges that the Soviets
have exceeded the SALT II ceiling of 1,320
MIRVed missile launchers and bombers
equipped with long-range cruise missiles.
Senator Biden cites the CIA’s count of 788
Soviet MIRVed ICBMs and claims that the
total of MIRVed ICBMs, SLBMs and bombers
capable of carrying cruise missiles does not go
above 1,320. The legal issue turns on whether
one counts the ‘“Fencer,” the Soviet equivalent
of the American FB-111 bomber. Once again.
however, the legal issue is of scarce practical
relevance. Even if one chose to agree with
Senator Biden, one would not thereby skirt the
issue of the threat which the Soviet Union's
nearly 6,000 counterforce warheads carried hy
the Soviet MIRVed systems pose to the United
States, or change the fact that our most potent
MIRYV, the Mark 12-A, is considered to have
only about one chance in three against Soviet
silos.

Senator McClure contends that the Soviets
have violated SALT II by testing the “rapid
reload of ICBM launchers” and by stockpiling
at least 1,000-2,000 missiles which could be
refired from standard silos. These missiles
could also be fired by “soft” launchers from

SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Pg. 3-F
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covert sites. Senator Biden considers this point
to be “succinctly rebutted” by the U.S. Defense
Department’s volume, Soviet Military Power,
which states (on page 21): “The Soviets prob-
ably cannot refurbish and reload silo launchers
in a period less than a few days.” Biden con-
cludes: “Although the Soviet Union might
have a limited capability to reconstitute its
strategic forces after an initial firing, there is
no real indication of a rapid reload capability.”
McClure concedes that a legal grey area ex-
ists because ‘‘the Soviets never agreed on a
definition of ‘rapid’.” All parties refer to the
same data: during the summer of 1980 the
United States observed that the Soviet Union
routinely practiced reloading its principal
missile silos many times during war games.
This procedure takes a few days.

However, all the parties concentrate on the
Treaty so ﬁxedly that they miss-the point.
Whether the Soviet practice of reloading
missiles is legally “rapid” or not is quite ir-
relevant to American security. Ever since the
beginning of the arms-control process in the
mid-1960s the United States has based its en-
tire strategic policy on the notion that each
side would only have about as many missiles
as it has launchers. The Soviets never formally
agreed to this; nevertheless, informally, in a
thousand ways, they led us to believe that they
did. Now we know that, probably from the
beginning, the Soviets held a wholly different
view of the matter. Thus, not only is it a vir-
tual certainty that they have available for use
many more missiles than overtly deployed
launchers, but the implication is much larger:
namely, that the Soviets do not share the
Western view that nuclear war, if it ever
comes, will be a mutually annihilating spasm.
While American planning stops in effect at the
edge of the contingency of a nuclear exchange,
the Soviets are planning and practicing what
to do after the first round. If this is not
str;ra@eglgallyfslgmﬁqant nothing is. Yet, as we
can see, the arms control perspective is capable
of trivializing even this fundamental factor in
the nuclear equation.

Other Soviet Violations

Senator McClure says that the Soviets since
1976 have conducted at least 15 underground
nuclear tests whose yield was probably above

the ceiling of 150 kilotons specified by the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty. Senator Biden
cites an article by two geophysicists in Scien-
tific American, in which they claim that
charges like McClure's ‘“‘are based on a mis-
calibration of one of the curves that relates
measured seismic magnitude to explosive
yield.”

Some background is needed to understand
this aspect of the debate. In 1977 some of the
U.S. geophysicists involved in evaluating the
yields of Soviet tests from seismic data became
apparently distressed at the fact that they
were consistently providing judgments on the
basis of which the Soviet Union and, more im-
portant, arms control itself were being im-
peached. Therefore, they successfully lobbied
for a change in the yardstick. Even then, the
new and more liberal geophysical yardstick
still shows a few Soviet tests to have been
above 150 kilotons. Although there is really
not much reason to prefer one yardstick over
the other, the fact that one was abandoned
because it gave unpleasant answers should give
no one, least of all scientists, cause to rejoice.

Technicalities versus Strategic Substance

I could go on with such comparisons, but my
basic point already should have become clear:
by thinking and arguing about Soviet ac-
tivities in terms of the relationship of these
activities to treaties — instead of relating them
to security substance — both Senators are quib-
bling with trivialities while the strategic posi-
tion of the United States crumbles apace.
Moreover, those who argue in these terms in-
evitably cast themselves in the role of either
the Soviet Union’s prosecutors or defenders.
Senator Biden has strongly expressed the
wish, no doubt sincere, that he not be taken
as the Soviet Union’s defender. But how else
can one characterize the invitation not to be
alarmed by activities which are clearly
threatening but which might possibly be
shielded by some technicality as a contraven-
tion of agreements?

In one instance Senator Biden, like the geo-
physicists, has to resort to redefining the terms
of the Treaty. He notes that the Soviets have
encrypted just about all the telemetry in their
tests of the fifth generation of missiles. Arti-
cle 15 of SALT II prohibits encryption that

SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Pg. 4-F
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impedes verification of the Treaty. Senator
Biden notes that Soviet practices in this
respect “‘raise questions’ about whether the
Soviets have violated the Treaty. Questions?
These activities are not questions; they are
answers!

Senator Biden says that “Soviet activities in
regard to. . .the ban on the [mobile] SS-16. . .
can only make one wonder about the depth of
Soviet interest in maintaining the SALT
framework.” In thus “wondering,” he was no
doubt inspired by the CIA’s version of said
Soviet activities. According to this version
(reported by the Washington Post on April 9,
1982), the Soviets have some mobile SS-16
missiles (prohibited by the SALT II Treaty) at
Plesetsk. They are ready to be fired. But
because they are not being handled in a way
that fits the CIA’s deﬁnition of deployment,
they are not “deployed.” The point, again, is:
Why cast for artificial definitions and techni-
calities ‘that might becloud the issue of
whether a given Soviet activity is or is not in
contravention of SALT? Why not think — first,
last and foremost — in terms of the strategic
1mphcat10ns of the threatening activity itself?

Finally, Senator Biden, searching for a def-
inition of what a violation of SALT II might
be, has posited that if the Soviets were to have
more than 830 MIRVed ICBMs, thatwould be
a violation. A little later he noted in passing
that by not having dismantled 95 strategic
nuclear delivery systems as new ones have
joined their forces, the Soviets now have more
than the 2,400 permitted by SALT. Yet, he
does not come out and say that the Soviets are
in violation. Why not?

On a more fundamental level, Senator Biden
has conceded that the Soviets have violated the
Biological Warfare Convention of 1972. At the
same time, he describes himself as “‘a strong
supporter of the unratified SALT II agreement
and of worthwhile future arms control
agreements.” Clearly these are contradictions
that cannot be bridged with technicalities
regarding Soviet compliance.

Senator McClure’s position is more direct,
but contains an anomaly. He so strongly ham-
mers on the fact that the Soviets are cheating
on the treaties that he leads his audience to
infer that our strategic difficulties would
vanish if only the Soviets could somehow be
held to the letter of the treaties. Yet, not even

the most enthusiastic advocates of arms con-
trol have claimed — at least not since the
mid-1970s — that the treaties are so well con-
ceived or drawn up that abidance by them will
solve the future of mankind.

In short, even while the strategic position of
the United States continues to erode, men of
goodwill find themselves saying things about
arms control which cannot halt that erosion,
and that cast them in roles that they sincerely
reject for themselves: apologists for the Soviet
Union and/or apologists for the SALT process.

Hope and Historical Logic

We should not be surprised at the fact that
assumptions based strictly or even
predominantly on arms cuntrol often lead to
sterile arguments. After all, the entire premise
of arms control — that safety can be gained by
mutual limitations on weapons — abstracts
from the most fundamental fact that weapons
are tools in the hands of men, not vice-versa.
The propensities of men to kill or respect one
another have never been basically affected by
the existence of particular kinds of weapons.
Genocide was routine in the ancient world. In
our day, the greatest slaughters have been
perpetrated by simple tools: barbed wire, star-
vation and hand-held weapons. Whether or not
a weapon is dangerous depends on the direc-
tion in which it is pointed and on the inten-
tion of the person wielding it. Where nations
are friends, there is no talk of the need to
negotiate arms control. Where they are
enemies, even total disarmament could only
make the world safe for hand-to-hand combat.

In practical and historical terms, it is dif-
ficult to prove the proposition that arms con-
trol by itself leads either to peace or security.
Hlstory affords no example whatever of na-
tions possessed of serious reasons tofight one
another who disabused themselves of those
reasons by agreeing to limit the means by
which they could fight. Nevertheless, the
desire for peace is so natural and strong that
it has always made attractive the claim that
perhaps, just perhaps. all men are sane and
all sane men want peace — which i in
everyone's interest — and that the danger of
war issues from the weapons themselves. If all
sides can slowly rid themselves of the burdens
of their worst weapons, they will simultan-

SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Pg. 5-F
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eously learn to value peace and to trust one
another. But this appealing promise discounts
the ever-present possibility that one side in the
arms control process may be determined not
only to pursue its goals as vigorously as ever,

but also to use agreements as a means of
achieving the other side’s moral and material
disarmament.

The stark record of our century is that arms
control has been ‘embraced by democracies as
a means of exorc1smg the specter of war with
dictatorial enemies — and that it has been ex-
ploited by dictatorships as a means of increas-
ing their capacity for waging war against
democracies. At various points along this
historical road some within the democracies
have asked whether there was any proof that
the dlctatorshlps really meant to keep their
agreements in good faith. Others have
answered that although there could be no real
proof, democracies must take the lead and
show good faith, because no one could afford
the alternative. '

In the normal flow of international negotia-
tions, a Jetermlnatxon of the other side’s in-
tentions is a prerequisite to the process that
culminates i 1n agreements. In the case of arms
control, any issue of the other side’s intentions
tends to be considered a priori as disruptive
to the perceived imperative of reaching an
agreement Instead, we as democracies invest
in the agreements themselves the hope of
favorable omens of the opponent’s intentions.
Questions regarding a dictatorship’s com-
pliancewith arms control agreements go to the
heart of the question: What are the dictator-
ship’s_intentions? But since the arms control
process itself is based on at least a suspension
of questions about intentions, the issue of com-
pliance must thus be suspended as well, lest
the process be dxsrupted

Patterns of Democratic Behavior

Some of the generic difficulties in the path
of rational discussion of compliance with arms
control agreements were outlined by Fred Iklé
in his classic article, ‘“After Detection —
What?” in the January 1961 issue of Foreign
Affairs. They are well worth reformulatlng
after nearly a generation’s experience.

First, unless the violator acknowledges that

his activities constitute a violation, politicians
in a democracy are likely to feel that the
evidence in their possession might be insuffi-
cient to convince public opinion that a viola-
tion has occurred — or at least that trying to
persuade the public would be a thankless task.
Moreover, many politicians, having staked
their reputations on the agreements, will fear
being damaged in the public's esteem if the
agreements were perceived as failures.
Second, a political leader who declares that
arms control agreements which are a fun-
damental part of national policy have been
violated, thereby faces the obligation to pro-
pose a new, redressive policy — one that will
make up for the other side’s violations and
assurg_}ys nation’s safety in an environment
more perilous than had previously been im-
agined. Inev1tably such a policy looms as more
expensive and frightening than continuing on
the arms control track. Few politicians are
willing to take this step of personal and
Qg}lpcal valor — especially if they can ra-
tionalize a away the observed violation as “in-
significant.” Iklé in his article cites Stanley
Baldwin’s admission that fear of losing an elec-
tion had prevented him from admitting that
German)z_was v1olatmg the Treaty of Ver

‘esty, a albeit after the fact of dishonesty.

Third, politicians can always hope — more
or less in good conscience — that continuing
negotiations will eventually reach the goal of
~a stable and mutually accepted peace and that
‘therefore “this is not a good time” to accuse
the other side of bad faith and risk driving it
from the bargaiming table. But when is it a
“good time”? Moreover, as time passes and the
dictatorship’s arsenal rises in relative terms
(abetted by the violations), the premium on
finding a modus vivendi with it rises apace.
The net result is that the brave declarations
that accompany the signing of arms control
treaties, according to which this or that action
by the dictatorship (usually some form of
interference with verification) would cause
withdrawal from the treaty, become dead
letters.

Finally, these inhibitions are compounded
when they are involved in alliance diplomacy
among democratic nations. Each alliance part-
ner is likely to find in the other a confirming
reason for not pressing the issue of violations.
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The Contemporary Mind-Set

These historically documented attitudes —
which ushered in the tragedy of World War II
— have been strengthened in contemporary
times by the seductive premises of the nuclear
age. The primary : such prermse is that the only
alternative to arms control is an arms race
that is certain to lead to the nuclear holocaust
and the end of the world; therefore, there is
no. alternatlve to contlnumg arms control ne-
gotlatlons and rnakmg the best of them. In this
“process” of negotiations is more im-
portant than the tangible results achieved —
and, by extension, more important than the
other side’s adherence to solemnly agreed-upon
results.

“The second premise relates to the fashion-
able notion of ‘“overkill”: since each side
already possesses enough weapons theoreti-
cally to obliterate the adversary, any advan-
tages wrested by the other side are “marginal”
at best. It deserves mention that this
“marginality” tends to be applied only to
Soviet strategic programs: by contrast,
~ American counter-programs, like the MX
missile, are deemed ‘“‘provocative.”

This latter premise illuminates the cavalier
attitude of so many U.S. officials toward Soviet
forces superior in numbers and quality to the
American ones. The State Department, for ex-
ample, has long opposed even proposing to the
Soviets an equality in throw-weight of missile
forces, on the assumption that the Soviet ad-
vantage is so overwhelming (the SS-18 force
alone carries more megatonnage than the
entire U.S. strategic force) that the Soviets
would never agree to surrender it. In the in-
teragency controversy over U.S. policy, the
State Department’s line, only partly tongue-
in-cheek, has been in effect that “real men do
not need throw-weight.” This of course begs
the question: What do we need? The only
answer consistent with the State Department’s
position would be: If we had a small force able
to deliver a few warheads to major Soviet
cities, it would not matter how big, powerful
or accurate Soviet forces wefe, because the
deterrent effect would be the'same.

This variant of Mutual Assured Destruction
(MAD), which goes by the name “minimum

deterrence,” has been gaining inchoate accep-

tance in the Congress as weapon after
American weapon has been delayed or can-

celed — in part because of hopes for arms con-
trol. As the SALT debate of 1979-1980 proved,
neither the Congress nor American public
opinion will accept MAD in any form when it
is presented explicitly. Nonetheless, “mini-
mum deterrence” survives as the theology of
many.

An instructive example of this came in the
testimony of a CIA official who in 1980 briefed
the Senate about the newly discovered Soviet
practice of reloading ICBM launchers. This
practice had invalidated a basic premise un-
derlying U.S. strategic planning and procure-
ment for almost twenty years. Nevertheless,
the official was nonchalant. What would be the
implications of a possible doubling or tripling
of the Soviet SS-18 force? There was no need
for concern, he answered: the extra Soviet
missiles could not be fired because, after an
initial exchange, nothing could be fired. Only
a little pressing elicited that neither he nor his
Agency had really determined what would be
required to prevent the Soviets from reloading
their SS-18 launchers. Indeed, the facts show
that we would be in no position to prevent it.

As far as the alleged irrelevance of all
military assets after an initial nuclear ex-
change is concerned, it is noteworthy that the
entire thrust of Soviet military strategy is to
reduce the size, efficacy and significance of any
American strike — to protect Soviet society
and to win the war. The Soviets do not merely
wish this: they also work at it. Hence, while
the sizes and shapes of opposing “nuclear
arsenals seem to be of secondary importance
to many American officials, for the Soviets
they are clearly matters of life and death.

The Artificial World of SALT 1

American advocates of arms control sought
to create a situation unprecedented in history:
two rivals for primacy in the world would
agree for all time to stop trying to gain the
edge over one another in the most important
category of weapons, thus ending military
history at the highest achieved level.
Moreover, each would cede to the other in
perpetuity the right to deliver nuclear weapons
onto its soil and would refrain from efforts to
protect itself. Thus, spurred by the fear of an-
nihilation, both sides would enter into a kind
of perpetual Hobbesian social contract. The

SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Pg. 7-F




WEEKEND EDITION -- 14 AUGUST 1983
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Soviets did not seem enticed by this contract,
but it was one of the prevalent assumptions
m the 1960s that in time they would be

“‘educated” by our negotiators to the realiza-
tion that their own interests lay there as well.

Yet, from the very first the Soviets’ refusal
to see their own interes.s through the eyes of
American arms control theorists led the U.S.
Government to construct an elaborate, highly
ambiguous intellectual framework — one
which has given American arms control en-
thusiasts warrant to pursue their utopia with
respect to U.S. forces, but within which the
Soviets have continued to pursue the orthodox
military goals of self-protection and victory in
the event of a conflict.

From the outset Americans recognized that
verifving an equality in missilery and
restraint in research and development would
require the presence of inspectors in produc-
tion facilities and laboratories. But also from
the outset the Soviets’ clear refusal of such on-
site inspection placed American arms con-
trollers before a fateful choice: If arms control
agreements constrained production and
research, or the number of warheads or their
accuracy, they would stand a chance of bring-
ing about the desired arms stability in the
world. But the agreements could not possibly
be verified bevond the limited scope of
technical means of detection, and thus could
not be presented to American public opinion
as prudent arrangements.

The answer to the dilemma was to construct
agreements that could define the weapons and
practices to be limited in terms that were more
or less verifiable by technical means. The
agreements could thus be sold to the U.S.
public and the Congress, but — as it turned
out — they were inherently weak agreements
that failed to cover the significant parts of the
strategic equation and whose real restraining
power was questionable at best.

Thus, from the very first American arms con-
trollers chose to negotiate treaties which were
verifiable at least in part, and therefore
ratifiable, but which were intellectua! con-
structs well removed from reality. The
SALT 1 Interim Agreement set limits on
numbers of missile launchers because
American satellites could take pictures of
Soviet missile fields and submarines. Silos and
tubes could be counted. The controversies of

the 1970s over the Soviets’ failure to disman-
tle older launchers as new ones were built and
over their operational use of silos that were
nominally for tests and command and control
— straightforward issues of compliance — were
basically unrelated to that decade’s strategic
revolution: the replacement by the Soviets of
the SS-9 with the SS-18 in the ‘““heavy launch-
ers” and the replacement of the majority of
single-warhead SS-11s with MIRVed SS-17s
and SS-19s. The latter replacement was not a
direct violation: rather, it stretched the defini-
tion of a “light”” missile under the Agreement.
In any event, these replacements precisely
brought about the situation (a mounting Soviet
threat to American strategic forces) which
American negotiators had sought to prevent
by entering the talks in the first place.

There was little question within the
American establishment about what was
transpiring. Nevertheless, official anger was
muted. After all, advances in technology
sooner or later would have been able to turn
even light missiles into multiple-killers like
the SS-17, SS-18 and SS-19, but American
arms controllers had simply assumed that the
Soviets would not thus escalate the weapons
competition. American officialdom has not yet
mustered the humility to admit that it has
been deceived — not because it was deceived
primarily by the Soviets, but because it was
deceived by its own fancies. Indeed, there is
evidence that, on the eve of the signing of
SALT I, Henry Kissinger learned about the
development of the SS-19 but apparently did
not deem the reported development significant
enough to derail the process.

The SALT II Trail

The negotiations for SALT II dragged on for
six vears largely because of American concerns
over definitions. Having been “burned” in
SALT I, American negotiators were now going
to be more rigorous. As regards launchers,
however, they could not be rigorous without
declaring the treaty unverifiable. In fact, if one
defines a launcher merely as that which is
necessary to launch a missile — and one
acknowledges that ICBMs can be iaunched by
very little equipment (Minutemen have been
erected and launched by equipment carried on
the back of a jeep) — one must admit that
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limits on launchers cannot be verified. Of
course, because some kinds of launchers can
be monitored, the tendency is to think of the
“launcher problem” solely in terms of that
small part of it that is controllable.

American negotiators in SALT II did insist
on a complex definition of new missiles in
order to prevent the wholesale substitution by
the Soviets of a fifth generation of missiles for
the fourth generation, even as the fourth had
substituted for the third generation under
SALT I. The four cornerstones of that defini-
tion are the requirements that a modified
missile not exceed the original by more than
5 per cent in launch-weight and throw-weight,
that the number of warheads on any modified
missile not exceed the number on the original,
that on any single-warhead missile the ratio
of the weight of any warhead to the weight of
the total reentry package not be inferior to 1
to 2, and that each side be allowed only one
new missile.

Opponents of SALT II, including myself,
pointed out that under this definition the
Soviets could develop and deploy a generation
of missiles that were new in every way but still
not “new” in terms of SALT. The new missiles
could be made of wholly new materials and ac-
cording to wholly new designs. They could be
vastly more reliable and accurate. They could
thus pose wholly new military problems — all

- without ever violating the treaty in the
slightest. Circumventions would be profitable
and difficult to prove, especially if — as is now
happening — Soviet missile tests are almost
totally encrypted. Post-boost vehicles can be
tested with fewer reentry vehicles than they
can carry. Single-warhead missiles can be
MIRVed, and the number of warheads carried
by MIRVed missiles can be increased. Thus,
a new, more numerous, more powerful Soviet
missile force can emerge more or less within
the “constraints” of SALT II.

Our negotiators could have devised a tighter
definition of newness. But that definition
would have been  unacceptable to the Soviets,
or wholly unverifiable. They had to choose be-
tween reality and the SALT process.

Legacies of the ABM Treaty

Many consider the ABM Treaty of 1972 the
jewel in the crown of arms control

achievements. More than anything else it is
supposed to symbolize the superpowers’
mutual commitment to MAD. But the closer
one looks at the Treaty’s unrealistic re-
quirements, the more one realizes that ques-
tions of the Soviets’ compliance with them are
of secondary importance.

A nationwide ABM system must be
served by a nationwide network of battle-
management radars. The Treaty allows such
radars only at one ABM site in each country.
The Soviets have built five huge radars that
are inherently capable of performing that func-
tion. Are these radars intended to perform it?
We will probably never have absolute proof
short of their performance in actual battle.

The ABM Treaty forbids the rapid reload of
ABM launchers at the one ABM site available.
But when these launchers are underground,
how does one know how rapidly they can be
reloaded? Given the range of modern ABM
missiles and radars, how much of a country
can a ‘‘site’”’ protect?

The Treaty forbids the testing of mobile
ABM systems. Yet, the components of the
Soviets’ fully tested ABMX-3 system — the
Flat Twin radar and the SH-04 and the SH-08
missiles — are merely “transportable,” not
“mobile.” The Treaty does not limit mass pro-
duction or storage of these components. If they
are ever deployed en masse after a sudden
denunciation of the Treaty, the United States
would have no legal complaint.

The Treaty forbids testing — much less using
— air defense systems “in an ABM mode.” Yet,
advancing technology has deprived that con-
cept of whatever meaning it may once have
had. Today the technology available for the
American Patriot and Soviet SA-12 air-defense
systems allows them to be used both against
aircraft and against reentry vehicles. Still, the
ABM Treaty is not being violated so much as
it is being left behind by evolving reality.

Perhaps the best example of the ABM
Treaty’s decreasing relevance is the contro-
versy surrounding the question of whether it
would permit or prohibit space-based anti-
ballistic missile lasers. Many American cham-
pions of arms control aver that Article I of the
Treaty prohibits all anti-ballistic missile
systems forever, except for the two ground-
based sites specifically allowed. The Treaty
deals with ABM launchers, missiles and
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radars because at the time it was drafted no
other means for anti-missile defense were
known. Some argue that the Treaty was meant
automatically to ban any other devices which
might be invented, so long as they were
capable of destroying ballistic missiles, but of
course the Treaty says no such thing, and in
fact it is an axiom .of international law that
nations are bound only by the commitments
they specifically undertake.

The ABM Treaty does not mention lasers at
all: indeed, it could hardly have done so in
1972, when laser technology was in its mfancy
The only possible reference to lasers is in
Agreed Interpretation “D,” which states that
in the event components based on “other
physical principles” and capable of substi-
tuting for ABM launchers, missiles and radars
“‘are created,” the two parties would discuss
how they might be limited. That is to say, the
two parties would develop definitions.

A moment’s reflection is enough to realize
that, in the case of space lasers, to distill
reality into legal te verifiable by national
technical means would be much more difficult
than it has been in the case of ballistic
missiles. Unlike missiles, the characteristics
which make lasers fit or unfit for strategic war-
fare are not discernible through mere obser-
vation. Observatian wi]] yield information on
gross size, power plant and, possibly, wave-
length. But the laser’s power, the quality of
its beam, its pointing accuracy, its jitter, the
time it needs to retarget and the number of
times it can fire can be learned only from direct
access to test data.

Hence, once again we see a demonstration
of the folly, and dangers, of approaching a
strategic question with the mlng cast of arms

control. Suppose for a moment that the Soviet
Union piaced a number of laser weapons in or-
bit. Discussion of the strategic significance of
this event would instantly be distracted by
questions of whether a vnolat:on of the ABM
Treaty had occurred. But on what basis could
the Soviet Union be accused of having violated
the Treaty? There could be little in the way
of determining — much less hard proof — that
the lasers’ mission was ballistic missile
defense. Yet, against this background of legal
murkiness and ominous strategic implications,
many devotees of arms control, while they
question the efficacy of American lasers

against ballistic missiles, still object to placing
such lasers in orbit, on the grounds that doing
so would violate the ABM Treat) When will
they learn that unilateralism is not the road
to arms control, let alone to national security?

In short, the difﬁculty of reducing the reality
of modern weapons to legal terms, the
pressures on American negotiators to make
those terms both negotiable and arguably
verifiable, and the polxtlcal impediments to
deciding that any given Soviet activity war-
rants abandoning a fundamental foreign policy
— all these have produced an intellectual
tangle of our own making, within which we
thrash about even as the Soviets widen their
margin of military superiority. Since the ques-
tion of Soviet violations of arms control
treaties refers to a framework removed from
reality, dwelling on the question is only to com-
pound the unreality.

The Political Predicament

The issue of past Soviet violations played a
minor role in the SALT debate of 1979-1980.
To be sure, the earlier debate did turn on the
right question: Has arms control with the
Soviet Union enhanced our security in the
past, and can it be expected to do so in
the future?

The proponents of SALT II conceded that the |
United States’ strategic position in relation to
that of the Soviet Union had deteriorated, and
that mistakes had been made in the concep- |
tion of SALT I and in the management of U.S.
forces under it. But they argued that SALTII
was necessary to keep U.S.-Soviet relations
headed in the direction of peace. When con-
fronted with criticism of specific provisions of
the treaty, they often conceded the treaty’s
weaknesses, but argued that only ratification
would make possible the continuation of
negotlatlons, wherein lay the ultimate solu-
tion to those weaknesses. The U.S. Scnate re-
jected these arguments, and in the election of
1980 the American people clearly re-
buffed SALT.

Nevertheless, an army of bureaucrats simply
could not recast their thinking beyond a frame-
work within which they had operated so long.
Since 1980, however, the principal argument
in favor of arms control has been quite dif-
ferent from previous ones. It reads basically
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as follows: However harmful arms control
might have been in the past, however unlikely
might be Soviet acceptance of anything which
enhances the West's security, nevertheless we
must pursue the arms control process in order
to convince our own fellow citizens that we are
not warmongers but peace-loving people.
When the question is raised why we should
pﬁfshe negotiations with an adversary who,
by one means or another, has used them as a
screen for overturning the strategic balance
and is apt to use further negotiations for the
same purpose, the general answer is that we,

too, “must gractxce cvnicism. We, too, must

negotiate in order to legitimize our own
military buildup.
7 This argument ignores the fact that in a
democracy public opinion cannot support self-
- contradictory policies. If the U.S. Government
declares that the Soviet leaders are the sort
of people from whom one can reasonably ex-
pect a fair deal on arms control — and that
arms control is so important that it is essen-
tiz] that a deal be reached — then public
opinion will reasonably blame the Government
for aplng anything which seems to put
obstacles in the way of agreements. The
Soviets. having received from the U.S. Govern-
‘ment the credentials of men of goodwill, will
persuasively point to our military programs
and our own _proposals as obstacles.
On the other hand, when our Government
'"replies with figures showing how the Soviets
have seized military advantages — along with
suggestions that the Soviets might have cir-
- cumvented or violated treaties — public
' opinion rightly questions the Government’s
‘ motives. If the Soviets really had tipped the
A strateglc balance using arms control as a

screen — if there were reasonable ev1dence'

that they regarded arms control far differently
than we, and circumvented or violated
whenever they could — why would we be
negotiating with them at all? To evade such
questions is to be too clever by half.

Some American officials regard the publica-
tion of evidence regarding the Soviet Union’s
violation of the Biological Warfare Convention
and other arms control treaties as embar-
rassments to their own policy preferences
rather than as occasions for reexamining their
own approach to arms control. Deputy

ter job?” Can anyone really believe that there
exists a formula which, if discovered and
presented to the Soviets, would lead them to
agree to unmake the military gains they
achieved as a result of their strategic buildup?
Does a set of words exist which would induce
them no longer to regard arms control as a
means of thwarting our countermoves to their
strategxc _programs? 1 doubt it.

e pr'oposmon that it is possible to do “a
better job”’ deserves a definitive test. President
Reagan’s Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Kenneth Adelman, has
expressed the view that the foremost criterion
by which arms control proposals should be
Judgetf is their effect on national security. Only
proposa]s that meet this criterion warrant ex-
amination from the standpoint of verifiability
and acceptability to the Soviets. This sensible
approach would draw the dialogue on arms
control closer to the real world and help
remove the blinders that have prevented us
from seeing it.
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL (

October 6, 1983

PG HAS sy
MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM P. CLARK i
FROM: RON LEHMAN | <U('/
SUBJECT: Scowcroft Commission Member in Moscow

Dr. William J. Perry, former Undersecretary of Defense in the
Carter Administration, has been a member of the Foreign Policy
Research Institute (FPRI) Strategic Balance Study Group which has
been meeting periodically with the usual Soviet group from the
institute for the U.S. and Canada (i.e., Arbatov, et al). The
next meeting has been scheduled in Moscow next month.

For business and personal reasons Bill Perry has been inclined not
to go to Moscow for this round of the discussions, but FPRI (which
is pretty conservative) is pressing him to go.

If he goes, it might be useful for him to explain the Scowcroft
Commission's report and support for the President's new
initiative. This would show the strength of bipartisan support
behind the President and the soundness of the proposals. Perry
would not be a representative of the Administration in any sense
and would not be acting on any instructions from us at all.
Nevertheless, for us to say at some future time that a member of
the Scowcroft Commission had been in Moscow in an unofficial
capacity and had explained to Soviets why there is strong support
for our proposals and had reported back to us, might be
beneficial.

RECOMMENDATION

That I call Bill Perry and tell him that if he does go to Moscow
we would be very much 1nterested in hearing Soviet reaction to our
proposals. o

7

—

Approffe = Disapprove

o
Jack Matlo and Sven Kraemer concur.
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
CONQXDENTIAL October 3, 1983
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM P. CLARK
FROM: JOHN LENCZOWSKI
SUBJECT: Arms control and U.S. Policy Toward the USSR

Senator Malcolm Wallop has written a brilliant article (Tab A) on
arms control which is so important that I feel the President
should read it in its entirety, and there should be an NSPG
meeting to discuss its implications. I have underlined portions
that deserve special notice.

RECOMMENDATIONS

;8 That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I
forwarding the Wallop article.

Approve Disapprove

2. That you authorize me to prepare copies of the article to be
sent by you to Vice President Bush, Secretary Shultz,
Secretary Weinberger, Ambassador Kirkpatrick, Counsellor
Meese, Chief of Staff Baker, Director Casey, General Vessey,
Director Wick and Director Adelman, all of whom would be
invited, should the President so decide, to discuss the
article at an NSPG meeting.

Approve Disapprove

Attachments:
Tab I Memorandum to the President
Tab A Article by Senator Wallop (Strategic Review,

Summer 1983)

CON;}pENTIAL

Declassify on: OADR White House-Gu : ‘i;;“umgm'
éi\ By_ LD NARA, Dae—2[¢ /0l
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
CONFXQENTIAL
N
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK
SUBJECT: Arms Control and U.S. Policy Toward the USSR

At Tab A is an extraordinary article from the highly respected
journal, Strategic Review. Written by Senator Malcolm Wallop,
this article examines some of the most basic problems of arms
control. Among the issues examined are:

- What Soviet treaty circumventions and violations tell us
about the possibilities and limitations of arms control.

- How the Soviets have succeeded in using the political
climate created by the arms control process to change the
strategic balance dramatically -- all within the framework
of agreements.

- How the arms control negotiating process forces us to think
in terms of technicalities which obscure much broader and
more important strategic developments.

- How the theory of arms control is no different from the
theory of domestic gun control in that it ignores and
obscures the human motivations and intentions underlying the
use of any weapons.

- How compliance questions necessarily raise the issue of
intentions, and how any consideration of the other side's
intentions is regarded by arms controllers as disruptive of
the perceived higher imperative of achieving an agreement.

e How the arms control process compels us to conduct self-
contradictory policies which serve to deceive our own people.

Although key portions of the article have been underlined, I
strongly recommend that you read the entire piece and that we
conduct a high-level discussion of its implications.
RECOMMENDATIONS

OK  No

__ __ That you read the article at Tab A.
That we schedule an NSPG meeting to discuss the
implications of this article.

Prepared by:

Attachment: Tab A Strategic Review article John Lenczowski
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SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF ARMS CONTROL
AGREEMENTS: SO WHAT?
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THE AUTHOR: Senator Wallop (R.-Wyoming) was first
elected to the U.S. Senate in 1976. His committee
assignments include the Select Committee on Intelligence,
and he is Chairman of its Budget Authorization Sub-
committee. Senator Wallop was a Congressional Adviser
to the SALT negotiations. A graduate of Yale University,
he served as a first lieutenant in the U.S. Army Artillery,
1955-1957.

IN BRIEF

The debate over Soviet violations of arms control agreements and treaties (particularly SALT)
is featuring a great deal of quibbling over technical and legalistic trivia, thus both missing and
distracting from the fundamental issue for debate: namely, the state of the U.S. military posture
after two decades of arms control efforts. Beyond reflecting on Moscow’s cynical approach, the
violations and our reactions to them are symptomatic of a basic phenomenon in Western democracies
well documented by history: a mind-cast that, once entracked on the rails of hopes and fears, comes
to regard the arms control "process” as more important than both the actual results achieved and
the other side’s compliance with them — and more important even than the adversary’s displaved
intentions, which the continuing process is supposed to shift in the direction of peaceful and faithful
behavior. The issue of violations is baring the kind of self-contradictory policies that public opinion
in a democracy cannot long support.

debate is unfolding in the United

States over the facts and implica-

tions of violations by the Soviet
Union of existing arms control agreements.
Thus far the debate has swirled around specific
cases of such violations: the arguments have
been draped in technicalities and legalisms.
It is the contention here that, in focusing on
such narrow parameters, the debate not only
fails to shed any real light on the difficult
military and political choices that the United
States now faces, but, indeed, holds the danger
of further distorting and trivializing the fun-
damental questions relevant to our country’s

security.

Almost a generation ago many prominent
Americans in and out of government, investing
hopes and reputations in arms control, shaped
this country’s military and intelligence plans
accordingly, and convinced public opinion that
all of this would make the world safer. Today
public opinion in the West rightly fears war
more than ever. It anxiously looks for expe-
dients to lift the incubus, and for people to
blame. Whereas in the mid-1960s Soviet
strategic forces were vulnerable to superior
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American ones, today numerically inferior
American forces are in the deepening shadow
of a relentlessly growing Soviet arsenal. And
beneath this shadow, the Soviet global offen-
sive has gained a momentum that would have
been considered unimaginable two decades ago.

In short, any objective analyst in the West
now must realize that a generation’s labors on
behalf of arms control have not borne the an-
ticipated fruit. Nonetheless, all we have done
in t%e name of arms control — the very depth
of our involvement with it — renders us unable
to confront our strategic problems directly.
Although no one in public life today will argue
that any specific arms contro] scheme would
be accepted and adhered to by the Soviets —
and would make us all safer — we still discuss
our hopes and fears in terms of arms control,
anticipating that today’s realities will not
again be reflected in the results of tomorrow’s
agreements.

Lately that discussion has come to turn upon
one question: Do certain Soviet activities
violate arms control agreements or do they
not? Yet, that question obscures another, much
more 1mgortant one: What do the Soviet ac-
tivities in question tell us about the possibil-
ities and limitations of armscontro]" Our task
here is to answer this question. Once that is
done, only then can we consider Soviet
strategic plans — and our own — in terms of
their intrinsic merits.

The Debate Ouver "New’ Missiles

Two fellow members of the Senate, James
McClure of 1daho and Joseph Biden of Dela-
ware, have drawn together respectively the
case for the proposition that the Soviets are
violating SALT agreements, and the case
against it. Senator McClure contends that the
Soviets are violating the most important pro-
vision of the SALT II Treaty — Article IV,
Paragraph 9 — by flight-testing fwo new-type
ICBMs. Senator Biden argues that Senator
McClure is “simply and flatly inaccurate.”

The SALT II Treaty indeed allows only one
new-type ICBM to be developed by either side.
The two Soviet missiles that have been tested
are sufficiently different from all other missiles
to be new types. Yet, the Treaty also stipulates
that the differences that determine a new-type
missile — discrepancies of more than 5 per cent

in length, diameter, launch-weight 2nd i1 ov.-
weight between the misesile tested and all ather
missiles — may not be counted as violations
until after the twelfth test.

Inasmuch as the Soviets have only conducted
thus far three tests. Biden has a technical
point. But McClure has a substantive one. The
second new Soviet missile, known ac the PL-5.
differs in throw-weight by more than 200 per
cent and in length by more than 2 meters from
any other Soviet missile remotely like it. No
matter how many times it is tested, these
characteristics will not change. Moreover,
modern test programs may not require more
than twelve launches before a weapon becomes
operational. Neither set of arguments,
however, touches the crucial point: while the
United States has produced one new missile
(the Trident I) and 1s p]annmg two (MX and

fourth- generatlon missiles and have begun a
fifth ‘generation likely to include six new

m] 881 IES

Soviet Missile Numbers and "Reloads”

Senator McClure charges that the Soviets
have exceeded the SALT II ceiling of 1,320
MIRVed missile launchers and bombers
equipped with long-range cruise missiles.
Senator Biden cites the CIA’s count of 788
Soviet MIRVed ICBMs and claims that the
total of MIRVed ICBMs, SLBMs and bombers
capable of carrying cruise missiles does not go
above 1,320. The legal issue turns on whether
one counts the “‘Fencer,” the Soviet equivalent
of the American FB-111 bomber. Once again.
however, the legal issue is of scarce practical
relevance. Even if one chose to agree with
Senator Biden, one would not therebyv skirt the
issue of the threat which the Soviet Union's
nearly 6,000 counterforce warheads carried by
the Soviet MIRVed systems pose to the United
States, or change the fact that our most potent
MIRV, the Mark 12-A, is considered to have
only about one chance in three against Soviet
silos.

Senator McClure contends that the Soviets
have violated SALT II by testing the “rapid
reload of ICBM launchers” and by stockpiling
at least 1,000-2,000 missiles which could be
refired from standard silos. These missiles
could also be fired by “soft” launchers from
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covert sites. Senator Biden considers this point
to be “succinctly rebutted” by the U.S. Defense
Department’s volume, Soviet Military Power,
which states (on page 21): “The Soviets prob-
ably cannot refurbish and reload silo launchers
in a period less than a few days.” Biden con-
cludes: “Although the Soviet Union might
have a limited capability to reconstitute its
strategic forces after an initial firing, there is
no real indication of a rapid reload capability.”
McClure concedes that a legal grey area ex-
ists because “the Soviets never agreed on a
definition of ‘rapid’.” All parties refer to the
same data: during the summer of 1980 the
United States observed that the Soviet Union
routinely practiced reloading its principal
missile silos many times during war games.
This procedure takes a few days.
However, all the parties concentrate on the
Treaty so fixedly that they miss the point.
Whether the Soviet practice of reloading
missiles is legally “rapid” or not is quite ir-
relevant to American security. Ever since the
beginning of the arms-control process in the
mid-1960s the United States has based its en-
tire strategic policy on the notion that each
side would only have about as many missiles
as it has launchers. The Soviets never formally
agreed to this; nevertheless, informally, in a
thousand ways, they led us to believe that they
did. Now we know that, probably from the
beginning, the Soviets held a wholly different
view of the matter. Thus, not only is it a vir-
tual certainty that they have available for use
many more missiles than overtly deployed
launchers, but the implication is much larger:
namely, that the Soviets do not share the

Western view that nuclear war, if it ever
comes, will be a mutually annihilating spasm.
While American planning stops in effect at the
edge of the contingency of a nuclear exchange,
the Soviets are planning and practicing what
to do after the first round. If this is not
strategically significant, nothing is. Yet, as we
can see, the arms control perspective is capable
of trivializing even this fundamental factor in

the nuclear equation.

Other Soviet Violations

Senator McClure says that the Soviets since
1976 have conducted at least 15 underground
nuclear tests whose yield was probably above

the ceiling of 150 kilotons specified by the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty. Senator Biden
cites an article by two geophysicists in Scien-
tific American, in which they claim that
charges like McClure's “are based on a mis-
calibration of one of the curves that relates
measured seismic magnitude to explosive
yield.”

Some background is needed to understand
this aspect of the debate. In 1977 some of the
U.S. geophysicists involved in evaluating the
yields of Soviet tests from seismic data became
apparently distressed at the fact that they
were consistently providing judgments on the
basis of which the Soviet Union and, more im-
portant, arms control itself were being im-
peached. Therefore, they successfully lobbied
for a change in the yardstick. Even then, the
new and more liberal geophysical yardstick
still shows a few Soviet tests to have been
above 150 kilotons. Although there is really
not much reason to prefer one yardstick over
the other, the fact that one was abandoned
because it gave unpleasant answers should give
no one, least of all scientists, cause to rejoice.

Technicalities versus Strategic Substance

I could go on with such comparisons, but my
basic point already should have become clear:
by thinking and arguing about Soviet ac-

tivities in terms of the relationship of these
activities to treaties — instead of relating them
to security substance — both Senators are quib-
bling with trivialities while the strategic posi-
tion of the United States crumbles apace.

Moreover, those who argue in these ferms in-
evitably cast themselves in the role of either
the Soviet Union’s prosecutors or defenders.
Senator Biden has strongly expressed the
wish, no doubt sincere, that he not be taken
as the Soviet Union’s defender. But how else
can one characterize the invitation not to be
alarmed by activities which are clearly
threatening but which might possibly be
shielded by some technicality as a contraven-
tion of agreements? 4

In one instance Senator Biden, like the geo-
physicists, has to resort to redefining the terms
of the Treaty. He notes that the Soviets have
encrypted just about all the telemetry in their
tests of the fifth generation of missiles. Arti-
cle 15 of SALT II prohibits encryption that
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impedes verification of the Treaty. Senator
Biden notes that Soviet practices in this
respect ‘“‘raise questions’ about whether the
Soviets have violated the Treaty. Questions?
These activities are not questions; they are
answers!

Senator Biden says that “Soviet activities in
regard to. . .the ban on the {mobile] SS-16. . .
can only make one wonder about the depth of
Soviet interest in maintaining the SALT
framework.” In thus “wondering,” he was no
doubt inspired by the CIA’s version of said
Soviet activities. According to this version
(reported by the Washington Post on April 9,
1982), the Soviets have some mobile SS-16
missiles (prohibited by the SALT II Treaty) at
Plesetsk. They are ready to be fired. But
because they are not being handled in a way
that fits the CIA’s definition of deployment,
they are not “deployed.” The point, again, is:
Why cast for artificial definitions and techni-
calities that might becloud the issue of
whether a given Soviet activity is or is not in
contravention of SALT? Why not think — first,
last and foremost — in terms of the strategic
implications of the threatening activity itself?

Finally, Senator Biden, searching for a def-
inition of what a violation of SALT II might
be, has posited that if the Soviets were to have
more than 830 MIRVed ICBMs, that would be
a violation. A little later he noted in passing
that by not having dismantled 95 strategic
nuclear delivery systems as new ones have
Joined their forces, the Soviets now have more
than the 2,400 permitted by SALT. Yet, he
does not come out and say that the Soviets are
in violation. Why not?

On a more fundamental level, Senator Biden
has conceded that the Soviets have violated the
Biological Warfare Convention of 1972. At the
same time, he describes himself as “a strong
supporter of the unratified SALT II agreement
and of worthwhile future arms control
agreements.” Clearly these are contradictions
that cannot be bridged with technicalities
regarding Soviet compliance.

Senator McClure's position is more direct,
but contains an anomaly. He so strongly ham-
mers on the fact that the Soviets are cheating
on the treaties that he leads his audience to
infer that our strategic difficulties would
vanish if only the Soviets could somehow be
held to the letter of the treaties. Yet, not even

the most enthusiastic advocates of arms con-
trol have claimed — at least not since the
mid-1970s — that the treaties are so well con-
ceived or drawn up that abidance by them will
solve the future of mankind.

In short, even while the strategic position of
the United States continues to erode, men of
goodwill find themselves saying things about
arms control which cannot halt that erosion,
and that cast them in roles that they sincerely
reject for themselves: apologists for the Soviet
Union and/or apologists for the SALT process.

Hope and Historical Logic

We should not be surprised at the fact that
assumptions based strictly or even
predominantly on arms control often lead to
sterile arguments. After all, the entire premise

of arms control — that safety can be gained by

mufual Timitations on weapons — abstracts
from the most fundamental fact that weapons
are tools in the hands of men, not vice-versa.
The propensities of men to kill or respect one
another have never been basically affected by
the existence of particular kinds of weapons.
Genocide was routine in the ancient world. In
our day, the greatest slaughters have been
perpetrated by simple tools: barbed wire, star-
vation and hand-held weapons. Whether or not
a weapon is dangerous depends on the direc-
tion in which it is pointed and on the inten-
tion of the person wielding it. Where nations
are friends, there is no talk of the need to
negotiate arms control. Where they are
enemies, even total disarmament could only
make the world safe for hand-to-hand combat.

In practical and historical terms, it is dif-
ficult to prove the proposition that arms con-
trol by itself leads either to peace or security.
History affords no example whatever of na-
tions possessed of serious reasons tofight one
another who disabused themselves of those
reasons by agreeing to limit the means by
which they could fight. Nevertheless, the
desire for peace is so natural and strong that
it has always made attractive the claim that
perhaps, just perhaps. all men are sane and
all sane men want peace — which is in
everyone’s interest — and that the danger of
war issues from the weapons themselves. If all
sides can slowly rid themselves of the burdens
of their worst weapons, they will simultan-
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eously learn to value peace and to trust one
another. But this appealing promise discounts
the ever-present possibility that one side in the
arms contro] process may be determined not
only to pursue its goals as vigorously as ever,
but also to use agreements as a means of
achieving the other side’s moral and material
disarmament. -

The stark record of our century is that arms
contro] has been embraced by democracies as
& means of exorcising the specter of war with
dictatorial enemies — and that it has been ex-
ploited by dictatorships as a means of increas-
ing their capacity for waging war against
democracies. At various points along this
historical Toad some within the democracies
have asked whether there was any proof that
the dictatorships really meant to keep their
agreements in good faith. Others have
answered that although there could be no real
proof, democracies must take the lead and
show good faith, because no one could afford
the alternative.

In the normal flow of international negotia-
tions, a defermination of the other side’s in-
tentions is a prerequisite to the process that
culminates in agreements. In the case of arms
control, any issue of the other side’s intentions
tends to be considered a priori as disruptive
to the perceived imperative of reaching an
agreement. Instead, we as democracies invest
in the agreements themselves the hope of
favorable omens of the opponent’s intentions.
Questions regarding a dictatorship’s com-
pliance with arms control agreements go to the

heart of the question: What are the dictator-
ship’s lr'uentwns?But since the arms control
process itself is based on at least a suspension

of questions about intentions, the issue of com-
glﬁxance must thus be suspended as well, Test
the process be disrupted.

Patterns of Democratic Behavior

Some of the generic difficulties in the path
of rational discussion of compliance with arms
Fontrol agreements were outlined by Fred Iklé
in his classic article, “After Detection —
What?” in the January 1961 issue of Foreign
Affairs. They are well worth reformulating
after nearly a generation’s experience.

First, unless the violator acknowledges that

his activities constitute a violation, politicians
in a democracy are likely to feel that the
evidence in their possession might be insuffi-
cient to convince public opinion that a viola-
tion has occurred — or at least that trying to
persuade the public would be a thankless task.
Moreover, many politicians, having staked
their reputations on the agreements, will fear
being damaged in the public’s esteem if the
agreements were perceived as failures.
Second, a political leader who declares that

arms contro] agreements which are a fun-

amental part of national policy have been

violated, thereby faces the obligation to pro-

ose a new, redressive policy — one that will
mak

ake up for the other side's violations and
assure his nation’s safety in an environment

“more perilous than had previously been im-

agined. Inevitably such a policy looms as more
expensive and frightening than continuing on
the arms control track. Few politicians are
willing _to take this step of personal and
olitical valor — especially if they can ra-
tionalize away the observed violation as “in-
significant.” Iklé in his article cites Stanley
Baldwin's admission that fear of losing an elec-
tion had prevented him from admitting that
Germany w iolating the Treaty of Ver-
_sailles. This remains a rare example of hon-
esty, albeit after the fact of dishonesty.
Third, M can always hope — more
or less in good conscience — that continuing
negotiations will eventually reach the goal of
a stable and mutually accepted peace and that
therefore “this is not a good time” to accuse
the other side of bad faith and risk driving it
from the bargaiming table. But when is it a

“good time™? Moreover, as time passes and the

ictatorship’s arsenal rises in relative terms
(abetted by the violations), the premium on
finding a modus vivendi with it rises apace.
The net result is that the brave declarations
that accompany the signing of arms control
treaties, according to which this or that action
by the dictatorship (usually some form of
interference with verification) would cause
withdrawal from the treaty, become dead
letters.

Finally, these inhibitions are compounded
when they are involved in alliance diplomacy
among democratic nations. Each alliance part-
ner is likely to find in the other a confirming
reason for not pressing the issue of violations.
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The Contemporary Mind-Set

These hlstorlcally documented attitudes —
which ushered in the tragedy of World War 11
— have been streng‘thene& in contemporary
times by the seductive premises of the nuclear
age. The primary such prenuse is that the only
alternative to arms control is an arms race
that is certain to lead to the nuclear holocaust
and the end of the world; therefore, there is
no alternative to cmnumg arms contro] ne-
gotlatlons and malkmg the best of them. In this
view the “process’” of negotiations is more im-
portant than the tangible results achleved -
and, by extension, more important than the
other side’s Hﬁerence solemnly agreed-upon
results.

The second premise relates to the fashion-
able notion of “overkill”: since each side
already possesses enough weapons theoreti-
cally to obliterate the adversary, any advan-
tages wrested by the other side are “marginal”
at best. It deserves mention that this
“marginality” tends to be applied only to
Soviet strategic programs: by contrast,
American counter-programs, like the MX
missile, are deemed ‘‘provocative.”

This latter premise illuminates the cavalier
attitude of so many U.S. officials toward Soviet
forces superior in numbers and quality to the
American ones. The State Department, for ex-
ample, has long opposed even proposing to the
Soviets an equality in throw-weight of missile
forces, on the assumption that the Soviet ad-
vantage is so overwhelming (the SS-18 force
alone carries more megatonnage than the
entire U.S. strategic force) that the Soviets
would never agree to surrender it. In the in-
teragency controversy over U.S. policy, the
State Department’s line, only partly tongue-
in-cheek, has been in effect that “real men do
not need throw-weight.” This of course begs
the question: What do we need? The only
answer consistent with the State Department’s
position would be: If we had a small force able
to deliver a few warheads to major Soviet
cities, it would not matter ho;v big, powerful

or accurate Soviet forces wege, because the
deterrent effect would be the'same.

This variant of Mutual Assured Destruction
(MAD), which goes by the name “minimum

S ————
deterrence,” has been gaining inchoate accep-

tance in the Congress as weapon after
Amerlcan weapon_has been delayed or can-

celed — in part because of hopes for arms con-
‘trol. As the SALT debate of 1979-1980 proved,
neither the Congress nor American public
opinion will accept MAD in any form when it
is presented explicitly. Nonetheless, “mini-
mum deterrence’’ survives as the theology of
many.

An instructive example of this came in the
testimony of a CIA official who in 1980 briefed
the Senate about the newly discovered Soviet
practice of reloading ICBM launchers. This
practice had invalidated a basic premise un-
derlying U.S. strategic planning and procure-
ment for almost twenty years. Nevertheless,
the official was nonchalant. What would be the
implications of a possible doubling or tripling
of the Soviet SS-18 force? There was no need
for concern, he answered: the extra Soviet
missiles could not be fired because, after an
initial exchange, nothing could be fired. Only
a little pressing elicited that neither he nor his
Agency had really determined what would be
required to prevent the Soviets from reloading
their SS-18 launchers. Indeed, the facts show
that we would be in no position to prevent it.

As far as the alleged irrelevance of all
military assets after an initial nuclear ex-
change is concerned, it is noteworthy that the
entire thrust of Soviet military strategy is to
reduce the size, efficacy and significance of any
American strike — to protect Soviet society
and to win the war. The Soviets do not merely

wish this: they also work at it. Hence, while

the sizes and shapes of opposing nuclear

arsenals seem to be of secondary importance

to many American officials, for the Soviets
they are clearly matters of life and death.

The Artificial World of SALT 1

American advocates of arms control sought
to create a situation unprecedented in history:
two rivals for primacy in the world would
agree for all time to stop trying to gain the
edge over one another in the most important
category of weapons, thus ending military
history at the highest achieved level.
Moreover, each would cede to the other in
perpetuity the right to deliver nuclear weapons
onto its soil and would refrain from efforts to
protect itself. Thus, spurred by the fear of an-
nihilation, both sides would enter into a kind
of perpetual Hobbesian social contract. The
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Soviets did not seem enticed by this contract,
but it was one of the prevalent asgﬁr?{f)t)onc
in the 1960s that in time they would be

“educated” by our negotiators to rs to the realiza-
tion that their own interests lay there as well.

Yet, from the very , first the Soviets’ refusal
to see their own interes s through the eyes of
American arms control theorists led the U.S.
Government to construct an elaborate, highly
ambxguouc mtel]ectual framework — one
which has given American arms control en-
thusiasts warrant to pursue their utopia with
respect to U.S. forces, but within which the
Soviets have contlnued to pursue the orthodox
military goals of self-protection and victory in
the evenL_QLa\conﬂlct

“From the outset Americans recognized that
verifving an equality in missilery and
restraint in research and development would
require the presence of inspectors in produc-
tion facilities and laboratories. But also from
the outset the Soviets’ clear refusal of such on-
site inspection placed American arms con-
trollers before a fateful choice: If arms control
agreements constrained production and
research, or the number of warheads or their
accuracy, they would stand a chance of bring-
ing about the desired arms stability in the
world. But the agreements could not possibly
be verified beyond the limited scope of
technical means of detection, and thus could
not be presented to American public opinion
as prudent arrangements.

The answer to the dilemma was to construct
agreements that could define the weapons and
practices to be limited in terms that were more
or less verifiable by technical means. The
agreements could thus be sold to the U.S.
public and the Congress, but — as it turned
out — they were inherently weak agreements
that failed to cover the significant parts of the
strategic equation and whose real restraining
power was guestionable at best.

Thus, from the very first American arms con-
trollers chose to negotiate treaties which were
verifiable at least in part, and therefore
ratifiable, but which were intellectual con-
structs well removed from reality. The
SALT 1 Interim Agreement set limits on
numbers of missile launchers because
American satellites could take pictures of
Soviet missile fields and submarines. Silos and
tubes could be counted. The controversies of

the 1970s over the Soviets’ failure to disman-
tle older launchers as new ones were built and
over their operational use of silos that were
nominally for tests and command and control
— straightforward issues of compliance — were
basically unrelated to that decade’s strategic
revolution: the replacement by the Soviets of
the SS-9 with the SS-18 in the “heavy launch-
ers” and the replacement of the majority of
single-warhead SS-11s with MIRVed SS-17s
and SS-19s. The latter replacement was not a
direct violation: rather, it stretched the defini-
tion of a “light’” missile under the Agreement.
In any event, these replacements precisely
brought about the situation (a mounting Soviet
threat to American strategic forces) which
American negotiators had sought to prevent
by entering the talks in the first place.

There was little question within the
American establishment about what was
transpiring. Nevertheless, official anger was
muted. After all, advances in technology
sooner or later would have been able to turn
even light missiles into multiple-killers like
the SS-17, SS-18 and SS-19, but American
arms controllers had simply assumed that the
Soviets would not thus escalate the weapons
competition. American officialdom has not yet
mustered the humility to admit that it has
been deceived — not because it was deceived
primarily by the Soviets, but because it was
deceived by its own fancies. Indeed, there is
evidence that, on the eve of the signing of
SALT 1, Henry Kissinger learned about the
development of the SS-19 but apparently did
not deem the reported development significant
enough to derail the process.

The SALT II Trail

The negotiations for SALT Il dragged on for
six vears largely because of American concerns
over definitions. Having been *“‘burned” in
SALT I, American negotiators were now going
to be more rigorous. As regards launchers,
however, they could not be rigorous without
declaring the treaty unverifiable. In fact, if one
defines a launcher merely as that which is
necessary to launch a missile — and one
acknow ]edges that ICBMs can be launched by
very little equipment (Minutemen have been
erected and launched by equipment carried on
the back of a jeep) — one must admit that
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limits on launchers cannot be verified. Of
course, because some kinds of launchers can
be monitored, the tendency is to think of the
“launcher problem” solely in terms of that
small part of it that is controllable.

American negotiators in SALT II did insist
on a complex definition of new missiles in
order to prevent the wholesale substitution by
the Soviets of a fifth generation of missiles for
the fourth generation, even as the fourth had
substituted for the third generation under
SALT I. The four cornerstones of that defini-
tion are the requirements that a modified
missile not exceed the original by more than
5 per cent in launch-weight and throw-weight,
that the number of warheads on any modified
missile not exceed the number on the original,
that on any single-warhead missile the ratio
of the weight of any warhead to the weight of
the total reentry package not be inferior to 1
to 2, and that each side be allowed only one
new missile.

Opponents of SALT II, including myself,
pointed out that under this definition the
Soviets could develop and deploy a generation
of missiles that were new in every way but still
not “new” in terms of SALT. The new missiles
could be made of wholly new materials and ac-
cording to wholly new designs. They could be
vastly more reliable and accurate. They could
thus pose wholly new military problems — all

- without ever violating the treaty in the
slightest. Circumventions would be profitable
and difficult to prove, especially if — as is now
happening — Soviet missile tests are almost
totally encrypted. Post-boost vehicles can be
tested with fewer reentry vehicles than they
can carry. Single-warhead missiles can be
MIRVed, and the number of warheads carried
by MIRVed missiles can be increased. Thus,
a new, more numerous, more powerful Soviet
missile force can emerge more or less within
the “constraints” of SALT II.

Our negotiators could have devised a tighter
definition of newness. But that definition

would have been unacceptable to the Soviets,
or wholly unverifiable. They had to choose be-

tween reality and the SALT " process.

Legacies of the ABM Treaty

Many consider the ABM Treaty of 1972 the
jewel in the crown of arms control

achievements. More than anything else it is
supposed to symbolize the superpowers’
mutual commitment to MAD. But the closer
one looks at the Treaty's unrealistic re-
quirements, the more one realizes that ques-
tions of the Soviets’ comphance with them are
of seco: seconda_gr _importance.

“A nationwide ABM system must be
served by a nationwide network of battle-
management radars. The Treaty allows such
radars only at one ABM site in each country.
The Soviets have built five huge radars that
are inherently capable of performing that func-
tion. Are these radars intended to perform it?
We will probably never have absolute proof
short of their performance in actual battle.

The ABM Treaty forbids the rapid reload of
ABM launchers at the one ABM site available.
But when these launchers are underground,
how does one know how rapidly they can be
reloaded? Given the range of modern ABM
missiles and radars, how much of a country
can a ‘“‘site”’ protect?

The Treaty forbids the testing of mobile
ABM systems. Yet, the components of the
Soviets’ fully tested ABMX-3 system — the
Flat Twin radar and the SH-04 and the SH-08
missiles — are merely “transportable,” not
“mobile.” The Treaty does not limit mass pro-
duction or storage of these components. If they
are ever deployed en masse after a sudden
denunciation of the Treaty, the United States
would have no legal complaint.

The Treaty forbids testing — much less using
— air defense systems “in an ABM mode.” Yet,
advancing technology has deprived that con-
cept of whatever meaning it may once have
had. Today the technology available for the
American Patriot and Soviet SA-12 air-defense
systems allows them to be used both against
aircraft and against reentry vehicles. Still, the
ABM Treaty is not being violated so much as
it is being left behind by evolving reality.

Perhaps the best example of the ABM
Treaty’s decreasing relevance is the contro-
versy surrounding the question of whether it
would permit or prohibit space-based anti-
ballistic missile lasers. Many American cham-
pions of arms control aver that Article I of the
Treaty prohibits all anti-ballistic missile
systems forever, except for the two ground-
based sites specifically allowed. The Treaty
deals with ABM launchers, missiles and

SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Pg. 9-F
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radars because at the time it was drafted no
other means for anti-missile defense were
known. Some argue that the Treaty was meant
automatically to ban any other devices which
might be invented, so long as they were
capable of destroying ballistic missiles, but of
course .the Treaty says no such thing, and in
fact. 1t 1s an axiom .of international law that
nations are bound only by the commitments
they specifically undertake.

The ABM Treaty does not mention lasers at
all: indeed, it could hardly have done so in
1972, when laser technology was in its infancy.

'The only possible reference to lasers is in
Agreed Interpretation “‘D,” which states that
in the event components based on “other
physical principles” and capable of substi-
tuting for ABM launchers, missiles and radars
“‘are created,” the two parties would discuss
how they might bé limited. That is to say, the
two parties would develop definitions.

A moment’s reflection is enough to realize
that, in the case of space lasers, to distill
reality into legal te verifiable by national
technical means would be much more difficult
than it has been in the case of ballistic
missiles. Unlike missiles, the characteristics
which make lasers fit or unfit for strategic war-
fare are not discernible through mere obser-
vation. Observation wi)] yield information on
gross size, power plant and, possibly, wave-
}ength. But the laser’s power, the quality of
its beam, its pointing accuracy, its jitter, the
time it needs to retarget and the number of
times it can fire can be learned only from direct
access to test data. S

Hence, once again we see a demonstration
of the folly, and dangers, of approaching a
§trrrate§,r)_% qgggtﬁig?_gi_t‘llgxg ‘mind-cast of arms

control. Suppose for a moment that the Soviet
Qnign}zlggeg & numiber of laser weapons in or-
bit. Discussion of the strategic significance of
this event would nstantly be > distracted by

questions of whether a violation of the ABM

Treaty had occurred. But on what basis could

the Soviet Union be accused of ‘having violated

the Treaty? There could be little in the way

of determining — much less hard proof — that
the lasers’ mission was ballistic missile
defense. Yet, against this background of legal
murkiness and ominous strategic implications,
many devotees of arms control, while they
question the efficacy of American lasers

against ballistic missiles, still object to placing
uch]

such Iasers in orbit, on the grounds that doing
so would violate the ABM Treaty. When will

they learn that unilateralism is not the road
to arms control, let alone to national security?

In short, the difficulty of reducing the reality
of modern weapons to legal terms, the
pressures on American negotiators to make

those terms both negotiable and arguably

verifiable, and the political impediments to
deciding that any given Soviet activity war-
rants abandoning a fundamental foreign policy
— all these have produced an intellectual

tangle of our own making, within which we
thrash about even asthe Soviets widen their

margin of military superiority. Since the ques-
tion of Soviet violations of arms control
treaties refers to a framework removed from

reality, dwelling on the guestion is only to com-
pound the unreality. o o

The Political Predicament

The issue of past Soviet violations played a
minor role in the SALT debate of 1979-1980.
To be sure, the earlier debate did turn on the
right question: Has arms control with the
Soviet Union enhanced our security in the
past, and can it be expected to do so in
the future?

The proponents of SALT I conceded that the |
United States’ strategi ition in relation to
that of the Soviet Union had deteriorated, and
that mistakes had been made in the concep-
tion of SALT I and in the management of U.S.
forces under it. But they argued that SALT II
was necessary to keep U.S.-Soviet relations
headed in the direction of peace. When con-
fronted with crificism of specific provisions of
the treaty, they often conceded the treaty’s
weaknesses, but argued that only ratification
would make possible the continuation of |
negotiations, wherein lay the ultimate solu-
tion to those weaknesses. The U.S. Sepate re-
jected these arguments, and in the election of
1980 the American people clearly re-
buffed SALT. i
~Nevertheless, an army of bureaucrats simply
could not recast their thinking beyond a frame-
work within which they had operated so long.
Since 1980, however, the principal argument
in favor of arms control has bheen quite dif-
ferent from previous ones. It reads basically

SOVIET VIOLATIONS...Pg. 10-F
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as follows: However harmful arms control
might have been in the past, however unlikely
might be Soviet acceptance of anything which
enhances the West's security, nevertheless we

must pursue the arms control process in order
to convince our own fellow citizens fhat we are
not warmongers but peace-loving people.
When the question is raised why we should
pursue negotiations with an adversary who,
by one means or another, has used them as a
screen for overturning the strategic balance
and is apt to use further negotiations for the
same purpose, the general answer is that we,
oo, must practice cvnicism. We, too, must
negotiate in order to legitimize our own
military buildup.

This_argument ignores the fact that in a
democracy public opinion cannot support self-
contradicto; licies. If the U.S. Government
declares that the Soviet leaders are the sort
of people from whom one can reasonably ex-
pect a fair deal on arms control — and that
arms control is so important that it is essen-
tiz] that a deal be reached — then public
opinion will reasonably blame the Government

for doing anything which seems to put
obstacles in the way of agreements. The
Soviets. having received from the U.S. Govern-

ment the credentials of men of goodwill, will
persuasively point to our military programs
and our own proposals as obstacles.

On the other hand, when our Government
replies with figures showing how the Soviets
Hﬁ%e seized military advantages — along with
suggestions that the Soviets might have cir-
cumvented or violated treaties — public
opinion rightly questions the Government’s
motives. If the Soviets really had tipped the
strategic balance using arms control as a

screen — if there were reasonable evidence
that they regarded arms control far differently
than we, and circumvented or violated
whenever they could — why would we be
negotiating with them at all? To evade such
questions 1s to be too clever by half.

Some American officials regard the publica-
tion of evidence regarding the Soviet Union’s
violation of the Biological Warfare Convention
and other arms control treaties as embar-
rassments to their own policy preferences
rather than as occasions for reexamining their
g\gn_,ayngg_clé__to__armsM,cor_xt.tol- Deputy

cretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger
recently declared that, in light of all that E‘ap
pened, it is clear we must “do a better job” of
arms control. But what can he mean by “a bet-
ter job?” Can anvone really believe that there '7

exists a formula which, if discovered and
presented to the Soviets, would lead them to
agree to unmake the military gains they
achieved as a result of their strategic buildup?
Does a set of words exist which would induce 4
them no longer to regard arms control as a ]
means of thwarting our countermoves to their /1
s%gﬂ_m@? I doubt it. )

€ proposition that it is possible to do “a
better job” deserves a definitive test. President
Reagan’s Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Kenneth Adelman, has
expressed the view that the foremost criterion
by which arms control proposals should be

judged is their effect on national security. Only

proposals that meet this criterion warrant ex-
amination from the standpoint of verifiability
and acceptability to the Soviets. This sensible
approach would draw the dialogue on arms
control closer to the real world and help
remove the blinders that have prevented us
from seeing it.
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

,§EQBE?fSE§§;;;;;—, August 29, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: George P. Shultz.‘{{/ﬁg

SUBJECT: Andropov's Proposal to Destroy Missiles

In an August 27 Pravda "interview," Andropov offered to
destroy all missiles to be reduced under the Soviet proposal to
limit SS-20s "in Europe" (probably referring to those missiles
deployed west of their proposed 80-degree line) to the level they
attribute to British and French missiles. He has now sent you a
letter (Tab 1), formally conveying that offer.

In the letter, Andropov portrays this move as "a serious step"
toward a mutually acceptable agreement and states that the USSR
expects a comparable reciprocal step from the US that would make
such an agreement possible. He states that Moscow believes that
agreement is still "possible and achievable," and that the Soviet
Delegation will have instructions to "exert additional efforts"”
toward agreement in the next round.

Under their previous position, the Soviets maintained that the
primary method of reduction would be destruction, although a
certain percentage of systems could be withdrawn from Europe.
have pressed the Soviets in Geneva for some time as to whether
not any S55-20s to be reduced under their proposal would be
destroyed, or merely relocated to the eastern USSR. Thus, the
Soviet move is, at a minimum, a welcome clarification of their
position. It is, however, also significant in that the Soviets
have offered, for the first time, to destroy a number of new
systems (i.e., 80-100 SS-20s). Of course, the basic problems in
the Soviet position -- inclusion of British and French forces, a
ban on any US INF missile deployments, and no limits on new S5-20
deployments in the Far East -- remain.
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The Soviet move is of course primarily directed toward
European public opinion. It would not directly affect the options
now before you with regard to possible new elements in our own INF
position (i.e., inclusion of aircraft, regional subceilings, a

proportional reduction of Pershing II). However, we can expect
the Soviet move to find some resonance here and in Europe; it will
likely generate additional pressures -- both from publics and from
some of the Allies —-- for movement on our part when the INF
negotiations resume on September 6.
DECLASSIFIE
NLS i £ e
DECL: OADR
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We will be in a better position to develop your response to
Andropov's letter as a result of decisions to be taken on our INF
position. In your letter we would then be able to outline the
substance of any new elements of our position. My meeting with
Gromyko in Madrid on September 8 would provide an opportunity to
convey your response. These steps, properly presented to the
Western public, will allow us to maintain the initiative and
sustain Allied support for our deployments.

The NATO Special Consultative Group meeting scheduled for
September 2 offers an opportunity to inform the Allies of
Andropov's letter. Andropov may be sending similar letters to
Allied leaders; if so, we can use this SCG to coordinate our
replies.

Attachment: As stated
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Translation from the Russian

Dear Mr. President:

I found it necessary to draw your attention once again to a
question, the importance of which would seem to be beyond

doubt. I have in mind the problem of limiting nuclear weapons
in Europe, on which the next round of Soviet-American talks
will begin in about a week in Geneva. A decisive breakthrough

at those negotiations could be of fundamental importance from
the viewpoint of how matters will develop in Europe and
throughout the world, and consequently - and not least -
between the Soviet Union and the United States as well.

The Soviet Union has just taken another major step which,
if properly evaluated by the United States, will in many
respects facilitate reaching agreement in Geneva. We have
declared our willingness to liguidate in the European part of
the USSR those of our medium-range missiles which would be
subject to reductions. Among them there would be a considerable
portion of SS-20 missiles as well, namely, that portion of
those missiles which would be in excess of the aggregate number
of medium-range missiles of Britain and France. It goes
without saying that this can be done only if mutually
acceptable agreement is reached as a whole on the problem of
limiting medium-range nuclear systems in Europe, including
renunciation of the deployment of new American missiles there.

The question of redeployment of SS-20 missiles to be
reduced would thereby be removed, too. Indeed, American
representatives have repeatedly emphasized the great importance
for the progress of the negotiations in Geneva of what would
happen to the Soviet missiles to be reduced in Europe.

Having taken this serious step for the sake of reaching
agreement, we expect that the reciprocal step of the American
side will be such as to make a mutually acceptable agreement
possible.

As you understand, Mr. President, a great deal depends on
what the forthcoming round of the negotiations will result in;
we believe that an agreement is still possible and achievable.
The Soviet delegation in Geneva will have instructions to exert
additional efforts to work out an agreement based on the
principle of equality and equal security. For success to be
achieved, however, it is necessary for the U.S. delegation also
to have corresponding instructions to work in the samne
direction.
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The Soviet leadership is deeply convinced that the
situation truly dictates the need for a broad, considered
approach and for taking bold political decisions looking to the
future. For its part, the Soviet leadership is acting in this
manner. I would like to hope that your government and you
personally will approach the resolution of the task we face
with a sense of high responsibility for the fate of peace and
international security.

With respect,

Yu. Andropov

August 27, 1983
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Relationship Between INF and START i

P
{ lu

!

[P Mmistory ‘
"1 # 14
-=- Soviets have ttadxtionally considered any systems that threa t-u .
their homeland as "strategic," and accssdingry ratsed INP 'y.-»’4*
a*ﬁhgﬂ<~.~4hﬂutan. {called "Porward Based Systems® FBS) in SALT I & II.

-- Soviets dropped insistence on inclusion of FBS in return tcr ; @“
J\ ' exclusive right to heavy mias I-M" She e
35*&?!

1)
. R mesOREP-TT" CPITicEzed for “deficiendies in “"grey area systems,” "
i.e., exclusion of Backfire and SS-20 but inclusion (alboit
in three-year protocol) of cruise missile limitations to "

600 km and non-circumvention of technology to NATO Allies.

These treaty deficiencies -- along with (a) loss of U8 stxa- |
tegic superiority, (b) growing Soviet conventional and tactical 4
nuclear superiority in Europe, (c) greater capability of S5-20s .
- over the SS-4s and SS-5s, and 1d) neutron bomb episode ~- gave
impetus to new prominence of a "Eurostrategic balance®” concept.
“This in turn led to December 1979 "dual track” decisiom. 2
“"Dual track® decision put in the context of SALT III, ia part .
because NATO deployments of 572 designed as visible coupling
of NATO defense to US strategic nuclear force.

Since SALT I1 then in trouble, with no near-term prospect. of
SALT II1l, it was thought best for INF deployments to lawnch
INF negotiations. Began symbolically in October 1980 and
beqan seriously thirteen months later (Novombcr 1901).
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11. Soviet links Between. INT and START
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-- Soviet START proposal of reductions dounfto agqroqlto'oi 1800
missile launchers and heavy bombers explicitly tied to no us
INF deployments. 1If there are US deployments, 1800 totll lly
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to US homeland). Hence, both intermediate-range and strate:
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-~ Soviets probably will use FBS (INF systems) as tochniqu.*to- ‘i
protect exclusive rights to heavy.ICBMS .. . ... cwmmiom: - : ‘""

== If Sovicts rcalize their primary arms control goal for 1343 == f“l

and stop US deployments in INF -~ they will feel in a stronger i
negotiating posture for START.

111. US Links Between INF and START

-= Coals same: (a) deep reductions below Soviet levels,
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reductions on missiles first, with aircraft and cruise :xlldlcthz‘
. later, (c) usc of warheads as a key unit of account, (d) egual
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- is needed.
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US, Soviet limits (i.e., no compensation, for UX, French, ox

Chinese forces), (e) global limits (not just regional),. and

(f) strong verification provisions, pr:?ablx,ﬂbs on more

than NTM. ¢y L .
== Note: Verification can be a problem, since any INF accord

will probably come before START yet:be, less verifiable; we , = .

must assure that this does not set.a "low confidence" veri- ¢’ "

fication precedent for START. ‘ : W
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Avantages of Keepinq INF and START Separate

b
-= Important to INF deployments this year to hold out pru'#oct ,ﬁﬁw
of separate INF accord, either interim or “"zeroc optiom. W e
Combining INF and START before deployments would downplay it
chances of INF accord. 3 , . N
-- Since number of strategic systems on both sides is so high, .‘“
$72 US systems seem less significant militarily. Agaim,

combining INF and START would undercut European/US support 1t
for deployments, by raising questions of importance of a e
“Eurostrategic balance” to deterrence. "

-=- Since European/American public understanding of INP position s
is increasing and of START position remains low, calbtainq-'-t!n"'li?i’“
two would lessen overall understanding of US policy towards -
arms control. :

-= Combining INF and START invariably downplays importance of : “
“grey area”™ systems (ala SALT II) which leads to increased '
problems with Europcans. |

complexity since there can be some rational division of .
weapons systems.

{
~- Retaining INF and START separate avoids greater overall K ' ﬁ

Advantages of Combining INF and START

== Avoids problems of where to put weapons systems. At pt&l.ut.tukﬁ
Soviets put Backfire in INF and US places it in START. :icwithiﬁﬂ
now ban cruisec missiles with ranges over 600 km in both INF aadﬁ
START, while US places ALCMs (SLCMs ?) in START and GLCMs in
INF. As stated, Soviets now place ban on US GLCMs and P-Ils
in START (as well as in INF). ,

-= Conceivably, combining INF and START could induce Soviets ®© ..
accept principles of US-USSR equality for global linitl|nc=bl.-j.1
the-board. (Note: US supports principles in both INP and : ’
START, whereas USSR accepts principles orily in START.) 3

-= Combinina INF and START at some point may "shake up" the .
negotiations, and possibly cnergize them, at least in public
perception, by doing something different. This could b« an
advantage if both negotiations seem dormant and a new elemsmnt

{oos

-= In particular, if we get an interim INF accord or no INF. . ;
accord by the time of deployments, we can try for the “"asra b

option® or for an interim agreement, respectively, thereafter e
in a combined negotiation.
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Subject: Department's Translation of Soviet Response
Enclosed for your information is the Department's

translation of the Soviet response to our questions on
START, as given by Ambassador Dobrynin to Acting
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Dept.'s translation of
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questions on START
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Our conversation with the U.S. side on April 14 touched
upon questions related to the strategic arms limitation and
reduction talks.

We had already presented our evaluation of the status of
the negotiations to the U.S. side earlier and had outlined our
approach. The questions raised by the U.S. side in connection
with the conversation have been discussed repeatedly and in
detail by the U.S.S.R. and U.S. delegations during the three
rounds of negotiations in Geneva.

The sum total of the Soviet proposals makes it possible to
ensure a truly fair and effective solution to the problem of
limiting and reducing strategic arms. We are convinced that it
is only by strictly complying with the principle of equality
and equal security, which prevents anyone from acquiring
unilateral advantage, that the nuclear arms race can be halted
and real reduction in the level of nuclear confrontation
between our countries can be achieved; in this connection it is
necessary that military-strategic parity between them be
maintained.

The Soviet Union is in favor of moving ahead based on a
continuing process of stage-by-stage reduction of nuclear
confrontation between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S. to the lowest
possible level.

How far and how fast we can proceed on this path depends
upon the United States.

It is well known that the United States has at its disposal
numerous forward-based nuclear systems near the Soviet Union;
these systems have a very important impact on the quantitative
and qualitative aspects of the strategic relationship between
the U.S.S.R. and the U.S. It goes without saying that the U.S.
nuclear systems which have been moved up to our borders are of
strategic significance for the U.S.S.R. The Soviet Union has
no such systems near U.S. territory.

In view of the presence of U.S. forward-based nuclear
systems, the Soviet Union needs to have no fewer than 1800
strategic nuclear weapon delivery systems in order to reliably
ensure its own security under the present conditions. And this
is on the understanding that the U.S. will at least refrain
from building up its forward-based nuclear systems.
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It cannot be denied that as the sides reduce their ICBMs,
SLBMs, and heavy bombers, the relative importance and
significance of U.S. forward-based nuclear systems would become
increasingly greater.

Nonetheless, even in light of this circumstance, which is
unfavorable for the U.S.S.R., we have put forward far-reaching
proposals which provide for major reductions -- by one-fourth
-- in the sides' strategic arsenals. If the U.S. is truly
prepared to agree, not in word but in deed, on an even more
significant reduction of strategic arms, it must also create
the necessary conditions for this.

In this connection we would ask the following question:
since the U.S. Government is interested in the possibilities
for lowering the level of strategic arms we have proposed, is
it prepared to seriously consider how the strategic situation
will develop in the future and to examine the question of an
appropriate solution regarding the U.S. forward-based nuclear
systems?

Furthermore, it is important that the levels of strategic
arms of the sides reflect the whole complex of these systems,
including not only ballistic missiles but heavy bombers as
well. Moreover, within the composition of these arms it is
precisely strategic arms which must be considered and limited,
and not some totally unrelated systems. Is the U.S. side
prepared for such solutions? 1Is it also prepared to withdraw
the totally contrived question of the Soviet Backfire medium
bomber?

Let us take the question of cruise missiles. Here the
Soviet Union is proposing a serious, fundamental solution. But
the U.S. takes a different postion. The U.S. proposals in this
regard permit the deployment of 8,000 to 11,000 long-range
cruise missiles on 400 bombers, not to mention the fact that
the U.S. approach does not provide for any limitations on
long-range sea and ground-launched cruise missiles. Thus, this
involves a buildup in strategic arms, and a large-scale one at
that. 1Is this really consistent with the objectives of the
current negotiations?

The Soviet side continues to be convinced that the best
solution to the problem of long-range cruise missiles would be
to ban these missiles, regardless of basing mode. At the same
time, in an effort to create possibilities for progress at the
negotiations, we would also be prepared, depending on the
course of the discussion of other questions, to consider the
possibility of limiting rather than banning air-launched cruise
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missiles, of course on the understanding that long-range sea
and ground-launched cruise missiles would be prohibited. Of
course, the nuclear warheads on deployed cruise missiles would
be included in the overall maximum level for nuclear warheads
on strategic arms.

Mr. Secretary, you asked what would happen to Soviet ICBMs
if the sides reduced their strategic arms. If one takes into
account the composition of Soviet strategic forces, it is clear
that during reductions to the 1800 level, missiles will also be
dismantled.  Moreover, we could say that the principal portion
of the reductions provided for under the Soviet proposals would
involve land-based ICBMs. Each side could determine '
specifically which missiles or other delivery vehicles would be
destroyed, within the framework of the additional limitations
provided for in the agreement, of course.

We would like to repeat: progress at the negotiations on
these and other questions depends upon the United States.

We expect a positive response from the U.S. side to the
questions we have raised.
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B Oecene I4 ampejii C aMepUKaHCKOH# CTOPOHH OHJIM 32TPOHYTH BO-—
IDOCH, CBA3aHHHE C IeperoBopaMd 00 OI'DaHAYEHMH M COKpaligHHM CTpa-
TeIH4Y6CKUX BoopykeHn#t (OCCB).

AMe pMKaHCKO# CTopbﬁe paHee yXe BHCKE3HBA/MCH Halll OLEHKH COC-
TOAHUA LeJl Ha ImeperoBopax X OHJl OYepuYeH Hall NOLXO0XL. BOIDPOCH, IOCTEB
JIeHHHE aMepUKaKCKOl CTODOHO¥ B CBA3M C COCTOABLEMCA Oecelnoi, HeoI-
HOKDaTHO ¥ LEeT&JbHO OO0Cy&uajch Mexmy Jmesneramuamu CCCP m CLIA B xo-
Ile TpeX payHI0B 1Ieper'oBOPOB B .LEHEBE.

Bca cyMma COBETCKUX NpeIJO#XEHUY LAeT BO3MOKHOCTH OCECIEUUTH
IelCTBMTE/IbHO CIpaBel/MBOE M 5QQPEKTUBHOE pemeHMe IpoCjaeMH OCCB. LiH
yOeiOeHH, 4YT0 /MMb OPX CTPOI'OM COC/LOLEHHMM IPUHIMAIIA paBEHCTBA M OLi-
HaK0BO¥ 0e30I&aCHOCTH, MCK/OYanLEr'o NpUOCpeTeHue KeM-—JuC0 OLHOCTO-
POHHUX IPEUMYLIECTB, MO&HO IPEKDPATHTH I'OHKY ANEPHHX BOODyxeHWU#, IO-
OATHCA peajibHOI'0 CHUXEHUSA YPOBHA SAIEPHOI'0 IPOTHUBOCTOAHUA MEELY
HallIMi CTpaHaMu IIpY 00£3aTe/IbHOM IIOLIEDKAHUM IapuTeTa MEeXLy HUMU
B BOEHHO-CTpaTeIM4YeCKO# 00JiaCTH.

CoBeTckuit Con3 3a To, YTOOH IOPOJABUIaThCA BIEpEJ Ha OCHOBE
HeIpepPHBHOI'0 IPOLECCa NOSTAIHOI'0 CHIKEHUS ANEPHOI'0 IIPOTHBOCTOSHEA
Mexy CCCP u CLA 1o camoro H.A3KOI'0O BO3MOZHOI'O YDOBHA,

Kax najsexo ¥ Kak OHCTPO MOXRHO MITH IO ITOMYy IyTH, 3aBHCHT
oT CoeInHeHHHX lITaTOB.

Aopomo u3BEeCTHO, 4TO CoeluHeHHHe liTaTH pacnojaranT BC/m3H
CoBeTCKOI'O Con3a MHOI'OYUC/IEHHHMK fALEPHHMA CDeJCTBaMmu I6epenoBOI0
6a3UpOBaHuA, KOTODHE BeChMa CYL@CTBEHHO BJMANT HA KO/IMYECTBBHHYN
! Ka4yeCTBEHHYKH CTODOHH CTpaTeru4ecKO'0 B3aumooTHomeHus Mexgy CCCP
n CiiA. BHEBHMHYTHE K HaulM I'DaHUIIAM aMepUKaHCKHUE SAIEPHHEe CpencTBa,
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Qe
0esycjioBHO, uMENT L7 CCCP cTpaTeru4yeCKOe 3HaueHMe8. AHaJIOIHYHHMY
CpelcTBaMll BO/M3X aMEPUKAHCKO# TeppuTopuu CoBeTcKmi Coo3 He pacuo-
jaraeT.

C yueToM Ha/Muud aMepUKaHCKUX fANEepPHHX CPEICTB I8penoBOro 0as3u-
poBaHus CoBeTCKOMy Cown3y L/ HaIeKHOI'O 00ecHmeueHMA CBOeil Oesomac—
HOCTH B CYLECTBYOLMX ceifiuac yC/AOBUAX HEOOXOLUMO HMETH He MeHse
I800 cTpaTeruvyecKux CpeICTB LOCTABKU ANEPHOI'0 OPyXMA. JI 3TO IpH TOM
moHumanuy, 4To ClIIA mo KpaiiHeil mMepe He OyLyT HapauuBaTh CBOM fAILep-
HHEe CpelcTBa IIePel0BOI'0 Oa3UpOBaHUA.

HeBO3MOKHO OTDMIATEH, YTO II0 MepPe COKpalleHUsA CTOPOHaMU CBOUX
MEP, DPIUI » Ta#e/IHX OOMOapIUpPOBLMKOB yIE/IbHHII B8C X 3HAauYeHHE ame-
PUKAHCKUX fAIEPHHX CpeICTB NepeloBOI'0 0a3upoBaHUA BCE 00jiee BO3-
pacTajil OH.

TeM He MeHee, Lg#€ B CBETE YKa3aHHOI'0 HEOJArONPUATHOIO LJA
CCCP oOcTosATE/IBCTBA MH BHIBUHY/H I2JEK0 HIyLMe IpelJIOKeHAA, Ipemy-
CMaTpuBaklMe KDyIHHE, Ha YeTBEPTh, COKpAWEHWA CTPAaTEIHMYeCKUX apce-
HajioB CTOpoH. Ecym ClIA rnelicTBUTE/IBHO I'OTOBH He Ha CjioBax, a Ha Jneje
IOr0BapuBaThCA O gile O0jiee 3HAUKUTE/IBHOM COKpalleHMN CTpaTern4eCKHX
BOODYHEHUY, OHL [LOJ/IAHH X 00eCHe4dTh LJA 3TOr'0 HEOOXOLUMHE YCJIOBUS.

B 9T0il ¢BA3KM MH CIpamuBaeM: KOJIb CKOPO IpaBuTe/bCTBO CLA HH-
TepecyeTCs BO3MOKHOCTAMHU CHUKEHHA INpeXNAaraeMoro HaMu YpOBHS CTpa-
TerN4YeCKUX BOOpPy#eHHil, IPOTOBO /M OHO CO BCefl cephe3HOCTHX BILJLAHYTH
Ha IepCIEeKTUBH DPa3BUTHUA CTPaTeIMUSCKOl CHTyalldd M DPacCMOTPETH BOIPO(
0 COOTBETCTBYWIEM pelleHN! OTHOCUTE/IBHO aMepUKaHCKHX AINePHHX CPEICTS
e peI0BOI0 Ga3MPOBaHUAT

Jlanee., BaxHO, UTOCGH YPOBHW CTpaTelHUYECKUX BOOPY#HEHHE CTODOH
0Tpa3X/mM B30 COBOKYIIHOCTH TaKUX CPeICTB, BK/HUYAA He TOJIBKO OajjmcTa-

YeCKe DaKEeTH, HO M TsaxejHe OOMOapLUPOBLMKH. IpMdYeM B cCOCTaBé 9TUX
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BOODY®EHHUH JI0JIRHH pachannBaTbcz X OI'paHUYMBATHCA HMEHHO CTpaTe—
I'MY8CKHUE BOODYyxEHHA, & He TaKue CpelLcTBa, KOTOPDHE K HHUM HHKAKOI'0
OTHOMBHNA He MMenT, I'0TOBa JU aMepUKaHCKad CTOPOHA K TAKHM pelle-
HuaM? ToToBa /M OHa CHATH M I1/IMKOM HaIyMaHHHI BOIPOC O COBETCKOM
cpenHeM OoMmOapmypoBumKe “Bakdaiep"?

Bo3sMeM BOIPOC O KPHJAATHX pakeTaX. 3hech CosBeTckuil Cons mpel-
jlaraeT Cepbe3HOE, KapnuHajbHOe pelieHne. A BOT no3uimd CLA uHad.
IIpenoxenusa ClIA B 5T0¥ 06/aCTH IOIyCKawT pa3BepThBaHue Ha 400 Oom-
0apIupoBUMKaX OT 8 10 Il THC.KDHJAATHX pakeT OOJbWOiL nanbaocrﬁ, He
I'oBOpSA yxe 00 OTCYTCTBMM B aMepPUKAHCKOM IOIX0LE KaKuX-jmoo orpa-
HNYEHNMY Ha KpPHJATHE DakeéTH MODPCKOI'0 M Ha3eMHOI'0 Ca3upoBaHufA 00Jib-—
Wo# Ja/bHOCTU. TakUM 00pas3oM, pedb HIET O HapalMBaHHM CTpaTerude-—
CKUX BOODy#®EHWV, IPUTOM IMPOKOMacuTaOHOM. PazBe 5TO corjacyeTcs
C Lie/iAMM BELYUMXCS IIEDPeIr'0BOPOBT

CoBeTcKad CTOpOHA NO-IpeXHEMY yOexIeHa, 4YTO HauyUIUM pelleHu-
M BOIIpOCA 0 KPHJASTHX pakeTaX O0/blioil Ja/ZbHOCTHM OHJIO OH 3alpelieHne
TaKUX pakeT BCEX BUIOB OasupoBaHudA., BMecTe C TeM, CTpeMsach o0Oecle-
YUTh BOBMOXKHOCTH ﬁponsnmeﬁna Ha meperosopaX, MH OH/M OH I'OTOBH B
3aBHCHMOCTH OT XOJa OOCYsIeHMA IpyIL'HX BOIPOCOB paccMOTPeTh M BO3-—
MOXHOCTh OI'DGHMYBHNA, & He 3alpelieHus KPHIATHX DaKeT BOS3LYMHOI'O
0a3upOBaHUA NP TOM, 6CTECTBEHHO, IOHUMAHMK, UYTO KPHJATHE DaKETH
Co/iplO¥ Iaj/lbHOCTY MOPCKOI'0 M HA38MHOI'O 0a3MpoBaHud HOIJexa/l OH
3ampeTy. PasymeeTcd, ANEPHHE 3apANH Pa3MeUEHHHX KDHJAATHX pPakeT
BK/I0Y4&/MCh OH B IOpPEIE/IbHHH OOWMil ypoBeHb LA AlEepPHHX 3apAloB CTpa-—
TeA4YeCKUX BOODYXEHMI,

BH, IOCyI&apCTBeHHHI CeXpeTapb, CIpammusa/m O TOM, 4T0 CyZeT C
coBeTCKUME MEP B cJydae COKpAlleHMS CTODOHaMM CTDETEIH4eCKUX
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BOODyXeHuii. EC/M y4eCTh COCTaB COBETCKHUX CTPATEMUYECKHX CHJI, TO
FACHO, WTO Ipy coxpameHumu Io ypoBHA I800 emuHHMIl OyZeT IpOM3B8JIEH
¥ JEeMOHTa# OajUmCTHYECKUX DaKeT. Bonaa'Toro, MH MOI'yI1 OH CKasaTh,
9TO OCHOBHAfA 4acTh COKpallgHMil, IpenycMaTpuBaeMHX COBETCKEMU Ipet-
JIOXEHUAMU, OCYWleCTB/LMAaCh OH HaMu 3a cueT LWBP Ha3eMHOI'O Oas3upoBa-
Hnd, Kaxue KOHKDETHO paKeTH M/ ApPyrHe HOCHUTe /M YHAYTOXRA/MCh OH,
MOI'Jia OIpeneIATh Kaxnasd CTODOHa, KOHEYHO, B pPaMKaX JOIIOHUTE IbHHX
O'paHUYeHU, OpelyCMOTDPEHHHX B COI'JIalleHUH.

XoTe;m OH NOBTOPUTH: IPOIBAXEHMUE Ha IeperoBopax, B TOM YUCJE
! II0 3aTPOHYTHM BOIpOCaM, 3aBUCHT OT CoeIuHEHHHX lITaTDB.

MH oxumaeM OT aMepHKaHCKOII CTOPOHH IOSMTUBHOI'O OTBeTa HA

IIOCTaB/IEHHHE HaMl BOIIPOCH.
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GENEVA FOR START/INF DELEGATION . INFORM CONSUL
E.0. 12356: N/A

TGS: PARM
SUBJECT: PRESIDENT'S JUNE 8 START STATEMENT

1. THE FOLLOWING IS THE TEXT OF THE STATEMENT DELIVERED
AT 11:60 AM, JUNE 8, BY THE PRESIDENT ON START.

2. BEGIN TEXT.

THE STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTIONS TALKS, OR START, OFFICIALLY
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RESUMED TODAY IN GENEVA. | WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK FOR A
MOMENT APOUT MY HOPES FOR THESE IMPORTANT NEGOTIATIONS
AND ABOUT CHANGES WHICH | HAVE DECIDED TO MAKE IN OUR
START PROPOSAL. SUCH CHANGES REFLECT CONCERNS AND RECOM-
MENDATIONS OF THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION, THE CONGRESS, AND
OTHERS. THEY OFFER THE PROSPECT OF NEW PROGRESS TOWARD A
START AGREEMENT.

NEW CONSENSUS AND NEW PROGRESS

PEFORE DISCUSSING THESE SPECIFICS, | WOULD LIKE TO COMMENT
ON WHAT | SEE AS VERY POSITIVE DEVELOPMENTS TAKING PLACE
BOTH HERE AND ABROAD. | AM HAPPY TO SAY THAT TODAY THERE
IS A GROWING SENSE THAT WE ARE MAKING PROGRESS. I JUST
MET IN WILLIAMSBURG WITH THE LEADERS OF THE MAJOR INDUS-
TRIALIZED NATIONS, AND | WAS STRUCK THERE NOT ONLY BY

THE FACTS AND FIGURES POINTING TOWARD ECONOMIC RECOVERY,
BUT ALSO BY A SPIRIT OF OPTIMISM AND COOPERATION WHICH
WAS REMARKABLE. THIS SAME SPIRIT IS VISIBLE IN OUR
DISCUSSIONS OF SECURITY ISSUES. IN NATO, AS IN OUR OTHER
ALLIANCES, THERE IS A NEW FEELING OF PARTNERSHIP. THE
ATLANTIC ALLIANCE IS ALIVE AND WELL, AND ITS CLOSE CON-
SULTATIONS ARE A SOURCE OF STRENGTH AND PARTICIPATION

FOR EACH OF ITS MEMBERS

THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION

AT LEAST AS IMPORTANT, AND VERY GRATIFYING TO ME, IS THE
NEW SPIRIT OF BIPARTISANSHIP ON NATIONAL SECURITY ISSUES
WHICH IS INCREASINGLY EVIDENT IN BOTH HOUSES OF CONGRESS
WHEN | ESTABLISHED THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION | COULD NOT
THEN FORESEE THE IMPACT THAT THIS OUTSTANDING PANEL
WOULD HAVE. CLEARLY, THE COMMISSION'S WORK, WHICH WENT
BEYOND MX TO ADDRESS CRITICAL ISSUES OF DETERRENCE AND
ARMS CONTROL, HAS BECOME A MAJOR STIMULUS TO THE RE-
THINKING OF NATIONAL POLICY. THE COMMISSION’S REPORT

UNCLASSIFIED
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CHALLENGED SOME FAVORITE ASSUMPTIONS, AND CALLED FOR
CHANGES IN OUR STRATEGIC PLANNING. AT THE SAME TIME, IT
EXPRESSED SUPPORT FOR MY ADMINISTRATION'S MOST HEARTFELT
OBJECTIVES IN ARMS CONTROL: DEEP REDUCTIONS, MODERNIZA-
TION FOR STABILITY'S SAKE, AND THE ELIMINATION OF THE
FIRST-STRIKE THREAT.

| HAVE PLEDGED TO CONGRESS MY FULL SUPPORT FOR THE SCOW-
CROFT COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS AND MY INTENTION TO
INCORPORATE THEM IN OUR START PROPOSAL. SO THAT WE CAN
CONTINUE TO BENEFIT FROM THE WISDOM OF ITS COUNSEL, I
INTEND TO ASK THE COMMISSION TO CONTINUE TO SERVE. ITS
BIPARTISAN MEMBERSHIP WILL THUS BE ABLE TO PROVIDE TIMELY
ADVICE TO ME BOTH WITH RESPECT TO THE ADOPTION OF ITS
PROPOSALS INTO OUR DEFENSE PROGRAM AND OUR ARMS CONTROL
POLICIES.

CONGRESSIONAL CONSULTATIONS

IN RECENT WEEKS, | AND OFFICIALS OF MY ADMINISTRATION HAVE
HAD AN EXTENSIVE SERIES OF PRIVATE MEETINGS WITH MANY
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS. WE HAVE REVIEWED IMPLICATIONS FOR
THE START NEGOTIATIONS OF THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND ALSO OF THE "MUTUAL GUARANTEED BUILD-
DOWN" ADVOCATED BY A NUMBER OF DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF
CONGRESS.

THE REVIEW OF OUR START POSITION WAS CAPPED BY FOUR
RECENT MEETINGS: THREE YESTERDAY, AND ONE TODAY.
YESTERDAY MORNING, AT A MEETING OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY
COUNCIL, MY SENIOR ADVISORS AND | REVIEWED MAJOR IMPLI-
CATIONS AND OPTIONS. WE ALSO CONSIDERED A RANGE OF
CONGRESSIONAL VIEWPOINTS. YESTERDAY AFTERNOON, | MET

WITH GROUPS OF SENATORS AND CONGRESSMEN WHOSE INTEREST
AND EXPERTISE IN ARMS CONTROL | VALUE HIGHLY. | DIS-
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CUSSED WITH THEM THE MAJOR ISSUES BEFORE US. THIS
MORNING | MET WITH THE LEADERSHIP OF BOTH HOUSES OF
CONGRESS. AND THROUGHOUT THE START NEGOTIATIONS, THE
ADMINISTRATION HAS CONSULTED WITH OUR ALLIES

START

THREE FULL ROUNDS OF NEGOTIATIONS ON START ARE NOW BEHIND
US. IT IS MY JUDGEMENT THAT THESE ROUNDS HAVE BEEN USEFUL
AND HAVE PERMITTED US TO COVER NECESSARY GROUND. HOWEVER,
DUE LARGELY TO SOVIET INTRANSIGENCE, WE HAVE NOT YET MADE
MEANINGFUL PROGRESS ON THE CENTRAL ISSUES. | REMAIN FIRMLY
COMMITTED TO TAKE WHATEVER STEPS ARE NECESSARY TO INCREASE
THE LIKELIHOOD OF REAL, SUBSTANTIVE PROGRESS TOWARDS AN
AGREEMENT INVOLVING SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS IN U.S. AND
SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARSENALS -- AND IN THE NATIONAL
SECURITY INTERESTS OF BOTH SIDES. ABOVE ALL, OUR GOAL

IS TO MAINTAIN A STABLE NUCLEAR BALANCE IN ORDER TO REDUCE
THE RISK OF WAR. OUR EFFORTS IN THE START NEGOTIATIONS
MUST BE GUIDED BY THAT OBJECTIVE.

THE REPORT OF THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION OFFERS US A NEW
OPPORTUNITY FOR PROGRESS. IT HAS PROVIDED A CONSISTENT

AND COHERENT FRAMEWORK TO GUIDE OUR THINKING ABOUT THE
FUNDAMENTAL ELEMENTS OF OUR NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY --
DETERRENCE, DEFENSE AND ARMS CONTROL. BUT, MORE THAN THAT,
IT HAS PROVIDED THE BASIS FOR RENEWED, BIPARTISAN SUPPORT
FOR THAT POLICY.

TO CAPITALIZE ON THIS CRITICAL OPPORTUNITY AND ON THE
BASIS OF THE WIDEST POSSIBLE RANGE OF ADVICE, | HAVE
DIRECTED NEW STEPS TOWARD PROGRESS IN ACHIEVING REAL

ARMS REDUCTIONS AT THE START NEGOTIATIONS. THE PURPOSE OF
THIS GUIDANCE, PROVIDED TO AMBASSADOR ED ROWNY, OUR CHIEF
START NEGOTIATOR, IS TO ADJUST THE U.S. START POSITTON TO
BRING IT INTO LINE WITH THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION'S RECOM-
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MENDATIONS AND TO PROVIDE ADDTTIONAL FLEXIBILTTY TO OUR
NEGOTIATORS IN PURSUING OUR BASIC GOALS.

ALTHOUGH WE HAVE PUT FORTH A COMPREHENSIVE PROPOSAL ON
LIMITING STRATEGIC BALLISTIC MISSILES AND BOMBERS, OUR
PRIMARY AIM IN THE START NEGOTIATIONS HAS BEEN, AND CON-
TINUES TO BE, TO REDUCE THE THREAT POSED BY THE MOST DE-
STABILIZING SYSTEMS, NAMELY BALLISTIC MISSILES. TO
ACHIEVE THAT AIM, MEASURES THAT CONSTRAIN THE NUMBER AND
DESTRUCTIVE CAPABILITY AND POTENTIAL OF BALLISTIC MISSILE
WARHEADS ARE ESSENTIAL. OUR PROPOSED LIMIT OF 5,000 TOTAL
BALLISTIC MISSILE WARHEADS -- A REDUCTION BY ONE-THIRD OF

THE CURRENT LEVEL -- REMAINS THE CENTRAL ELEMENT OF THE
U.S. START POSITION.

THE U.S. START POSITION TABLED IN PREVIOUS NEGOTIATING
ROUNDS INCLUDES ANOTHER CONSTRAINT. IT WOULD HAVE LIMITED
EACH SIDE TO NO MORE THAN 856 DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES
THIS MEASURE WAS NEVER VIEWED AS BEING AS USEFUL OR [MPOR-
TANT A CONSTRAINT AS THE LIMIT ON TOTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE

WARHEADS. THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION REPORT SPECIFICALLY
SUGGESTED THAT IT SHOULD BE REASSESSED SINCE IT COULD CON-
STRAIN THE EVOLUTION WE SEEK TOWARD SMALL, SINGLE WARHEAD
ICBM'S.

ACTING UPON THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION’S RECOMMENDATION, |
HAVE NOW DIRECTED OUR NEGOTIATORS TO ADJUST OUR POSITION ON
DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES BY RELAXING OUR CURRENT PRO-
POSAL FOR AN 850 DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILE LIMIT. AT THE
SAME TIME, THE U.S. REMAINS FIRM ON THE POINT THAT THE
DESTRUCTIVE CAPABILITY AND POTENTIAL OF BALLISTIC MISSILES
MUST BE ADDRESSED IN START. OUR CURRENT POSITION INCLUDES
A NETWORK OF CONSTRAINTS DESIGNED TO LEAD TO A MORE STABLE
STRATEGIC BALANCE AT REDUCED FORCE LEVELS -- WHILE ADDRESS-
ING THE DESTRUCTIVE POTENTIAL OF MISSILES. THE SOVIETS
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AND OTHERS HAVE COMPLAINED THAT THESE CONSTRAINTS ARE DE-
SIGNED TO DICTATE SOVIET FORCE STRUCTURE ACCORDING TO U.S.
STANDARDS. THIS 1S NOT THE CASE. WE BELIEVE, AS DOES THE
SCOWCROFT COMMISSION, THAT STABILITY CAN BE INCREASED BY
LIMITATIONS ON THE DESTRUCTIVE CAPABILITY AND POTENTIAL OF
BALLISTIC MISSILES. AS A CONSEQUENCE, WE WILL CONTINUE TO
PROPOSE SUCH CONSTRAINTS WHICH INDIRECTLY GET TO THE THROW
WEIGHT PROBLEM WHILE MAKING CLEAR TO THE SOVIETS OUR READI-
NESS TO DEAL DIRECTLY WITH THE CORRESPONDING DESTRUCTIVE
CAPABILITY IF THEY PREFER

THERE MAY BE MORE THAN ONE WAY TO ACHIEVE OUR OBJECTIVE OF
GREATER STABILITY AT REDUCED LEVELS OF ARMS. SO0 | HAVE
INSTRUCTED AMBASSADOR ROWNY TO MAKE CLEAR TO THE SOVIET
DELEGATION OUR COMMITMENT TO OUR FUNDAMENTAL OBJECTIVES,

BUT | HAVE ALSO GIVEN HIM THE FLEXIBILITY TO EXPLORE ALL
APPROPRIATE AVENUES FOR MEETING OUR GOALS. | SINCERELY HOPE
THAT THE SOVIET UNION WILL RESPOND WITH CORRESPONDING
FLEXIBILITY.

FINALLY, HIGH-PRIORITY WORK IS CONTINUING ON HOW THE MUTUAL
AND GUARANTEED BUILD-DOWN CONCEPT PROPOSED BY SEVERAL
UNITED STATES SENATORS CAN BE APPLIED IN OUR QUEST FOR
SIGNIFICANT AND STABILIZING STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTIONS
CONCLUSION

THESE ACTIONS REFLECT A BIPARTISAN CONSENSUS ON ARMS CON-
TROL, AND NEW FLEXIBILITY IN THE NEGOTIATIONS -- STEPS TO
BE VIEWED SERIOUSLY BY THE SOVIETS AND ALL OTHERS WHO HAVE
A STAKE IN WORLD PEACE. TO THE LEADERS OF THE SOVIET UNION
| URGE THAT THIS NEW OPPORTUNITY NOT BE LOST. TO AMERICA’S
FRIENDS AND ALLIES AROUND THE WORLD, | SAY THAT YOUR STEAD-
FAST SUPPORT FOR THE GOALS OF BOTH DETERRENCE AND ARMS
CONTROL IS ESSENTIAL IN THE FUTURE. TO CONGRESS AND TO THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE, | SAY LET US CONTINUE TO WORK TOGETHER IN
A BIPARTISAN SPIRIT SO THAT THESE DAYS WILL BE SPOKEN OF 1IN
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THE FUTURE AS THE TIME WHEN AMERICA TURNED THE CORNER. LET
US PUT OUR DIFFERENCES BEHIND US. LET US DEMONSTRATE
MEASURED FLEXIBILITY IN OUR APPROACH, WHILE REMAINING
STRONG IN OUR DETERMINATION TO REACH OUR OBJECTIVES OF ARMS
REDUCTIONS, STABILITY, AND SECURITY. LET US BE LEADERS IN
THE CAUSE OF PEACE.

DAM
BT
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