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SUBJ ACDA STUDY OF SOVIET PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN 

POST \/ILL BE RECEIVING SHORTLY, VIA OFFICIAL MEANS, COPIES 
OF A NEIi 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 NE GOT I AT IONS . THE STUDY, ENTITLED SOVIET 
PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN AGAINST NATO, 1/HICH INCLUDES QUOTES 
FROM SOVIET STATEMENTS FROM 1979 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 1/HICH, AMONG 
OTHER THINGS , BRING OUT THE CONSISTENCY OF MANY OF THE 
SOVIET LINES OVER THE YEARS. IN FACT, ONE IMPORTANT CON-

CSN:CRl992 TRIBUTION OF THIS BOOKLET IS TO STRESS THAT SOVIET PROPA
GANDAANDDISINFORMATION AGAINST NATO HAVE NOT ALTERED 
FUNDAMENTALLY SINCE THE DECISION TO DEPLOY COUNTERPART 
SYSTEMS. 

DISTRIBUTION TO ADDRESSEE POSTS WILL BE IN SUFFICIEN T 
QUANTITY TO INSURE THAT ALL MISSION ELEMENTS CAN DI S-

TRIBUTE TO THEIR RESPECTIVE CONTACTS. PARCELS \/ILL BE 
ADDRESSED TO USIS, 1/HICH SHOULD HANDLE DISTRIBUTION TO 
OTHER SECTIONS. PAOS ANDI OS, IN PARTICULAR, \/ILL 
UNDOUBTEDLY FIND THIS BOOKLET A VALUABLE ITEM FOR DIS
TRIBUTION TO MEDIA CONTACTS, AS WELL AS TO MODERATESAMONG 
YOUR AUDIENCES, \/HO 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. 

-- THE SOVIET UNION DOES NOT SEEK MILITARY SUPERIORITY IN 
THE I NF BALANCE. 

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

-- THE UNITED STATES SEEKS SUl'ERIORITY OVER THE SOVIET 
UNION THROUGH DEPLOYMENT OF THE INF MISSILES IN WESTERN 
EUROPE. 

-- THE UNITED STATES HAS A PREEMPTIVE STRIKE DOCTRINE, AND 
U.S. INr MISSILES Will HAVE A SHORT-I/ARNING, 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. TERR I TORY 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 
LIKELIHOOD OF CONFLICT. 

-- NATO ' S PURSUIT OF PLANNED INF DEPLOYMENT Will JEOPARDIZE 
OETENTE ANO 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 SS-20S IN 
THE EUROPEAN PART OF THE U.S.S . R. 

CONFlgENTIAL 



.. 
CONFIBENTIA-L 

NATION AL SECURITY COUNCIL 
MESSAGE CENTER 

PAGE 02 OF 02 SECSTATE 1/ASHOC 6169 DTG:210138Z OCT 83 PSN:660671 

IN ADDITION, THE STUDY PROVIOES EXAMPLES OF SOVIET THEMES 
ANO TACTICS THAT HAVE BEEN USED IN PREVIOUS SOVIET PROPA
GANDA CAMPA IGNS 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 
OPERAT I OtlS. 

-- AS POSTS MAKE USE OF THIS BOOKLET, DEPARTMENT AND USIA 
WOULD APPRECIATE ANY COMMENTS AND EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENE SS 
AODRESSEE POSTS HAY CARE TO PROVIDE. 

-- PLEASE SLUG RESPONSES FOR ACDA/SORRELS AND USIA/P FOR 
1/ILLIAMS. SHULTZ 
BT 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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MEMORANDUM 

NATlONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

CONF 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. 

, ... _., ., ~ ........_ X, _,-:-r '-. 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: 

Memorandum to the President Tab I 

Tab A Article by Senator Wallop (Strategic Review, 
Summer 1983) 

,.. 
un..• DECLASSIFIED 
nr1f~ Gui By !:L IL~' l'C, M ,,, ... '>q J !=!Q.] 

NA~A, u ... ,._ 3('87/ D I 

CONF ENTIAL 
Declas ify on: OADR 
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MEMORAN D UM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

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 

CONFI ENTIAL 
Declas fy on: OADR \ I , '-~ ~ / ~ / 99' 

By /,Ju-r:__ Nr1.HA, Dat& _.q..'lf- 0 ..... / __ 
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FEATURES/COLUr\fiNISTS 
STRATEGIC REVIEW SUMMER 1983 (14 AUGUST) PAGES 11-20 

SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF ARMS CON1fROL 
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 fundqmental issue for debate: namely, the state of the US. military posture 
after two decades of arms control efforts. Beyond refiecting on Moscow's cynical approach, the 
violations and our reactions t.o them are sympt.omatic 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 displayed 
intentions, which the continuing process is supposed to shift in the direction of peaceful and fa ithful 
behavior. The issue of violations is baring the kind of self-contradictory policies that public opinion 
in a democracy cannot long support. 

A 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 
off urther distorting and trivializing the fun
damental auestions relevant to our countrv'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 numericallv inferior 
American forces are in the deepeni~g 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 unimaginahle two decades ago. 

In short, any objective analyst in the West 
now must realize that a_generation's labors on 
behalf of arms control havenofborne the an
tlcipatecf fruit. Nonethel~ss-:-all-~e have do~e 
Git.he n-arneo f 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? Y. et, that question obscures another, much 
mo__re imporj:ant Q!l~ What do the Soviet ac
ti::itfos\n-gl!.~stion_telCus-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 flatl y inaccurate." 

The SALT II Treaty indeed allows only one 
new-type JCBM to be developed by either side. 
The b\·o 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 
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in length, diameter. b unch-wei!_:ht ::i nd ,.,nw;
weight bet\".'een the mi~sile tested a ml a!i nt h er 
missiles - may not be count'.:·d ;F Yi t1!a t ions 
until after the twelfth test. 

Inasmuch as the SoYiets have onh· conducted 
thus far three tests. Biden ha~ ~ technical 
point. But McClure has a substantive one. The 
second new Soviet missile, known af' the PL-5. 
differs in throw-weight by more than 200 per 
cent and in length by more than 2 meters from 
ai:i,y other Soviet missile remotely like it. No 
matter how many times it is t~sted. 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 , 
ho\\'.~Ve__r, tQU~}_ie!;i the cruclal point: whil e the 
U.11itetj _States has produced one new missile 
(~he Trident I)_ and is planning two (MX and 
Trid~nt II), _the Soviets have produced four 
(om:!h•_g~~e!:_a~on missiles and have begun a 
fifth generation· likelv to include six new missrre·s. -- . . . 

Soviet Missile Numbers and "Reloads" 

Senator McClure charges that the Soviets 
have exceeded the SALT II c;:eiling 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 turn~ 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 therebv skirt the 
issue of the threat which the Sovi~t Union ·s 
nearly 6,000 countei-force warheads carril'd bY 
the Soviet MIRVed systems pose to thP United 
States, or change the fact that our most potent 
MIRV, the Mark 12-A, is considered to ha\·e 
only about one chance in three again~t Sovi et 
silos. -

Senator McClure contends that the Soviets 
have violated SALT II by testing the ··rapid 
reload ofICBM launchers" and by stockpilin~ 
at least 1,000-2,000 missiles which could be 
refired from standard silos. These mi!-isiles 
could also be fired by "soft" launchers from 

SOVIET VIOLATIONS ••. Pg. 3-F 
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SOVIET VIOLATIONS ••• Continued 

covert sites. Senator Eiden 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." Bi den con
cludes: "Although the Soviet Union might 
have a limited capability to reconstitute its 
strategic for~es 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 
Tre~D' -~ -f~~~lr_ th_at they miss · the point. 
Whe~her the Soviet practice · of reloading 
~issile~ J_s_ legally "rapid" or not is quite ir
r~le_ya,nt_to_America11 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 t~J~p_licatic;m is Jl}_uch larger: 
namely, that the Soviets do not share the 
Western view that nuclear war, if it ever 
comes, wil!_be a mutually annihilating spasm. 
WhiJ~_ ~~ ~i_c_~E pl_an!}ing ~ops in effect at the 
~ ge oftfie contingency of a nuclear exchange, 
the Sq~tet~ ~!"e pl a.~~\n_g and practicing what 
to do after the first round. If this is not 
sJ!'atE:gi~ally_si~if!£8:nt;~-~Q!.hing is. ·vet, as we 
can see, the anns 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 
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the ceiling of 150 kilotons specified by the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty. Senator Eiden 
cites an article by two geophysicist s 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 explo:-ive 
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 pref er 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: 
b)_'. thinking and arguing about Soviet ac
tivitiE:s in terms of the relat ionship of these 
activiti~s to treaties - instead ofrelating them 
to s~~l!l"ity 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 Eiden, 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 r:1issiles. Arti
cle 15 of SALT II prohibits encryption that 
SOVIET VIOLATIONS ..• Pg. 4-F 
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i~pedes verification of the Treaty. Senator 
B1den 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 _onl~ make one wonder about the depth of 
Soviet mterest 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: 
~y-~ast for artificial definitions and techni
_cal_~~~s __ ~ __ at _IP-~gnf- be~loud . the issue of 
:whether a_giyen ~-~viet activity is or is not in 
contrav~_ntio_l!_ o.f SAL 'rl WhiJH>JJhi~ ~ first, 
~ast _ ~nd _forem~s_!:_-:- in !__erm~ (!f t_he strategic 
1!1?-~l~£atIQ!18.. ?_f tlie tlireatening activity itself? 
. ~1.nally, Senator Biden, searching for a def-
1rut10n 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 
tl}at 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 ~act that the Soviets are cheating 
on the treaties that he leads his audience to 
inf er that our strategic difficulties would 
vanish if only the Soviets could somehow be 
held to the letter of the treaties. Yet, not even 
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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 o1 
the United States continues to erode men of 
goodwill find themselves saying things about 
arms control which cannot halt that erosion 
a~d that cast them in roles that they sincere!; 
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, tJ-i~ ent~e p_!e~se 
~ ar_E:IB c~~tr_ol -:_that safety can be gained.of 
mutuaThmitat10ns on weapons - abstracts 
from t?e_i_nost funaamental fact that weapons 
ar~ _t_g~!~_l!l the hands of men, not vice-versa. 
The propensities of men to kill or respect one 
another have never been basically affected by 
the ex~stence 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-. ' vat10n and hand-held weapons. \Vhether or not 
a weapon is dangerous depends on the direc
tion in which it is pointed and on the inten
tion of the person \vielding 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. 

J1,1 __£:t:~cti.~~l ~~d __ hi storical terms, it is dif
ficult to .E!:_o_ye_the proposittQ.!l that arms con
tro_l by it~elf lead_s either to peace or security. 
$story affords _no example whatever of na
t~-~?s ~oss_e~~e-~ of _§e1_j ous rea_~ons tc,figh! ~ne 
another wlio ru.sabused themselves of those 
11!~~ons__"_ hi agreeing to limit the means by 
wh1c_!i_ ~h~y _sou]d __ fight. Nevertheless, the 
?esire for peace is so natural and strong that 
1t has always made attractiYe the claim that 
perhaps, just perhaps. all men are sane and 
all sane men want pi:::a 1:e - 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 burden'
of their worst weapons, they will simultan-
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eously learn to value peace and to trust one 
another. ~ut this appealing promise discounts 
the ever-present posslliility Uiat' one side in the 
arms_control process may fie determined not 
~~Jy_t9y ursue i! S goals as vigorously as ever, 
b~t alsg to use agreements as a means of 
achieving the-of.her side's morarand material 
disarmament : ·· -

The stark rP.cord of our_~en~ury_ is that arms 
control has been em raced by democracies as 
a m~ans 9_[ exorcising the specter of war with 
dictatorial enemies - and that it has been ex
pl~Ttec! ~Y. dictatorships as a means of increas
ing their capacity for waging war against 
d~moc_racies. At various points along this 
historical road 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 in~ernational negotia

tions, aaetermination of the other side's in
tentions is a rere .uisite to}he _process that 
c1:1 _rriinates in agreements. In the case of arms 
£Q.lltrn.l._an_y_i~su.e of the others1aes mlerit ions 
~ _nd~ to be consicler-ecf a priori as disruptive 
~ - thu~r~~i_~~d imp~f~tiveo r ·reaching an 
~-gr~_ement. Instead, we as democracies invest 
in the agreements themselves the hope of 
favorable omens of the opponent's intentions. 
Q~estion~ !.~-~ ~~in~ dicta~rship's com
pLL'!_n.<:_e ~ t1i ar~ controia greements go to the 
heart 9f the qu~stion:-WliaLa.re the dictator
ship's intentions?But since the~ms ccmtrof 
Jrr_OC~SS itself is ~_aSE!_Q ~m-~~ J~ast a suspension 
of g_ue_s!i9~s_about intentions,t fie issue ·of com
E~i8:!.1~ mu~f th~j be ·suspended as well~ lest 
the pr~ess be disrupted. --·- -~ . -· 

Patterns of Democratic Behavior 

Some of the generic difficulties in the path 
of rational discussion of compliance with arms 
~ontr_ol agreements were outlined by Fred Ikle 
m his classic article, "After Detection -
Wha~?" in the January 1961 issue of Foreign 
Affairs. They are well wort reformulating 
aft~r nearly a generation's experience. 

First, unless the violator acknowledges that 
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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 
t_!leir :r:-eputaf io~~ o~ {he agreements, will fear 
~e[ng damaged in the public's esteem if the 
agreements were_ perceived as failures. 

Second, a political leader who declares that 
arms contror agreements which are a fun
damental part of national policy have been 
v1ofated, thereby faces the obligation to pro
pose_a new,J edressive policy - one that will 
make up for the· _other side 's violations and 
as.sur e his nat ion's safety in an environment 
IE.~~e peijlous ~ban had previously been im
aginecf.)_1!~~~tB:~ly~ u_c]:i_?. .P.Qlicy looms as m.ore 
~..!E_en~~e ~nd Jr~ghtening than continuing on 
~~-~? control track. F~~ politicians are 
wi!fulg_.t.9 _.tak~-- thi~ st_ep _ of. per sonal and 
politicau alor - especially if they can ra
tionalize away the observed violation as "in
significant." Ikle in his article cites Stanley 
Baldwin's admission that fear oflosing an e ec
fion had prevented him from_ admi{iing _that 
Germany Vf_as v '9l_aJirig_th_e _Treaty of Ver-

. sailles. This remains a rare example of hon
esty, al~eit after the fact of dishonesty. 

Third, politicians can always hope - more 
o~ .e~s _i_zf_g~og_~.9.nsGi'~n.Qe --~ !Juit co"ritinuing 
negotiations will eventuallv reach the goal of · I 
j sfa'6l~_a_ncf rpu foally accepted peace and that 
therefore "this is not a good time" to accuse 
th~ oth~_rj 1qe_of bad faith and risk driving it 
fr_o~ the bargai1ting table. But when is it a 
"good ti1_!1e"? Moreover, as tim·e pa ss es a nd the 
dTcfaforship 's arsenal risesin · :refat1ve terms 
(abe~ esl 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 th at 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 -
wliis;b usl)_erecl iii-tnet ragedy·orWoria-War II 
- have b~e_n-=sfringfnenecrincontemporary 
times by_the seductive premises of the nuclear 
~~ The_primary_ s_~cli -pre~se i~thaf the only 
~!~ern_atIV~ to arms control is an arms race 
that !~_1:ertam to lead to the nuclear holocaust 
and the .encl of the world; therefore · there is 
_no alternative tocontmuing arms control ne
gg_tiatio~an~fog the ½st of them. In this 
tie he "process" of negotiations is moreiin
I!Q_rtant than the tangiole results -aclue;ed -
_an~, y extensiojl,- more important . than the 
ofuei ~tde'(~dl}~re~c~<_> ~lemnly agreed-upon 
r~§_ult~. · - · 

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 
"m8:1"gi~ality" 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 
?tate Department's line, only partly tongue
m-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 ~ot matter hor' big, powerful 
or accurate Soviet forces we e, because the 
deterrent effect would be the same. 

This variant of Mutual Assured Destruction 
(MAD), which goes by the name "minimum 
deterrence," h~~ b_e_e_n g_ainj.p_g_i_!!~hoafeaccep-· 
tanc.~ in the ... Congr~ss as weapon after 
American wea.pon h~s h,ee!l dE:l_~y_e~ or_ ca~-
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.C..~le_~ -:: i_n part because of hopes for arms con
t~_o_!,_ As the SALT debate of 1979-1980 proved, 
ne~t~er t~e Congress nor American public 
?Pm10n 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 
pract~ce had invalidated a basic premise un
derlymg 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 con~ern, he answered: the extra Soviet 
missiles could not be fired because after an 
ini_tial exchange, nothing could be f~ed. Only 
a httle 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. 

6-F 

As far as the alleged irrelevance of all 
military assets after an initial nuclear ex
ch8?ge is concerned, it is noteworthy that the 
entire thru~t of Soviet military strategy is to 
reduc~ the SJ.ZE:, efficacy and significance of any 
America~ ~trike - to protect Soviet society 
a~d to ~m the war. The Soviets do not merely 
wish this: they also work at it. Hence while 
~he __ siz~d....shapes __ Qf_.QPposing- nuclear 
~~~J!al!~ seeIE: to be of secondary importance 
to ma_~y-~merican officials, for _the Soviets 
~h~ are clearly matters of life and death. -~------·----. - - - - -

The Artificial World of SALT I 

American_ adv~ates of arms control sought 
to cre~te a situab~n 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 
c~tegory of weapons, thus ending military 
history at the highest achieved level. 
Moreover, each would cede to the other in 
pe~tuity _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, 
out ft-wa s one -otthe- prevafenCassumptions 
in the 1960s that in time they would be ·-· ------·-c - --- - - ·--··-··· -· 
" educated"_pyyur _ _!le[ O~~t~r~ to the r~aliza-
tion that their own interests lay there as well. 

Yet, fromt he verv fir!<t the Soviets' refusal 
to seeihefr -own futere~.s fnrough the eyes of 
American arms control theorists led the U.S. 
d ~,•er_nment to construct an elaborate, highly 
ambiguous intellectual framework - one 
which ·nas -given American arms control en
thusiasts warrant to pursue their utopia with 
respect to U.S. forces, but within which the 
So~ et~_lia_ve continued to pursue the orthodox 
military goals of self-protection and victory in 
the event of a conflict. 

From the outset Americans recognized that 
verifying ari 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 ver ified beyond the limited scope of 
technical meam 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 equ_ation and whose real restraining 
power was quest ionable at best. 

Thus, from the very first American arms con
trolle r s chose t o n egotiate treaties which were 
verifiable at least in part, and therefore 
ratifiable , but which were intellectual con
structs well removed from reality. The 
SALT I Interim Agreement set limits on 
numbers of missile launchers because 
American satellites could take pict ures of 
Soviet missile fields and submarines. Si los and 
tubes could be counted. The controversies of 
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the 1970s over the Soviets' failure to di sman
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-lls 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 ~ll , advances in technology 
sooner or later would have been able to turn 
~ven 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 fanci es . 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 years largely because of American concerns 
over definitions. Having been "burned" in 
SALT I, American negotiators were now going 
to be more rigorous. As regards laurtchers, 
however, they could not be rigorous without 
declaring the treaty unverifiable. In fact, if one 
defines a launcher merelv as that which is 
necessarv to launch a rr'i issi le - and one 
acknowledges 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 ~he 
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. 

~_gotiators coul~!!_~ve <J~_yjsed a ~i~h~r 
definition o newness. But that defimt1on 
~ ulcfnave~been u~a~fiibie to The Soviets, 
or wholly unverifiable. '11i~Y _hacl _to ~!ioo~e be
t~ee.n-.r_eaJity _a_n9 _ _the_ SALT process. 

Legacies of the ABM Treaty 

Many consider the ABM Treaty of 1972 the 
jewel in the crown of arms control 
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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
quir~ments, the more one realizes that ques
ffons of the Soviets' compliance with them are 
o{secqng_ary 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 mass~ 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 me_ans for anti-missile defense were 
known. Some argue that tp.e Treaty was meant 
automatically to ban any other devices which 
might be inv~nted, so long as they were 
capable of destroying ballistic missiles, but of 
course the Tr~aty says no su~h thi:og, and in 
fact it is an axiom .of i;nternational law that 
nations are bound only by the commitments 
they specifically unde.r4µte . 

The AB1:f Treaty does not mention lasers at 
all : indeed, it could hardly have done so in 
1972, whe~ laser technology W!iS in its infancy. 

· The only poss~ble reference to lasers is in 
Agreed lnterpr~tation ·"D," which states that 
in the event C()lµponents based on "other 
ph):'sical principl~s" 8.)ld capable of supsti
tutmg for ABM launchers, missiles and radars 
"are created,'! 'tne.·. two parties would discuss 
how they might be· limited. That is to say, the 
two p~fli~.s wou,ld qevelop definitions. 

A moment's refl~ction i_s enough to realize 
tha~. in the case of sp,~~e l~ers, to distill 
realit;Y -~nto le~a1.ten,ns verifiable by national 
techm~al means _wo~ld be much more difficult 
than 1t has been · m . the case of ballistic 
missiles. Unlike l!lissil~s, th~ characteristics 
which make las~ flt or unfit for strategic war
fare an · not discernible through .mere obser
vation. Obs~rvatian will yield ioformation on 
gross s~ze,, pow·ey plant ancl, possibly, wave
~ength . ~~t the_ 1as,er's power, the quality of 
1~s beam, its pomUng ac~uracy, its jitter, the 
time it needs t:o retarget and the number of 
times it can fire can be learned only from· direct 
access to test data. · · 

Hf I}___C_g_,_ once ~gaJn y.e see & demonstration 
of the folly , ~9 da_ngers, of approaching a 
strategic question with the mind-cast of arms 
_c12nt rol_._S~EPose•for a motnent th,it the Soviet 
~ nior: plac_e_d a nqmber t;Jf laser weapons in or
b1~. r;>1~~u ~~1_on of the strategic significance of 
thi s ~v~nt would 1nstant{v be cfistracted by 
quest ion s 9f whether a violation of the ABM 
Treaty .had occwred. llii[on what basis could 
~~!:. Soviet Union !,e accu&edofhaving violated 
~t~ Treajy? There could be little in the way 
of determining- much less hard proof - that 
t_!i~ .J ~sers' mission was ballistic missile 
defen~e. Yet; .~gatnl?t this background oflegal 
m_!ll"_kmess and omino~ strategic implications, 
many. devotee~ of ~s c;ontrol, __ w:hile they 
~ ~!1 ~m. t he_ -~f.li~cy __ (?f - ~r_n_e~~a~ __ lasers 
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~ ~nst ballistic missiles, still object to placing 
_sucfi laser~_tn ~rqit , on the grounds that doing 
~~ ~.9ul_tj_ yiolate the ABM Treaty. When will 
they learn that unilateralism is not the road 
_t2 ~.!~control.,_ let alone to national security? 

l!_l ~hort, 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 
verjfi[!Q,l~, _anA _the _political impediments to 
~eciding that any given Soviet activity war
rant:5 a~andoning a fundamental foreign policy 
- all these have produced an intellectual 
tangle of our own making, within which we 
ilirasn about even as the Soviets widen their 
m~gin of military superiority. Since the ques
tion of Soviet violations of arms control 
treaties .. ref ers to a framework removed from 
reality, dwelling on the question is onlv to com-
pou~d 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 securi ty in the 
past, and can it be expected to do so in 
the future? _ 

The pSoponents of SALT II conceded that the 7 
Umte_d tates' strategic.position in relation to ' 
t~a_! _(!ghe Soyjet "Qpj_on had deter_i orateci1 and · 
tliat mistakes had been made in the concep
tion ofSAL't I and in ffie management of U.S. 
orces un er it. But they argued that SALT II 

was necessa-. to kee - U.S.-Soviet relations 
headed .in the direction of pea ce. When con-
ron e-d with criticism of s ecific proviSIOnsof i 

the treaty, they often conceded the treatv's 
weaknesses, but argued that onlv rat ification 
~ ould_ ~_A.ke --p oss iole - the con.tinuation of 
negotiati_ons, wherein lay the ultimate solu- , 
fion -to those weaknesses. The U.S. Senate re
jected these arguments, and in the election of 
1980 the America·n people ·clea rl y 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. 
Sin.ce_ 1980, however, the principal argument 
in, fo_v~r of arms control _ has J.~ee!]_ quite clif
f ~i:.e!ltfr~~ _previous ones. It reads basically 

SOVIET VIOLATIONS ••• Pg. 10-F 
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SOVIETS REORGANIZE AIR FORCE: jr, t· ~ 0 :5 ·_ ""'a::.·; : t -

~.;:~~:~Et:~; hs ~:~~~-~~~::~~~:~h~~~~;l ;~~::t~~~~ ;~ ~ hi~!r~.~~: 
t:t~ - :e::1w-:ec tv five numberec Air rorces c-ic fi ve ;;:: :::,r.ria-,:::s . 

E.::i:::- :' the nc~ fcr7,c::: 'ls c::::-e:::-:i.,c:: to one ~' :.,E- '" ~ ... ·t:
m;!· ~ili tSI} ~~ea~ : Centr~l E~:oce . sc~ :~we5~ EJr~~= , Sowtr,, Fa:
E; ::· . . a'1d f4c;tn . The CO!Mla'"ldcr~ of eac'"' :f t'lese t r.eate:s (Tv[. •~ ; 
r-c v-. -2 ·.·~ a ce:JJt)' com~.a'i:Jer for a::- :e- '"en.:.e (P\'8; Oi.J a Oe~ ;t; 
c'J...,-a.,:Jer fer aviatior (FA ) . Tne= P·,: oe~ul y :or"'.:---1ancs all ~ir ~e
fer,s~ forces , i ncluding fighte:s , SAM' s , ana tne a~t i - alrcr;ft 
::-~:=s cf t he armv oivisic'"ls . The F~ de~utv na~ ~is forces ora;~
!ze: i-t : th:ee c~an:hes: ~r:J~d suo~crt (Su-7t! 7, MiG- 2i / ;? ~, 
~~: ~rGi=ti~r (Su-1 7, ~i G-L. }, an: ~eliccot~rs. 

1--,e s::at:aic ai::feri~e f:r~~~ t ~6M' s, :-emai- unoer a sepa;ate 
c::inr.5': wi t r.in P'IO, Tr,e> strateqic avia t ion fcrces have :ieer, com
::inec u'lder Aviation ll,::-ie~ ?f :•,e S~•vi et Un: or (At:.SU) , inclu::: i-,g 
t~e Sajger, SacMfire, ~en~er, ano 6l inoer airc raft. AA5U incl.Jes' 
no ::""ly i r,;:e:cor.tinental aviatio- , b., tr,e :Jee.; str l >'E ir,te: dic
~i :,-. force ~ ;:: f tne gr .Jund armie.:;,. -- IG;: 1 June e3 

SOVIET VIOLATIONS •.•• Continued 
as follows: However harmful arms control 
imght .b.ave_~n in the past, however unlikely 
might be Soviet acceptance of anything which 
enhances the-West's security, n~vertheless we 
must pursue the arms control process in order 
to convince ow--own fellow citizens that we are 
not - warmongers but peace-loving people. 
When the question is raised ·why we should 
pursuenego_!1a~io~s -wit h ~an _adversary who, 
by o nemeans or another, has used them as a 
screen Tor ovei-turning the strategic balance 
and is- iiPt to use further negotiations for the 
same -purpose, the general answer is that we, 
too, - niust practice cvnicism. We tooL rn.:!lst 
negotiate in __ order t_o legitimize our own 
mili_!,~_ry bui!cl~p_:_ 

,·1 This a~ment ignores the fact that_in a 
democracy pu6Tic 021..nwn.~g~ot§.~pp_ort self
co~~;::a~ictory_pQlfoj~~: I[~~~_ U_:~- -~_yernment 
aeclaresili"at the Soviet leaaers are the sort 
of -eople from wliorri one can reasonably ex
pec!_ a f ~}!:.._~ea1___2.~_a.rms ~ont_z:ol_ - an4 that 
a"rms control is so i~por!.a~t-~hat it is essen
tTal that a deal be reached - then public 
opinion ~,ill :re~onably blame the Government 
fordoing anything which seems to put 
obstacles in _!_he __ w_ay 9f~gre~rn.:ents. ~ 
Soviets. having received from the U.S. Govern
ment the credentials of men of goodwill, will 
pe_!§)J.asively poj nt_~o our_!_!!_ilitary programs 
and_our ow~roposals_as obstacles. 
-On t !ie other hand, when our Government 

; ,· · re_pffes \':-ith figures showing how the Soviets 
1 • have seized military advantages - along with 
, suggestions that the Soviets might have cir

:'\. cumvented or violated treaties ~ public 
, , opinion rightly questions the Government's 
·_l motives. If the Soviets really had tipped the 

strat~gi~ balance us ing - arms control as a 

SOVIET NAVY IN AFRICA : -,~ ,~::= : 
:,.-:i: : f .f-:~ >-~ r.1.::"~: . w· :::- : : :1- :t .J ~~: .:c:. : . :. ' :-.:: - ~· . •< '.~: . • 
'=-"::::-: ~: :: :.~::~f iCI: , : -rl.1~- --. ":' . ~--: ~,: ~: :~ ·; :f:: > : ·:. : :- :. =-:·:; : 
M:~· : ~~~ ~ G; r ~~ : =a::~·~~ ~= ( : f~ ~ : ~~ -;.:. ~' ·- ~~: 

i·e ·:."' .. ': · - ~~-= ~=;· :-: : r ~--.-1-:; :: :.. ::>·-· :.: · - - :~-=-~== -
Anpola , Benin, Congo (Braz~a•ille ) , Egvct, Eo0atC!ial Guine5, 
Ethiopia , Ghana, Guinea 6is5au , Licva, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Morocco, MO,amoiq..ie , Senegal, Sevchelles, Sie rra ~~one , Somalia , 
Sucan , Tanzania , and Tunisia . 

Fishing activity is also seen as an excuse t o establi sh 
~,ases . Ma in fisning oases are in Lagos, Nigeria, and Conakry , 
Guinea; a repair yard has been established at luOa, Equatorial 
Guinea. The fishing trawlers t hat operate in these areas all have 
long- range radios and are control l ed by a headquarters in Kiev. A 
major base is being build at Nacala , Mozambique , and the Soviets 
are pres5uring for oase r ight s at Diego Suarez, Madagascar, t o 
co~trol the key Madagascar Channel. -- IDWR , 29 June 83 

screen - if there were reasonable evidence ·-~ 
tiiatthe regarded arms control ·rar differently I 

fu~ - we, and circumvented or violated ! \. 
whenever th~y could - why would we be \ 
~ ~ au:ng with them at all? To evade such \ \ 
questions is to be too clever by half. 

~Q.l!l~_American officials regard the publica
ti_(?_n of_~vi~~nce regarding the Soviet Union's 
violatio.11 p(_the Biological Warfare Convention 
and other arms ·control treaties as embar
rassments to their own policy preferences 
riilner-than as occasions for reexamining their 
own approach to arnis control. Deputy 
Secretary of State Lawrence ~~g!eb~g~r 
i:~~@tly_declared that, in light of all that h ap
pened, it~ clear we must '~do a better job" of 
i_rms _control. But._Y{_hat _can he mean by "a bet-
t~ job?" Can anvone re~lb~.:l?~j_eve that there -,i / 
exists a formula which, if discovered and 
presented to the Soviets, would lead them to I I 
agree -to unmake the military gains they 
a~hieved as a result of their strategic buildup? 
Does a set of words exist which would induce ~- -, 
them no Ioi:iger ~ regard arms control as a 
means of thwartiniz our countermoves to their I I 
strategic programs? I doubtTt. 
°"Tlieproposftiont hat it is possible to do "a 

better job" deserves a definitive test. President 
Reagan's Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, Kenneth ~!!1,_tyl1 has 
expressed the view that the foremost criterion 
~ ~~ -ich"-8!:JE-i~~iifroT prgposals _ should be 
judgea1s t eir effect on na~ional security. Only 
proposalstliat 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 

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM P. ~ LARK 

FROM: RON LEHMAN K~ 

October 6, 1983 

SUBJECT: Scowcroft Commission Member in Moscow 

Dr. William J. Perry, former Underseqretary 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 conservati~e) 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 interested in hearing Soviet reaction to our 
proposals. _,,,,.,,,,.-

Appro~ ~ 
~ s< 

Jack Matlo and Sven Kraemer concur. 

Disapprove ---
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MEMORANDUM 

ACTION 

//{51j wi )lv.J aruJ 
7038 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

October 3, 1983 

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 

1. 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 

Tab A 

------- --------

Me morandum to the President 

Article by Senator Wallop (Strategic Review, 
Summer 1983) 

OADR 
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THE WHI TE HO l ' SE 

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 hav e been underline d, 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. 

Attachment: Tab A 

CONFi'IIBNTIAL 

Strategic Review article 
Prepared by: 
John Lenczowski 
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SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF ARMS CON1fROL 
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 ouer 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 US. military posture 
after two decades of arms control efforts. Beyond refiecting on Moscow's cynical approach, the 
violations and our reactions t.o them are symptomatic of a basic phenomenon in Western derrwcracies 
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 achieued and 
the other side's compliance with them - and more important even than the adversary's displayed 
intentions, which the continuing process is supposed t.o 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. 

A 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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American ones, today numerically inferior 
American forces are in the deepeni~g 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 unimaginahle 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
-~ic1liate rm . onetheless, all we have done 
m t e name of arms control - the very depth 
of our involvement v.rith 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 

. . . ' antic1patmg 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. uestion obscures another much 

....,_ - ~-:...=..c....;:;::..: -- ' 
_mcge important one: What do the Sovi~.i_ac-
~i~ities in question t ell fil abo-q_U J:!e _ _po1,sibil
It1es and limitations of arms control? Our task 
here IS to answer t IS 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 fell ow 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 
S?".'iets are violating the most important pro
v1s10n 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 flat]\' inaccurate." 

The SALT II Treaty indeed allows only one 
new-type JCBM 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 
th_at ~he dif!erences that determine a new-type 
Iruss1le - d1screpancies of more than 5 per cent 

14 AUGUST 198~ 

in length, diameter. launch-weii:ht ?. nd 1: ,1 ,w . . 
weight between the mic::si le tested 2nd ali n1) 1er 

missiles - may not he count~·d ;.:i s Yiulat icinF 
until after the twelfth test. 

Inasmuch as the Soviets have on ]Y conducted 
thus far three test s. Biden ha i, ~ technical 
point. But McClure has a substantive one. The 
second new Soviet missile , known aF 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 remotelv 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 t e crucia oint: w i e the 
United States has roduced one new miss ile 
(the Trident I) and is annmg two (MX and 
'Trident II th S viets have roduced four 
fourth- eneration missiles a._nd have begun a 
fift generation likelv to in.elude six new 
m1ssiles. = 

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 crui se 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 " ·ith 
Senator Biden, one would not therebv skirt the 
issue of the threat which the Sovi~t Union·s 
nearly 6,000 counterforce warheads carrit->d hv 
the Soviet MffiVed 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 SoYiets 
have violated SALT II by testing the "rapid 
reload ofICBM launchers" and by stockpilin~ 
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 Pow~r, 
which states (on page 21): "The Soviets prob
ably cannot refurbish and reload silo launchers 
in a period less than a few days." Bi den con
cludes: "Although the Soviet Union might 
have a limited capability to reconstitute its 
strategic for~es 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 Uni'Jn 
routinely practiced reloading its principal 
missile silos many times during war games. 
This procedure takes a few days. 

However all the arties concentrate on the 
.Treat so fixedl that they miss t e int. 
Whether the Soviet _J)ractice o re oadiqg 
missiles is le all "ra id" or not is uite ir
re evant o A erican securit . 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 fonnally 
agreed to this; nevertheless, inf orma1ly, 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 im lication is much lar er: 
namel , that the Soviets do not share the 

estern view That nuclear war if it ever 
com_es, will~ a mutuall annihilatin_g_§J)asm. 
While Amencan lannin sto sin effect at the 

e oft e contingency of 8 nuc ear exc an e, 
the Soviets are annin and racticin what 
to do after the first round. If this i;-not 
strategically significant not 1 i~. 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 

3-F 
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the ceiling of 150 kilotons specified by the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty . Senator Biden 
cites an article by two geophysi cists 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 explo~ive 
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: 
p thinkin and ar~in about Soviet ac
tivities m terms oft he rel11tionshiJL_o[_these 
act1vit1es to treaties - inste_ad.ofulatin them 
to securit SU stance - both Senators are quib-

mg with trivia 1tieswhile the strategic posi
tion o t e mted States crumb es ·apace. 

oreover, tliose w o argue m t ese erms 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 r.1issiles. Arti
cle 15 of SALT II prohibits encryption that 
SOVIET VIOLATIONS •.• Pg. 4-F 
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i~pedes verification of the Treaty. Senator 
B1den 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 _onl)'. make one wonder about the depth of 
Soviet mterest in maintaining the SALT 
frame~ork." In thus "wondering," he was no 
doubt mspired 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: 
Wh cast for artificial definitions and techni
_ca ities t at mig t ecloud the issue -o 
~hether a ·ven Soviet activity is or is not in 
contravention of SAL . not t - irsi 
!ast ~n _foremost - in terms of th~ st!'a~_gi~ 
1m _hcatJons o t et _ eatening activity itself? 
. ~I_nally' Senator iden, searching for a-def-
1mtwn 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 ndted in passing 
tlJ.at 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 ~act that the Soviets are cheating 
~m the treaties that he leads his auclience to 
mf er that our strategic difficulties would 
vanish if only the Soviets could somehow be 
held to the letter of the treaties. Yet, not even 
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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 sh~rt, even while the strategic position o1 
the Umted States continues to erode men o1 
goodwill find themselves saying thin~s about 
arms control which cannot halt that erosion 
a~d that cast them in roles that they sincere}; 
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 ained h 
mu ua 1m1tations on weapons - abstracts 
rom t e most un amen Tac a wea ons 

are too s mt e an so men, not vice-versa_ 
he propensities of men to kill or respect one 

another have never been basically affected by 
the ex~stence 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 ~r 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 
negot~ate arms control. Where they are 
enemies, even total disarmament could only 
make the world safe for hand-to-hand combat. 

In ractlcal and hi storical terms, it is _dif
ficult to rove the ro o ·tion that arms con
trol by itself leads either to eace or securit 
}Jl§tory affords no example w atever of na
tions possessed of se1 ious reasons tafi ht one 
anot er w o isabused themselves of those 
reasons b a eein to limit the means b , 
whic they could fight. Nevertheless the 
?esire 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 pea,_:e - 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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Patterns of Democratic Behavior 

Son:ie of t~e generic difficulties in the path 
of rational discussion of compliance with arms 
~ont~ol agree~ents were outlined by Fred Ikle 
m his classic article, "After Detection -
Wha~?'' in the January 1961 issue of Foreign 
Affairs. They are well worth reformulating 
af~r nearly a generation's experience. 

First, unless the violator acknowledges that 
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his actiY1 ties constitute a violation, poli t icians 
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 oliticians v· staked 
tpeir ~utations on the agreements, will fear 
bemg dama ed in the ublic's esteem ifthe 
a eements were erceived as failti°res:--· 
· Second, a political leader who declares that 
arms contro a eements which are a tun-

amental art O nationa O ic ·ave been 
vio ate , thereEY. faces _Qle obligation to___pro-

ose a new redressive olic - one that will 
ma e u for the ot er side's violations and 
assure is nation's safet in an environm ent 
more pen ous than had previous y been im
agined. lnevitabl such a ohc looms as more 

ensive and fri htening than continuin__g on 
e arms control track. Fe"v., o ificians are 

willin ke this ste of ersona and 
olitical valor - especially if they can ra

tiona ize away the observed violation as "in
significant." Ikle in his articJe cites Stanley 
Baldwin's admission that fear of losing an elec
tion had revented him from admittin at 
German w v ti the Treat of Ver
sailles. This remains a rare example of hon
esty, albeit after the fact of dishonesty. 

Third, politicians can alwai•s hope - more 
or less ingood conscience - that continuing 
negotiations will eventuall reach the oal of 

_p_ stable and mutuaJJy_jiJ:ce.p.teJipeac~_and that 
therefore "this is not ijOOd time" to accu_se 
the other side of ha aith and risk drivin it 
from the bargaiJllin table . But when is it a 
" ood t ime"? Moreover, as time passes and the 

ictatorship's arsenal rises in relative terms 
(abetted b the vio aITonsT, t e rem1um on 
mdin a mo us viven I wit it rises apace. 

e net result is that t e rave ec arat10ns 
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 ot her a confirming 
reason for not pressing the issue of violations. 

SOVIET VIOLATIONS ••• Pg. 6-F 
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The ContemporarJ Mind-Set 

These historically documented attitudes -
whic us ere int e rage yo orTaWarII 
- have een strengthened m conte_mj>or~I_:y 
times b the seductiveprenuses of the nuclear 
age. The primary sue prenuse 1st at t e_~nly 
alternative to arms control is an arms race 
that is certain to ea to the nuc ear o ocaust 
l!nd the end of the world; ~herefore, there is 
no alternative to continuing arms control ne-

otiations and makm ffiel:iest o fhem. n this 
view the "process" of ne otiations is moreun-

ortant than the tan "ble resu ts achieved -
and, y extension more important t an the 
ot er s1 e s a erence to so emn y agreea~ 
r~. 

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 
ent ire U.S. st rategic 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: lfwe had a small force able 
to deliver a few warheads to major Soviet 
cities, it would not matter hot' big, powerful 
or accurate Soviet forces we e, because the 
deterrent effect would be the same. 

This variant of Mutual Assured Destruction 
(MAD), which goes by the name "minimum 
deterrence," has been ainin inchoate acc~
t ance in the on ess as wea on after 
American weapon has been delayed or can-
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celed - i~art because of h_ope~J or ar ms_co~
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 con~ern, 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. 

6-F 

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, tor the oviets 
they are clearly matters of life and death~ 

The Artificial World of SALT I 

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 b this contract, 
~ut i~s one of the prevalent assumptions 
in the 1965'stna rn 1me TheS· WOU aoe 
neducated" b · our negotiators to the realiza
tion that their own interests a t ere as we 11. 

Yet from the ve firstthe Soviets'refusal 
to see t eir own intere:. _st roug t e eyes- of 
American arms contro eorists edThe-U.S. 
Government to construct an e a rate, highly 
ambiguous intellectual framewor"'k .:... one 
whic a_§__giyen American arms control en
thusiasts warrant to _pursue their utopia with 
res ec o7T.S:-Torces but within whicb the 
Soviets have ~in~e-d to ursue the orthodox 
militar '..£ s of self. rotection an v1cto in 
the even conflict. 
· From the outset Americans recognized that 
verifying 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 
agreem'ents constrained production and 
research, or the number of warheads or their 
accuracy , they would stand a chance of bring
ing about the desi red arms stability in the 
world . But the agreements could not possibly 
be verified beyond the limited scope of 
technica l means of detection, and thus could 
not be presented to American public opinion 
as prudent arrangements. 

The answer to the dikmma 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 intellectual con
structs well removed from reality . The 
SALT I 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 
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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 
- straightfonvard 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 ~ll, 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 years largely because of American concerns 
over definitions. Having been "burned" in 
SALT 1, American negotiators were now going 
to be more rigorous. As regards lau~chers, 
however, they could not be rigorous without 
d eclaring the treaty unverifiable. In fact, if one 
defines a launcher merely as that which is 
necessan• to launch a missile - and one 
acknowl~dges 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 Il 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 Il, 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 Il. 

Our ne otiators could have devised a tighter 
definition o newness. But that de mition 
would hav en unacce ta e to e Soviets, 
or wholl unverifiable. They a to c oose-be-
tween rea it and he T 

Legacies of th~ ABM Treaty 

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

uirements, the _more _Qn~ahz~s t!,i_?_t ques
tions of the Soviets' compliance with them are 
of seconda im ortance. --

A nationwide- ABM system must be 
served by a nationwide network of battle
management radars. The Treaty al1ows 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 
oth~r me.ans for (inti-missile defense were 
known. ~me argue that the Treaty was meant 
auioma~1~ally to ban any other devices which 
might be invented, so long as they were 
capable of destroying ballistic missiles, but of 
cour~e ~be Tr~aty il~ys no su~h thi:rig, and in 
fact it 1s an axiom .of i;nternational law that 
nations a.re bound only ~ the commitments 
they specifically ·und~e. 

The ~:t\1 Trea~y does pot mention lasers at 
all: indeed, it couJd hard)y have done so in 

. 19~2. w~ei:i las~r Wfhno}Qgy WfiS in its infancy. 
The only poss~ble .reference to lasers is in 
~greed Interpretation "D, .. , which states that 
m the event CQ.tp.ponents based on "other 
ph):'sical printipl~s.,' a.nd capable of su}>sti
tutmg for ABM launchers, missiles and radars 
"are created," lhe .twD parties would discuss 
how th(D'_ might be' timi~d. That is to .say, the 

. two .P~ft.1¥ w~~ c!evelop definitions. 
A m?menfs refl~ction i.f! enough to realize 

that_, 1~ the case of sp_~~e l~ers, to distill 
reaht?' Jnto le.ta1 :ten;ns verifiable by national 
techm~al me,ms would be much more difficult 
than it bas been in : the case of ballistic 
mi~siles. Unlik~ tpissil~s, th~ characteristics 
which make la~ flt or unflt for strategic war
far~ an· not discerl).ible thrnugh .mere obser
vat10n. Obs~rvatian wlJl yield information on 
woss s~ze~ pow·t¥ p1ant ~q, possibly, wave
~ength . ~~t the_ tas,er's po~er, the quality of 
1~s be~m, its pomU.ng acc;uracy, it.sjitter, the 
t!me 1_t needs to retarget 8.Jld the number of 
times 1t can fire can be learned only from· direct 
access to test data. · · 

Hence, once~ ain we ee d nstration 
Qf the ~oll · ~...pgers of af~roachln ...!i 
~!!°?t~~c guestion_ with the min -cast of arm...? 
con~ro1:];upa1se· ~.riheii9ment th t the So~~t 
~ruoi: lac_e_ a...n_um_ af la~r~~~_!!l Qr
b1t. D1scuss10n of the strateg1c sigruficance of 
flus ~vent would nistantl be distracted b,y 
quest1ons of whe er a violation...Qf the ABM 
Treatv had occurred. B on what basis could 
the Soviet Union be accused of having vio itea 
tlle Treat_ ?_ There <:ollld be little m the way 
of Q.~~~rm11;m -1;I1ucb Jess har_!i_p~f - ~bat 
the lasers m1ss1on was ballistic missile 
_ efen~e. Yet a au~st t s ac . _ourulofkgal 
!J1urkmess an ommous strate c im ications 
many_ devotees of arms control, while they 

uest1on the effica of American lasers 
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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 ii be expected to do so in 
the future? 

The roponents of SALT II conceded that the 
Umted tates strategic position in relation to 
that of the Soviet Union had deteriorated, and 
tliat mistakes had been made in the conce -
tion of SALT I and int e mana ement of U.S. 
orces un er it. But the ar ed t at SALT II 

was necessary to keep U.S.-Soviet relations 
headed in the direction of eace. When con-
ron w1t criticism of s ec1 1c rovisions 01 

t e treaty, the often conce ed the treaty's 
we nesses, ut arfii}ed that only ratification 
would maKe possi e the continuation of 
negotiations, wherein lay the ultimate solu
tion to those weaknesses. The U.S. SeDate re
Jected these arguments, and in the election of 
1980 the American eo le clear) , re
b ed SALT. 

evertheless, an army of bureaucrats simply 
could not recast their thinking beyond a frame
work within which they had operated so long. 
~ince 1980 however, the P_:incp~~ment 
1p favor of arms contro as een quite dif
ferent from previous ones. It reads basicaITy 
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r1e~~ c~ .... ;..Je1..t ... r~ ar-::>cc tni:. orga· ~zc:ior c.'" ~I'" -~ .. : a:1 ·:: -_i . . 
l ·e Jt- c:1 crr,-Je:. a"1G owze'1£ c ' F-V~ lc .. r oefe'l~e , o!stI1~ .... : r.c,:: 
Otf' reoJ~EO tc ~jve nu"Tlberec Air Force 5 c,c ri ve ?v::. commc,o~. 

t..ai:~, ci' the- ne~ fo1r-,a: 1on5: cc rreE.Po.,o: to onf cf tT)f' 'J ... ~ 
~~;r ~~litar) ~rea~ : Centra l E~:oo~. S0v:~wet : Ewr~~~, 5o~tr1 , rcr 
Ea~~ . and Nurth . The commo -ider s o f eac,... o~ t"'lese theate-:::: (1v'[:'$) 
r ,o~ '12ve c oe:lJ~\ c01T,T,a"loer for a:.: 'Jf' en:.e (P\'Cli aiO o oi::~:.,t, 
con-a.,oer f01 aviatio· (Ft ; . 1n~ Pv: oe::iwt, cO"l",a'10~ al] air a1,- 
fer1$f: force~ , lnc. ludl g f1gnters, SA'"' 's , :j--o tric a:it;-a.ircrc't 
tro:Jo~ of ttie army divizjc"'~- lhe r:., oer .... t~ ria~ hj!. force ~ crc;-1-
_ze: i'1t o three branches: orc,ur,O suoocrt (Su-7/J7, MiG- 2,1;7) , 
in:erdi:tior {Su- 17, MiG-2,i , ano nelicooters. 

1ne strategic or;fens~ fcrc~ : CAB'"' '!:) remajr under e se~arcte 
c()l!Y"la'•: ,dtrj,. PVO. l hf- strateci.: a,iatio' fcrces hove oee,, com
tinec under Aviotioc, Arrrieo of tr,i,- Sc•viet Unio' (AASU) , incluoi r,g 
ne &io::i€r , E.ackfire, Fer,: e:, ar,o 6Jinoer ai rcraft. AASU in:luoes 

not ocily ir,tercontinental aviatioc,, t,~t tt ,e Oeei:- str ivE ir,te:di c
~i :r. forces of t ne gruJr,d arn ie:. . -- m:, June 83 

SOVIET NAVY IN AFRICA: · ,.~ ..!:5° : __ _ . _ . 
::;w1t:: f_~.--. ·~ 1 ~·.- 0_:. • • \•.· _ '.:'"' .. : 0~1 O.Jx ;li c:, :-' ~r,i. _,,.. ..... . 1~ . , . : 

e:, f.,r:' ;l : ;_:~!...£'":'= , :.-r} ,.:.·,~-=- , o,..: £:-, ;.:e:jf-.:c .· :·: ·:· .. -: · s:: , 
ML~: '. :-JG:~~~~ =~~~~jr ci:s r ~s~ r~~ nc.~. c''- ~t : . 

- . :;· : -~. 
An9ola , Ber,ir,, Cor,g~ (Brazza,ille ) , Egypt , Eouatorial Guirie&, 
Ethiopia, Gna r,a, Guinea Bissau, Lioya, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Morocco, Mozamoioue, Senega:, Seychel les, Sierra L~one , Somalia, 
~udan , lanzania, ano lunisia . 

Fishing acti,it y is also seen as an excuse t o establis., 
r,ases . Mair, fishi r,q oases are in Lagos, Nigeria, ano Conakry, 
Guinea; a repair yard has been established at Luba, Equatorial 
Guinea. The fishing trawlers that operate in these areas all havE 
long-range radios and are controlleO by a heaOquarters in Kiev. A 
major base is beir,9 ouild at Nacala, Mozambique , and t he Soviets 
are pressuring for base rights at Diego Suarez, Madagascar, t o 
cor,trol the kev Maoagascar Channel.--IDWR, 29 June 83 
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MEMORA.L\J'DUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT : 

THE. SECRETARY OF STATE 

'v'1/ASHINGTON 

8 3 26 1 86 

Aug u st 29 , 1983 

THE PRESIDENT 

George P. Shultz 

Andropov ' s Proposal to Destroy Missiles 

I n an August 2 7 Pravda " interview ," Andropov offered to 
des t roy a ll missiles to be reduced under the Soviet proposal to 
limit SS-20s "i n Europe " (probably referring to t hose missiles 
deployed west of the i r proposed BO-degree line ) to the level they 
a ttr i bute to British and French missi l es . He has now sent you a 
l etter ( Tab 1 ) , formal l y conveying that offer . 

I n the l etter , Andropov portrays this move as " a ser i ous step" 
toward a mutual l y ac c eptable agreement and states that the USSR 
expects a comparable reciprocal s tep from the US that would make 
such an agreement possible . He states that Moscow believes that 
agreement i s st ill "poss i b l e and ach i evabl e ," and that the Soviet 
De l egation wil l have i nstructions to "exert additional efforts " 
t oward agreement in the next r ound . 

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. We 
have pressed the Soviets in Geneva for some time as to whether or 
not any SS-20s to be reduced under thei r proposal would be 
destroyed , or merely relocated to the eastern USSR. Thus , the 
Soviet move is , at a minimum, a welcome c l arification of their 
position . I t 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 miss i le deployments , and no limits on new SS-20 
dep l oyments in the Far East - - remain . 

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. 

DECLASSIFIE9 
NLS FWP2t/f-d/ Z/ 3ECRE~/3 ENSI TIV ! 

DECL: OADR 
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We wi ll be in a better position to develop your response to 
Andropov ' s letter as a result of decisions to be taken on our INF 
pos i tion. In you r l etter we would then be able to outline the 
s ubstance of any new elements of our position. My meeting with 
Gromyko i n Madr i d on September 8 would provide an opportunity to 
convey your response. These steps , properly present e d to the 
Western public , will allow us to maintain the i nitiative and 
sustain Allied support for our deployments. 

'" 
The NATO Special Consultative Group meeting sched u led for 

September 2 offers an opportunity to inform the Allies of 
Andropov ' s l etter . Andropov may be sending similar letters to 
Allied leaders ; if so , we can use this SCG to coordinate our 
replies. 

Attachment : As stated 

S ECREI/SENSir! JE 





Translation from the Russian 

Dear Mr. President: 

I found it necessary to draw your attention once again to a 
question, the i mportance of which would seem to be beyohd 
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 liquidate 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 
wi thout 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 r emoved , 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 st ill possible and achievable. 
The Soviet delegation in Geneva will h ave 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 inst ructions to work in the same 
direction. 

~ 
DECL: OADR 
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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 l eadership is acting in this 
manner. I would like to hope that your govern□ent 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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~elationship Between INF and START 

lh story 

·•· 11: 
·r I,\ 
I , 

.. ·. .. ' ,~:;Ilil 
-- Soviet• have traditionally considered any 1ysteraa that tiarMt.ea : · ,1 

th~i r homeland •• •strategic#•. -and .ac~Ml9iT. -.r~twlld· 1'IP ·9Y.- ~~ .. -;~tf 
· ....,.,.-:-:--~..,.,,._,,~,..rt..e ..... -(called· •porwa~d- Baaed·_· Systems•· ~FBS) ' in· SALT I a, It. . . . p: 

-- $ovieta dropped ins1atence on i~cluaion of FBS in retun_, f-or . -
1 

) 

· exclusive rig~t to l!•~-~ - .mt.pU';e•.:.~}~l 1 ,'ff_., ♦n~- -~!.?, , • ~ 
r -~,,~., .... .:. .. a.~~-,T-t · ... ·ehtil::hed I fdr "'d-f'i""cieneies in •grey area ay■tw,..~ ' ~ 

!~ · i.e., exclusion of Backfire and SS-20 but inclusion (all>eit · 
' in three-year protocol) of cruise 111iasile limitations to ''. 

600 k111 and non-circumvention of technology to NATO AlliN. ::: 

· I 

• l 
1 ... . . , 
i • •• 

t J. 

-- These treatr def icienciea -- along with (a) loaa of OS Kra- · .: · Jt 
tegic ■uper10rity, (b) growing Soviet conventional ulC! b.ctioa1 r 
nuclear superiority in Europe, Cc) greater capability of SS-20• - .. 

· c>ver the SS-4a and SS-!>a, and 1d) neutron· lx>aib- epiaocle •- 98ft . ii 
i111pet.ua to new prominence of a "Euroatrategic balance• cane•~•· 1: 

· Thia in turn led to December 1979 •dual track• deci•iOD• ·• 
•oual . track• decision put in the context of SALT III, ia p&rt . 
~cauae NATO deployments of 572 designed aa visible coupliluJ 
of NATO defense to us strategic nuclear force. 

-- Since SALT tl then in trouble, with no near-term pro•pect.. of 
SALT III, it waa thought best for INF deployment• to la__,b 
INF ne9otiationa. _· Began ay111bQlieally in·_:Oct.9ber ,ltlO aatl 
beqan seriously thirteen month• later (November 1981). 

~--- --·... 1· .. 
f .. - - . ·- -

Sovi~t I.inks ttt?twccn . INr and START · 

•i 
I' I 

, I 

II 
·11 

!I 
1' ·-- ... .., 

" 

Soviet START proposal of reduction• dovn .:~o·· -'~~~rec;at.e -~ --1100 i: ·\J 
miaaile launcher11 · and heavy bombers expli'citly tied to~ 119 
INF deploymenta. '.If · there are US deplo~nta, 1800 total .. y 
increase. 1 , 

'· -- Soviets have, in INF talks, refuJed to acknowledge US daploy-
. men ta - · ",, . · ~ "'-- ~-·•· ••.s·"'·, 1 . '. • •. • 

~·--)ed~-~~•t--:th~i!:lit .. ,:bf . • coun te~-;-.ut~;-·~:ro:;foi\;il~pi'~~t• . ..., ., "·· ,..,i.- . ·,, I !I 
inelude their own GLCH•, more SS-2O• or possibly SI.ate (DlON ,, 

· '! · · . to US homeland). Hence, both int~~edi~;F-r•~9!.~~ .•~ ,
1
•• . ; 

, . . . . .. . ~em~f:?Xa·-beci-s+i.Qslw,~~:•~~otisrf ql~d.-_~541_,~e!(Ji1fg8':~~ldtl•.-- -~H•!•'• _ .. ~""•--•~-::,:.~ ~:::_ 1~~J t •~ i 11. .· · ... - ~ T ~~.,_l'.f-~•:--;~;:-1~riz. :-~~~:-·• ,~-.~;. ,. •,,...... : · ~-:• ~ ~ · 
:if.-··. · - -- Soviet• probably will use F'S (INF ayatema) ••. technique. to . .. 1:,_-!1 

~-,· .... . 
· protect exclusive . rights to ,:h~~YY .. I.C;&Ma·.:... ~~1,..;. •. ~---·_...,._·,·-····· · · ···--· f -~'-.-~~~ 

·•• tf ··sovtcta realize their primary arm■ control goal for 1113. -9\"· ·, -: .. \: 

and ■top us deployment• in INF-· they will feel in a •t:.ronver ; 
neqotiatinq posture for START. 

TI t. us Link• nctween INl-0 and START ····--·----

• 

-- coals N~e: (a) deep reduction• below Soviet level.a, C~ -~ocu. '. I 
reduction■ on missile■ f irat, with aircraft and cruiN lllad.l•-++\ 
l•ter, · (c) use of warheads aa a key unit of account, (d) eqaal : , 

1 
l 
I 

-------- 1 : 1 

.• •, ,. • r . .,,.,- ,,rr-
' I , 

• •. - i.. ~ 

" 
i '. .•... 
.t : , ---------
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••~- rt;ut"'541\A\•• --~ ·,- A,lltf 
~ I I ' ,. 

us, Soviet liait• (i.e., no compenaatioi\.~for Ult, French, .
Chin••• foreea), (e) global lilllit■ (not 5uat regicnal), , and 
(fl atronq verification proviaion■, pro~~bly-~•&:n more 
than NTM. ,' • , .. ,, , . 

-- Note: Verification can be a problem, since .any 1·. accom 
will probably come before STAR';r ye i ii be , lea a vertfi l•s , - ._. I , 

. , ... 
i ;' 

au_at aaaure ~hat thi• does not· set :, •1~ confidence,• Tari•i i' 
fication precedent for START. · 

•• ,,. 

Ill ,1 . . 
: .. . 

Advantage_! of Xeepinq lNF and START Separate 

' . ·· 1'1 
I • 
I . 

-- llftPOrtant to INF deployment■ thia year to hold ou~ p~ 
of aeparate INF accord, either interim o~ •zero opt.ioe., 
Combining INF and START before deployment• would downpl•y 

t .. , : 

.1 ;i .. ,,. .. 
IT 

> ll 

-. 

chance■ of INF accord. . 
Since number of atrateqic system• on both aide• 1• ao ld;h, 
572 us aystema seem leas significant militarily. Aqaia. 
co.bininq INF and START would undercut European/US •~t lf 
for deploymenta, by rai ■ ing que•tiona of importance of a ·· 
•zuro■trategic balance• to deterrence. .. 
Since European/American public underatanding of IMP poa~t.icm :; 
ia increasing and of START position remain• low, c011bi11U19"1~· ,,i!~\1 
tvo vould lessen overall underatandinq of US policy tovarda · . 
ar•• control. · 
Combininq JNf and START invariably downplay• iaportuacero! 
•grey area• aystems (ala SALT II) which leads to increa...S 
problems with Europc~ns. 
Retaining INF anJ START separate avoids greater overall 1 
c0111plexity since there can be aomie rational divi•ion oe : 
weapons aystema. 

\I 
u 

il 
;, 

" t i 

Advantages of Combining - INF and START 1 . , . 

-- Avoid• problem• of where to put weapons systems. At pr~.t, I, .,.J;:·~1! 
Soviet• put Backfire in· INF .and US places it in STAH. :aod. ... flt I 
now ban cruise mis ■ ilea with range■ over 600 Jm in botll 'lDIP an4:1 .. ! 
START, while US places ALCMa (SLCMa ?) in START and ~ !:n . . 
INF. A• stated, Soviet.snow place ban on US GLCMa and P-Ila · 
in START (as well as in . INF). . 

-- Conceivably, combining INF and START could induce Sovieta-, , } 
accept principles of US-USSR equality for global liaita 1-=c,- ·. 1 
the-board. (Note: us •upporta _prineiples in both nrP an4 · i 

START, whereaa USSR accepts principles only in START.) ... . : 
-- CombininQ fNF and START at some point may •ahake up• ~ . .. , 

neqotiations, and po!lsibly energize them,: at lea.at ill pal:al.ic 
perception, by doinq something different.; This could be -
advantage if both negolidtions aeem dormant and a new el-.mt 

- i • needed. , 
-- tn particular, if we <tet an int.erim INF accord or no Ia,: . .. 

•ccord by · the time of deployment.a, ve can try for ~M •~ i!i ! 
option• or for an interim agreement, respectively, thanafller 
in a COfflbined n~qotiation. · 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WILLIAM P. CLARK 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

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 
Secretary Dam April 28. 

Attachment: 
Dept. 's translation of 
Soviet response to 
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 ln 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? Is 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. Is 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 6ece.n.e I4 anpeJlfi c aMepHKaHCKOli CTOpOHhI 6hIJm saTpOHYThI BO

npochI, CM3aHH.ble c neperoBopaMI1 oo orpaID1~eHID1 H coKpa~ewm 0Tpa

Ter11~ecK11x BoopyEe.HHH (OCCB). 

AMepmcaHCKOH CTOpOH8 paHee µe BhICKa8l:lBaJmC.b Hanru o~eHKE coc

TOmll1H .n.e~ Ha naperoBopax H 6hI~ o~ep~eH Haw no,wco.n,. BonpochI, nocTaB· 

~eHHhie aMep.IDtaliCKOll CTOpOHOli B CBH3H C COCTOHBW8HCH 6ece.n,oli, Heo.n.

HOKpaTHO li .n,eTaJ.LbHO o6cy-.iK,D;a)ll1C.b M8iKJJY .n.e~eraltlim.lli CCCP H CillA B xo

.n.e Tpex payH,Il,OB neperOBOpOB B ~eHeBe. 

BcH CYMMa COBeTCKHX npe.n,~0~8Hlili .11.aeT B03M02K.HOCT.b o6ecne~T.b 

,Il,8liCTBHT8J.LbHO cnpaB8,Il,)ll1B08 li aq4JeKTHBHOe pemaHHe npo6~8M.bl OCCB. LI.bl 

y6eji~,Il,8HhI, 't!TO }mmb npH CTporoM C06Jli0,Il,8HHH np11m:n1na paBeHCTBa H O,T.Ui

HaKOBOli 6e3onacHpcT~, HCK}L()'tlaill~ero np1106peTeHHe K8M-T.ili60 O,II,HOCTO

pOHHHX npeHM;y~eCTB, MOiiiliO npeKpaTMT.b roHKy H.n,epH:wc B00py,K81illli, .n.o-

6HT.bCH peaJ.LbHOro Cfil1~8illlH ypOBH.fI .F.I,Ii;8pHoro npOTliBOCTO.mlilH M8JiiJJY 

HaIIIY!Mll CTpaHaMli npn 06H3aT8J.LbHOM ll0AA8PiA.aHHH nap~TeTa M82iUJ.Y Hl1Mli 

B B08HHO-CTpaTer11~eCKOli 06TlaCTli. 

CoBeTCKHli COID3 38 TO, ~T06hI npO,D;BHraT.bCH Bnepe.n. Ha OCHOB8 

Herrpep1:mHoro npo~ecca nosTaIIHoro cID1~eHHH H,JJ.epHoro npoTHBOcTomms 

M8aQJ;y CCCP H CWA .n.o cru.10ro H~i 3Koro B03MOr.UiOro ypomm. 

KaK .n.a~eKO li KaK 6hICTpO MOJitHO H,Il,TH no aTOMY nyTH, 3aBHCHT 

OT Coe.n,HHeHHWC illTaTOB. 

Xopomo H3B8CTHO, ~TO Coe.n,HH8HH.bl8 illTaThI pacnoJ1araroT B6J.W3H 

COBeTcKoro Corosa MHoro~cneHHI:ilMli .ff,Il.epiiHMH cpe~cTBaMH nepe~oBoro 

6as11p0Bafil1H, KOTOphie B8C.hMa 0~8CTB8HHO BJm.fIIOT Ha KO}Il1~8CTB8HHYIO 

H Ka~eCTB8HHYIO CTOpOiihI CTpaTerH~ecKoro B3aHMOOTHOW8HliH M81iUT,y CCCP 

H CillA. B~I1HYThI8 K HaJ.llliM rpaHHD;aM aMepmtaHcKHe H.n,epHhie cpe.n,cTBa, 

Ut{.,U"'.:>~ir itu ( fE./cl}5t:J_) 
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6e3yCJIOBHO, liM8IOT )],}lf! CCCP CTpaTerH'ti8CK08 3Ha'tieHHe. AHa}IOrH'tiHHMll 

cpe;n,CTBaMH B6.Jm3li aM8PliKaHCKOli TeppMTOPllli COB8TCKHli COI03 He pacno

RaraeT. 

C y-qeTOM HaJil1'tll1H aM8pHKaHCKHX H.n8pHl:lX cpe;n,cTB nepe;n,oBoro 6asH

poBa1il1H CoBeTCKOMY Corosy ;n.llf! Ha;n,ejiU!oro o6ecne'tieHHH CBOSH 6esonac

HocTH B cymeCTBYI011U1X ceifgac YC)IOBllHX H806XO)],HMO HM8T1> He M8H88 

I800 CTpaTerli'ti80KllX cpe;n,oTB .n.ocTaBKH H.nepHoro opyaWH. l1 8TO IIJ)li TOM 

ll01il1Ma1il1ll, 'tiTO ClllA no KpaYili8li Mepe He 6yp.yT HapaIUru3aT1> CBOll H.nep

HUe cpe~cTBa nepe;n.oBoro 6asnpoBaH:aa. 

HeB03M0jiW0 OTpHuaT1>, 'tiTO no Mepe COKpameHliH CTOpOHaMH CBOliX 

MEP, fil'IiJI li TIDiteJlliX 60M6ap,IUip0BllU1KOB y,Iie}lbHuii B8C H 3Ha'tieHHe aMe

PHKaHCKHX a;n,epHWC cpe;n,CTB nep8)].0BOro 6a3lipOBaHHH BOS 60}188 B03-

pacTaJ.W 6u. 

TeM He MeHee, ;n,a~e B CBeTe yxasaHHoro He6RaronpnaTHoro )]JIH. 

CCCP o6CTOHT8}lbCTBa MU Bli,IU3liHYJm )],8}18KO ll~8 npe)],}10*8HHH, npe,ny

CMaTpliBaIOIIU18 xpynHue, Ha 'tieTBepTh, coxpame.HHa cTpaTerH-qecKHx apce

HanoB CTOpOH. Ec;m ClllA )],8HCTBRT8}!DHO roTOBli He Ha C}IOBaX, a Ha ;n,ene 

;n,oroBapnBaT1>ca o eme 6onee sHa'tiliTe}!DHOM coxpameHHH cTpaTerH-qecimx 

BOOpyaeHllli , OIDl )],O~H li ooeone'tll1T1> )],}1.f! 8TOro H806XO)],HMli8 yc}IOBHH. 

B 8TO li CBH3li Mli cnpalllliBaeM: KO}!D CKOpO npaBliT8}!DCTBO ClliA IDi

TepecyeTCH B03MOEHOCTHMH CHliJK8HHH npe;n.RaraeMoro HaMli ypOBHH CTpa

TerH'ti8CRliX BOOPY*8Hlili, roTOBO }Il1 OHO co BOS~ cep1>83HOCT1>IO BSrllf!HyTh 

Ha nepcneRTliBU pa3BllTllH CTpaTern-qecKOli CHTYaUMll ll paoCMOTp8T1> BOnpoc 

0 COOTB8TCTBYIQmeM pelliSHlili OTHOCHT8}!DHO aMepnKaHOKRX H;n,epHl:lX cpe;n,CTB 

nepe;n,oBoro 6asHpoBaHHa? 

,llanee. BajiWO, -qTo6u ypoBim CTpaTern-qec:KRX BOOpy-~eHHli CTOpOH 

0Tpa3Jr1 }lli mo OOBORynHOOTl> TaKHX ope;n,OTB, BK)IIO'tlafl HS TO}ll,KO 6a}IJ.WCT:Vl

-qecRli8 paKeTH, HO li Til8}ill8 6oM6ap;n,HpOBllL11Kli. IIpll'ti8M B OOCTaBe 8TliX 
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BOopyiKeID1H ,II,O}DKHbI paccMaTpHBaTl:>CR: B o.rpaIDl'tlliBaTl,CJI BM8HHO CTpaTe

rH-qecEHe BOOpy~eHBR:, a He TaKHe cpe,rr,cTBa, KOTOpbie K HnM HnKaKo.ro 

OTHOill8.IiliR: He HMeIDT. roTOBa J.W aM8p.HKaHCKaR: CTOpOHa K TaKHM pewe

HBSIM? roTOBa }m Olia CHR:Tl:> B U8.ill1KOM Ha,cyMaHHl:W BOnpoc O COB8TCKOM 

cpe,1UieM 60M6ap,IUipOBllUUte "EaKqaiiep"? 

B03l:>M8M Bonpoc O RpbIJiaThIX paReTax. 3,rr,ecl:> COB8TCRBH COID3 npe,rr,

naraeT cepl:>esHoe, Rap.IU1Ham,Hoe pewe.HHe. A BOT no3HIJ;0.R: ClliA HHaR:. 

Ilpe,IVIOiK8HHR: ClllA B 0TOli 06JiaCT~ ,rr,onycRaIDT pa3BepTW3aHlie Ha 400 60M-

6ap,IU1.pOBmIDCaX OT 8 .rr.o II TbIC.KpbI.JiaT:WC paReT 6om,won ,II,aJU,HOCTH, He 

.roBOpSI yz.e 06 OTCYTCTB1Ui B aM8pHRaHCKOM no,rr,xo,rr,e RaKHX-;m6o o.rpa

Hli'q,8.Hlili Ha RpbIJiaTbie paR8TbI MOpCKO.ro H Ha3eMHo.ro 6asHyOB8IDiR: 60)I.I:,

WOli ,II,aJ.tbHOCT1'l. TaIWM o6pa30M, pe'qb E.,II,8T O Hapa1IU1B8HBB CTpaTe.rx1-qe

CRBX BOOPY*S.Imt , np~TOM illliPOKOMaCWTa6HOM. Pa3B8 0TO co.r.nacyeTCR: 

c ueJIRMl1 Be,rr,yumxcR: nepe.roBopoB? 

COB6TCR8R: CTOpoaa no-npe.iKH8MY y6e~eHa, 'qTO HaH~r.urmM pewell1-

8M BOnpoca O RPWI.aTliX paKeTaX 60Jll>WOM ,II,a}ll,HOCTH 6wro 6bl sanpemeHBe 

TaRBX paReT Bcex BB,II,OB 6a3HPOBall1R:. BMecTe C T6M, CTpeMR:Cl:> o6ecne

'tll1Tl:> B03MOJKHOCTH npO,ri;BHiKSHliR: Ha nepe.roBopax, MbI 6bIJm 6bl .rOTOBbI B 

saBHCBMOCTH OT xo,rr,a 06CYJKJJ.6fillR: .Iij)y.rHX BOilpOCOB paocMOTpeTl:> li B03-

MO.:iHOCTl:> o.rpa1rn-qeHHR:, a He sanpemeHHR: RpWiaTbIX paReT B03.u.ymHO.ro 

6a3HpOB8HliJI npH TOM, 8CT8CTB8HHO, noID1MaHID1, 'qTO RpWiaTbIS paKSTbI 

60JU,WOH ,rr,a}I.I:,HOCTH MOpCRO.ro H Ha3eMHo.ro 6a3HpOBafil1R: Il0,11Jle~alW 6bI 

sanpeTY• PasyMeeTcR:, R:,II,epHbie sapE,lUil pasMemeHH:wc RPhIJiaT:WC paKeT 

BR}IlO'lalmC.b dli B npe,II,8}1.blilili 06~:0: ypoBelib ;CI.llff H,II,epHliX sapH,Il;OB CTpa

Tern~eCKBX BOOPYiK8Hlili . 

Bbl, .rocy,11,apCTBSHHim C8Rpe Tapl:>. cnpaIIWBaJm O TOM, 'qTO 6y,rr,eT C 

COBSTCKMMB MEP B CJIY-iae CORpameHHR: CTOpOHaMli CTpaTe.rx1-qecRBX 
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BOOpy,itelliili. Ecim yqeCT.b COCTaB COBeTCKllX CTpaTerntieC.KliX OH}!, TO 

HCHO, 'tlTO npE CORpamelillll 'AO ypoBHH ISOO e,IU:Ull1~ 6y'AeT npon3B8'A8R 

n ,IJ;8MOHTaaC 6awmCT}l'18CKHX paKeT. l30}188 Toro' Mli MOrID1 6Ii CRa3aT!>, 

'tlTO OCHOBHaH '1.aCTI:, CORpameHHH, npe,eycMaTpHBaeMWC COBSTCKRM.li npe'A

}IO~eHl:1.F.iM.ll, ocymecTBJmJiaC:Ei 6H HaMH sa ctieT MEP .aaseMHoro 6as1:1p0Ba

HMH. KaKl:18 KOHKpeTHO paReTli ll}ll:1 'APYrne H0Cl:1Te;m Yllii'tlTOii\B.}mCI:, 61:il, 

MOr}la onpe,II;e}IHT:Ei Ka~aH CTOpOHa, ROHetIBo, B paMKaX 'AOilO.Jllil1T8}1:EiHWC 

orpalilltieill1:f1 , npe,rrycMOTpeHHwc B cor}lalllelil1n • 

.X0Te;m 6H IlOBTOpllT:Ei: npO,Il,Bll~SHl:18 Ha neperoBopax, B TOM 'tlliC}le 

ll no saTpOHYTllM BOilpocaM, 38BECllT OT Coe,IU1HeHHWC lliTaTOB. 

Mli OQ,IJ;a8M OT aMepRRaHCROli CTOpOHbl Il031:1TliBHOro OTBeTa Ra 

IlOCT8B}18HHbl8 HaMli BOilpOCH. 
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SUBJECT: PRESIDENT ' S JUNE 8 START STATEMENT 

1. THE FOLLOWING IS THE TEXT OF THE STATEMENT DELIVERED 
AT 11: 00 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 . I WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK FOR A 
MOMENT APOUT MY HOPES FOR THESE IMPORTANT NEGOTIATIONS 
AND ABOUT CHANGES WHICH I 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 , I WOULD LIKE TO COMMENT 
ON WHAT I SEE AS VERY POSITIVE DEVELOPMENTS TAKING PLACE 
BOTH HERE AND ABROAD. I 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 I 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 ALL I ANCE IS AL I VE AND WELL, AND I TS 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 I ESTABLISHED THE SCOWCROFT COMMISSION I 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. 

I HAVE PLEDGED TO CONGRESS MY FULL SUPPORT FOR THE SCOW
CROFT COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS AND MY INTENTION TO 

I 

INCORPORATE THEM IN OUR START PROPOSAL. SO THAT WE CAN 
CONTINUE TO BENEFIT FROM THE WISDOM OF ITS COUNSEL , I 
I N T E N D T O A S K T H E C O M M I S S I O N. T O C O N T I N U E T O S E R V E. I T S 
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, I 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 I REVIEWED MAJOR IMPLI-
C AT I ON S AND OPT I ON S. WE AL SO CONS I DER ED A RANGE OF 
CONGRESSIONAL VIEWPOINTS. YESTERDAY AFTERNOON , I MET 

WITH GROUPS OF SENATORS AND CONGRESSMEN WHOSE INTEREST 
AND EXPERTISE IN ARMS CONTROL I VALUE HIGHLY. I DIS-
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CUSSED WI TH THEM THE MAJ OR ISSUES BEFORE US . TH IS 
MORNING I MET WITH THE LEADERSHIP OF BOTH HOUSES OF 
CONGRESS . AND THROUGHOUT THE START NEG OT I AT IONS , TH E 
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 . I REMAIN FIRMLY 
COMMITTED TO TAKE WHATEVER STEPS ARE NECESSARY TO INCREASE 
THE LIKEL1HOOD 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 GUIDE.D 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 POL I CY. 

TO CAPITALIZE ON THIS CRITICAL OPPORTUNITY AND ON THE 
BASIS OF THE WIDEST POSSIBLE RANGE OF ADVICE , I 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 COMPR.EHENSIVE 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 
DESTRUCT I VE CAPABILITY AND POTENT I AL OF BALL I ST IC Ml SS I LE 

\ 

WARHEADS ARE ESSENTIAL . OUR PROPOSED LIMIT OF 5,800 TOTAL 
BALLISTIC MISSILE WARHEADS -- A REDUCTION BY ONE-THIRD OF 

THE CURRENT LEVEL 
U.S . START POSITION . 

' 

REMAINS THE CENTRAL ELEMENT OF THE 

THE U.S. START POSITION TABLED IN PREVIOUS NEGOTIATING 
ROUNDS INCLUDES ANOTHER CONSTRAINT. I T WO UL D HAVE L I M I TE D 
EACH SI DE TO NO MORE THAN 850 DEPLOYED BALL I ST IC Ml SS I LES. 
THIS MEASURE WAS NEVER VIEWED AS BEING AS USEFUL OR IMPOR
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 , I 
HAVE NOW DIRECTED OUR NEGOTIATORS TO ADJUST OUR POSITION ON 
DEPLOYED BALLISTIC MISSILES BY RELAXING OUR CURRENT PRO-
POSAL FOR AN 851J 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. TH IS IS NOT THE CASE. WE BEL I EVE , 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 . SO I HAVE 
INSTRUCTED AMBASSADOR ROWNY TO MAKE CLEAR TO THE SOVIET 
DELEGATION OUR COMMITMENT TO OUR FUNDAMENTAL OBJECTIVES , 
BUT I HAVE ALSO GIVEN HIM THE FLEXIBILITY TO EXPLORE ALL 
APPROPRIATE AVENUES FOR MEETING OUR GOALS . I SINCERELY HOPE 
THAT THE SOVIET UNION WILL RESPOND WITH CORRESPONDING 
FLEXIBIL ITV. 

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 ST AKE I N WO R L D PE ACE . TO THE LE ADER S OF THE SO V I ET UN I ON . 
I URGE THAT THIS NEW OPPORTUNITY NOT BE LOST. TO AMERICA ' S 
FRIENDS AND ALLIES AROUND THE WORLD, I 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, I SAY LET US CONTINUE TO WORK TOGETHER IN 
A BIPARTISAN SPIRIT SO THAT THESE DAYS WILL BE SPOKEN OF IN 
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THE FUTURE AS THE TIME WHEN AMERICA TURNED THE CORNER. LET 
US PUT OUR DIFFERENCES BEHIND US. LET US DEMONSTRATE 
ME AS URE D F L E X I B I L I TY I N OUR APPROACH , WH I L E RE MA I N I NG 

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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