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Us SR - U. S. 

M:>SCdrl REACTS TO U,S, WARNIM;S ON THIRD ~LD BEHAVIOR 

A hardening U.S. posture on Soviet international 
behavior has spurred discussion in Moscow of the 
linkage between detente with the United States and 
support for leftist regimes in the Third World. 
Elaborating on President Brezhnev's. proposa1 ·last 
April for a vaguely worded superpower "code of 
conduct,." Soviet spokesmen have been skeptical 
about the chances for achieving more specific 
agreement between Moscow and Washington on rules 
of behavior in the Third World. A senior Central 
Committee official has asserted in PRAVDA that 
current trends in U.S. policy dictate an increase 
rather than a reduction in communist assistance 
to leftist regimes. But some Soviet Americanolo
gists have co.ntended that U.S.-Soviet competition 
must be better managed and that a resumption of 
dialogue could accomplish that goal. 

Soviet commentary has ascribed the declining fortunes of detente 
policy in Washington in large part to U.S. concern over the in~. 
roads of socialism in the Third World, but Soviet official spokes
men have been slow to address this linkage as grounds for mutual 
concern. The Soviet Union's public response to U.S. censure of its 
intervention in Angola, the Horn of Africa, and Afghanistan consis
ted of restatements of the traditional position that detente does 
not mean a "freezing of thf:: social. status quo." Brezhnev's p~opo
sal in April for a superpower _code of conduct, while repeating 
only familiar principles of Soviet foreign policy, did signal a 
recognition in Moscow that the linkage issue had to be joined 
more effectively.* 

Two different approaches to the detente-Third World nexus -have 
been apparent in articles by promine-nt Soviet foreign policy sp~kes
men since Brezhnev's speech. 

Zagladin in PRAVDA. The Central Committee International Pepartment's 
second-ranking official, Vadim Zagladin, assumed a combative stance in 
a 23 July PRAVDA article on the _communist movement. Zagladin took 

*Fora discussion of Brezhnev's speech, see the TRENDS of 6 May 1981, 
pages 1-4. 

""'_.., .... _...., 
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issue with "some representatives of leftwing forces" who favored 
restrictions on support for Thi~d World leftist regimes in the inter
ests of world peace. "It is precisely in current conditions," he 
countered, "that it is necessary ~o step tip considerably the struggle 
against the imperialist policy of exporting counterrevolution." 

USA Institute Officials. Officials of Moscow's USA ·and Canada 
Institute have taken a different tack, questioning the feasibility 
of specific rules of behavior but expressing more concern than 
Zagladin to overcome the deleterious effects of Third World crises 
on U.S.-Soviet relations. Both of these themes were carried to 
the American audience by Genrikh Trofimenko, head of the Insti~ 
tute's U.S. Foreign Policy Department, in an article in the summer 
1981 issue of th~ .Ameiican journal FOREIGN AFFAIRS devoted to U.S.
Soviet competition in the developing world. 

Trofimenko's article contained the most explicit public Soviet 
argument yet against a quest for anything but the most general 
"code of conduct" in the Third World. Instability _is endemic to 
developing countries, he argued, and neithe;t" the .United States 
nor the Soviet Union can control it. The fact that Moscow and 
Washington are on "different sides of the barricades" in interpre
ting these changes, be said, means that efforts to spell out 
specific rules of behavior have "little practicai chance of 
success." 

The alternative prescription offered by Trofimenko for resolving 
U.S.-Soviet differences in the Third World amounted to the reverse 
of the U.S. approach to linkage. A return to active Soviet-Ameri
can dialogue, he wrote, is required to "defuse explosive situations 
before they break out. 11

· Trofimenko ~ounseled the United States to 
take up Soviet offers to negotiate on specific trouble spots, such 
as the Persian Gulf, rather than try to exclude the USSR from such 
regions. By way of example he argued that, to avoid "backsliding 
toward a major war" in the Midd.le East, Washington and Moscow must 
return to an "honest collective search" for an Arab-Israeli settle
ment. 

Trofimenko's article for the U.S. audience is consistent .with the 
approach taken in the Soviet press by Georgiy Arbatov and. other 
USA Institute officials. Arbatov has argued in commentaries for 
PRAVDA since the mid-1970's that detente in bilateral aff°airs 
creates the necessary preconditions for containing differences 
over the Third World. He has repeatedly drawn on the situation in 
the Middle East as an example. · The Soviet leadership . itself has 
credited the favorable climate resulting .from the 1972 Nixon
Brezhnev summit with enabling Washington and Moscow to defuse the 
Arab-Israeli conflict in October 1973 before it could develop into 
a major East-West confrontation • 

....... ,;,oa,,doc......a-d 
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SOVIETS~ IN RESPONDING TO NEW U,S, SALT POSITIONS 

Moscow has been ignoring the Reagan Administration's 
SALT negotiating posture promulgated in the recent 
public statements of Secretary Haig and other U.S. 
officials. Soviet officials have brusquely rejected 
American attempts to . link arms control to Soviet 
international behavior. But there has been no 
authoritative reaction and a minimum of media com
mentary on such specific issues as the Administra
t;i.on's emphasis on limiting overall throw weight, 
or payload, in the next round of negotiations. 
Past Soviet coJIDDent, however, makes it clear that 
Moscow is unlikely to be receptive. to the new U.S. 
positions. · 

Linkage. Mo~cow responded quickly and negatively to Reagan Adminis
tration statements linking progress in arms control with changes in 
Soviet international behavior. President Brezhn~v•s response in a 
speech last April simply reaffirmed the longstanding Soviet position 
on this issue. In a major address before the Czechoslovak party 
congress, ·· Brezhnev ridiculed linkage as an approach to arms nego
tiations that no one could take seriously. Those supporting this 
concept, he said, demand "that in payment for the .West's agreement 
to talks, we should give up elementary concern for our own sec'lllri•ty 
and aid to our friends when they are subjected to·· aggression or to 
the threat of attack. A strange position to say the least." 

Moscow has argued that the United States would also reject linkage 
if it were to be mutual. Washington would view Soviet leaders as 
"simpletons," Brezhnev said in April, if they demanded that the 

·united States abandon its military bases abroad or end its arming 
of "dictatorial terrorist regimes'' before talks could be-gin. Soviet 
officials have cited as worthy of emulation Moscow's refusal to 
cancel the May 1972 U.S.-Soviet summit in Moscow, at which SALT I 
was signed, even when the United States stepped up its attacks on 
North Vietnam on the eve of President Nixon's visit. 

Throw Weight Equality. Moscow has not been as forthcoming in re
sponding to remarks by arms control officials Rostow and Rowny 
suggesting that throw weight should replace numbers of delivery 
vehicles as the central focus of the next round of negotiations . 
Soviet media have not reported U.S. statements on this issue such 
as the orte by Rowny before -the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
or by Rostow in .a 19 July interview. with· WASHINGTON STAR corres
pondent Henry Bradsher. But Georgiy Arbatov may have had the 

FOk Offtcl., I 1se ONLY . 
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payload question in mind in a pointed response to the Administra
tion during a 20 July interview with the BBC that was not .reported in 
the USSR. The people in the Administration "like Rostow" who are 
responsible for SALT, Arbatov said, "talk about impossible things. 
We will never agree to it," The only direct comment on the 
payload is·sue monitored by FBIS came in a radio commentary for 
audiences abroad citing missile throw weight as among the Adminis_
tration Is "new principles" that could lead the negotiations "into 
a blind alley." Moscow's longstanding objections to a negotiating 
focus on nuclear payload. have been apparent during previous rounds 
of talks in its public complaints about u;s. attempts to restrict 
Soviet ''heavy missiles." · 

Reductions of Strategic Forces. Moscow has _yet to respond to 
statements by Rostow and Rowny suggesting that when the· negotia
tions resume the United States will press for significant 
reductions in strategic forces. Soviet officials have long 
professed interest in mutual reductions in nuclear arsenals and 
proferred proposals to that end in the UN General Assembly. 
Specifically in the SALT context, Presi~ent Bre~hnev in a series 
of statements since the beginning of SALT II di$cussions in 1972 
has insisted that Moscow is prepared to discus~' reductions in 
delivery vehicles during the next stage_. In the Joint Statement 
of Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent Negotiations on 
Strategic Arms Limitation, signed by .Brezhnev a_nd President Car.ter 
at the Vienna summit jn June 1979, the two •sides pledged to seek 
"significant and substantial reductions in the numbers of strategic 
offensive arms." Soviet leaders have intimated on a number of 
occasions that heretofore unaddressed issues, such as U.S. forward 
based strategic systems and the strategic forces of other countries, 
would have to be t~ken into account in any'movement toward major 
reductions. 

Verification. Moscow has chosen not to respond to the SALT veri
fication issue raised by Secretary of State- Haig and other 
Administration officials. Soviet reporting on Secretary Haig's 
14 July speech on arms control before the Foreign Policy Associa
tion in New York is illustrative. The official TASS report on 
the speech reported _his critici~m of past Soviet policies on 
verification but ignored his assertion that "as much as any other 
single factor," the Soviet approach to·verification would deter
mine ~he degree of progress on arms control in the 1980's. TASS 
repeated the standar_d s·oviet position that the SALT II treaty pro
vides for "clear and strict verification." The version of the TASS 
report published in PRAVDA two days . later deleted all references to 
the verification issue. Soviet commentaries have launched accusa
tions of their own .on this issue, charging that the Administration 
is .intent on developing new types of strategic weaponry that "greatly 
complicate or rule out" effective verification. 

FOi< OPFiCIAL Ulif_ QNLl_.. 
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USSR-POLAND 

t-OSC™ RESTRAINED AS WARSAW COPES WllH STREET roDNSTRATIONS 

The outbreak of widespread public demonstrations 
in Poland has provided Moscow and the Polish leader
ship with their first major test since last month's 
Polish communist party ~ongress. So far, Moscow has 
shown restraint, still apparently prepared to leave 
Warsaw the responsibility for · taking measures to 
bring the situation under control. · 

Moscow media have apprised the Soviet people of the heightened 
tension in Poland by reporting the latest demonstrations, although 
the coverage has been · less alarmist than in sc:,me earlier period·s 
of the crisis. Soviet reports monitored to date draw mainly on 
official Polish sources. Unlike some of its hardline East European 
allies, Moscow is publicizing few details about the latest distur
bances and is withholding direct comment. 

· A 2 August TASS report on a Polish party Politburo session-
apparently the source _of Western press · reports of a har~ened Soviet 
lihe--was a virtually verbatim replay of an offici,al Fold.sh state-

.ment on the meeting broadcast the day before by Warsaw radio. •As 
published in PRAVDA in abbreviated f~rm on 4 August, the TASS 
report quoted the Polish Politburo as warning that "planned 
strikes, particularly street demonstrations," posed "a ·serious 
threat to the state." The report also pointed to a "threat of 
nationwide conflict" over food shortages and to · efforts by branches 
of the Solidarity union· to "cast doubt on the political line" of 
the recent party congress. Two other recent Soviet reports on 
growing problems in Poland also drew on Polish sources: a 3 August 
Moscow rad~o report on a Polish military council meeting ~nd a re- . 
port on a Warsaw party resolution, carried by Moscow ra~io and TASS 
on the 4th. 

The latest Soviet reports are not the first since the congres,s ·to 
register Moscow's concern about the unrest. An IZVESTIYA article 
on 23 July, three days after the co_ngress had ended, said · that 
"tension is again building up in the country" after a period of 
relative calm because of new Solidarity strike threats . A NEW 
TIMES ·arti<.le on 24 July said Poland was still facing a "seripus 
crisis." 
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The Polish leadership has tried to project continued resolve in 
the face of the demonstrations, calling a p~rty plenum for 8 August 
and setting up an "anticrisis operational headquarters 11 on the 4th. 
The announcement of the latter move, carried by Warsaw television 
on the 4th, said the 11operational headquarters" would have sweeping 
powers over a range of economic decisions bearing on the production 
and supply of consumer goods. The announce~t also sought to show 
regime firmness by declaring an "absolute war on speculation" and 
including representatives of the defense and interior ministries in 
the new body's membership • Warsaw media hav~ · ·continued to report 
on the disturbances and the government's talks with Solidarity 
while challenging the need for and appropriateness of the demon
strations. 

A-tlcollydoc-
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USSR - IRAN 

SOVIET OBSERVERS DIFFER IN ASSESSMENTS OF CLERICAL REGIME 

Soviet uncertainty over how to deal with the anti
Soviet leanings of the clerical regime in Tehran 
was reflected in a recent Soviet television dis-· 
cussion by two of Moscow's most .candid foreign 
policy observers. Addressing the two facets of 
the Tehran regime's "neither East nor West" stance, 
IZVESTIYA's Aleksandr Bovin -and the Oriental 
Institute's Yevgeniy Primakov inconclusively debated 
whether the benefits of Iran's anti-Americanism 
outweighed the drawbacks of its anti..:.Soviet attitude. 
Their discussion of the "alarming" situation in 
Iran stands out against Moscow's generally neutral 
media treatment of Iranian developments. 

A detailed, essentially negative view of the factional strife in 
Iran was presented by lZVt:STIYA political observer Aleksandr Bovin 
in a· 25 July "Studio Nine" national television program on the · 
situation in the Middle East and Southwest Asia. · Bovin's remarks, 
along with interjections by Orien~al Institute head Yevgeniy 
Primakov, suggested that Soviet decisiomnakers are undecided as to 
how best to handle relations with the unpredictable fundamentalist 
-regime or, for that matter, with any successor regime drawn from 
opposition factions. 

Bovin in effect wrote off the "fanatical clergy," ticking off 
anti-Soviet st~tements and ac.t'ions by regime officials, including 
Ayatollah Khomeyni, to explain to viewers the "real atmosphere" 
prevailing in Iran. Primakciv in turn implied that the outlook for 
Soviet interests was not much better among the opposing "majority" 
of diverse groups with a pro-Westem orientation. Disagreeing with. 
Bovin, he argued that "those Islamic fundamentalists" at least held 
"patriotic"·--that is, anti-U.S.--positions on a range of issues. 
An unconvinced Bovin maintained that it was impossible to ·rebuild 
Iran in accordance with fundamentalist principles--"in other words, 
to return to a way of life set down in the .Koran nearly 1,500 years 
ago." Bovin predicted that the experiment would not succeed. 

/0 
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USSR - AFGHANISTAN 

r,oscow PREPARES GROlIDiORK FOR UN GENERAL ~SSEMBLY DEPATE 

Evidently anticipating another UN General Assembly 
debate on .Afghanistan this fall, Moscow has published 
an authoritative PRAVDA article designed to cultivate 
Third World support for the Soviet position. The 
article appeared as the UN Secretary General's 
special envoy arrived in Pakistan for talks with the 
Islamab~d government on the Afghan problem. 

The lengthy PRAVDA article, published on 5 August, sought to play on 
sensitivities to Western involv·ement in the internal affairs of Third 
World states, which voted overwhelmingly against the Soviets on the 
two earlier UNGA resolutions on Afghanistan. Signed "A. Petrov," 
a pseudonym used by Moscow ori occasion to address foreign policy 
issues, the · article emphatically restated Soviet rejection of the 
European Council's recent proposal for two-stag~ negotiations on 
Afghanistan. Petrov said the proposal reflected al'typicaily imperial · 
approach" of deciding the destiny of peoples "behind their l>acks." . 

The Pe_trov article is Moscow's strongest denunciation of the Euro·pean · 
-, Council's proposal. Less than a week after British Foreign Secretary 
Lord Carrington had presented the idea to Soviet Foreign Minist~r 
Gromyko in Moscow, TASS reported briefly that ~rOlliyko, in a 10 July 
meeting with Afghan Ambassador to the USSR Hal>ib Mangal, had dismissed 
the proposal as "unrealistic" and "unacceptabl~." Pet-roy repeated 

. Moscow's earlier calls for negotiations on the basis of Kabul's 
14 May 1980 proposals and stressed again that Western, especially 
American,"interferenc~'in Afghanistan was "qnly part of a vast plan 
for destabil~zation of the situation throughout- the region." 

\l 
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USSR - THE GAMBIA 

r-osrow CAUTIOUS ON COUP ATTEMPT~ CRITICAL OF INTERVENTION 

Soviet media coverage of the apparently unsuceessful 
-coup attempt in The Gambia on 30 July has been . 
typically cautious. Focusing on Senegal's inter
vention, Moscow has refrained from directly taking 
sides in the internal situation and has not mentioned 
the rebels' stated intention of establishing a 
Marxist-Leninist dictatorship or their reported 
appeal to the Soviet Union for help. 

Soviet press, news agency, and radio reporting of events in The 
Gambia has been indirectly critical of Senegal's intervention on 
behalf of President Jawara, citing Western news sources, and 
predictably defamatory about Weste;n designs in the region. Soviet 
reporting was exemplified by a Moscow radio report for the domestic 
audience on 31 July and a TASS roundup of .Western news agency dis
patches the next- day. The radio report was · so worded as to suggest-
without directly charging-that the Senegalese involvement constituted 
an effort by llimperialist powers" to "safeguard their presence" in 
West Africa. TASS cited the French press agency in alleging that 
Senegalese troops had intervened under the "pretext" of ensuring 
Senegal's security. The same dispatch reported French press specu
lation that Paris had approved the intervention in advance. 

It is normal for Moscow to withhold direct public assessment of a 
political upheaval in the Third World while the outcome is in doubt. 
Overhasty public approval of the overthrow of Sudanese President 
Numayri in 1971 caused Moscow considerable embarrassment when 
Numayri, reinstated in a countercoup three days later, promptly 
executed three leading Sudanese communists, withdrew the Sudanese 
ambassador to the Soviet Union, and expelled a Soviet Embassy 
counselor. Moscow played it safe the next time around: ' the abor
tive coup in ·sudan in 1976 was initially handled in brief, cautious 
news reports, followed by defensive rejections of Arab--primarily 
Egyptian--insinuations of Soviet involvement in the coup attempt. 

Moscow was careful not to burn its bridges during the first ·few 
days of the coup staged by pro-Soviet forces in Afghanistan in 
1978. Soviet co11DDentary d i d not over t1y support the vi ctors until 
they had ·established themselves in power, formed a new government, 
and issued several revolutionary .proclamation~ • 

. ,._..,. __ _ 
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USSR 

t'OSCOW FIGHTS POLISH SPILLOVER WITH IDEOLOGY, REFORM 

There are increasing -signs that the Polish events are 
causing Soviet leaders to take measures aimed at fore
stalling dissatisfaction ·among the USSR's own workers. 
In the past several months, the Sovie.t Union has been 
cond~cting a major campaign to heighten ideological 
vigil;ance--an effort specifically linked in recent 
cOllDDentary wi.th concerns raised by the Polish unrest. 
At the same time, the Soviet government has a.dopted 
an organizational reform clearly aimed at . demon
strating a solicitous official attitude toward the 
workers. This two-pronged approach suggests that 
Soviet leaders are heeding the advice off~red by 
Brezhnev.at the CPSU congress in February to avoid 
the mistakes of Poland by lending a more "sensitive" 
ear to the "voice of the masses." . 

The stress on ideology is evident in an authoritative 31 July PRAVDA 
article by R. Kosolapov, chief editor of KOMMUN.IST and a member of 
the CPSU Central Committee. Kosolapov is conc~rned with what he sees 
as a serious deterioration of class consciousness in the working 
class. He attributes this trend in part to ·. thE;. gro~g 
influence of Western ideas on the working class, and he points to 
Poland as an example of w~ may happen if the -trend is ignored. 
Kosolapov ascribes the spread of such subversive notions in Poland 
to weak ideological work and the encouragement of unrealistically 
high popular expectations for material benefits. He cautions· ruling 
communist parties in other countries to avoid these mistakes, warning 
that making promises that cannot be fulfilled will backfire. He 
admonishes the parties that only through their effective leadership 
will workers develop "spiritual immunity" to "bourgeois individualist" 
ideas. 

-Kosolapov's article is the latest in a series of efforts aimed at 
heightening the ideological consciousnes·s of Soviet citizens. For 
example, an unusually· strongly worded editorial in a May issue of 
KOMMUNIST (No. 8) was aimed at deterring the penetration of Western 
values among Soviet workers by appealing to Soviet patriotism. A 
series ·of ideology conferences taking place throughout the Soviet 
Union .reflect similar concerns •. One of · the most recent of these 
conferences, :f,.n Latvia, linked these. concerns directly with the 
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Polish situation. According to an account published in the 19 July 
SOVETSKAYA LATVTIA, First Secretary Voss warned that the events in 
Poland attest to the effectiveness of Western subversion and 
cautioned that the effect on the population must not be· "under
estimated." 

The other more administrative aspect of the recent Soviet efforts 
·to counter potential worker dissatisfaction was evident at the 
recent plenum of the All-Union C.entral Council .of Trade Unions . (AUCCTIJ}, 
The session reflected efforts over the past year to make the Soviet 
trade unions appear more representative of workers' interests. This 
theme was evident in a 29 July TRUD report of the speech by AUCCTU 
chief Shibayev, which called ori union leaders to. strengthen their 
ties with the masses during . preparations for the next union congress. 
The role of the trade unions as defenders of workers' rights was . 
addressed in a speech by AUCCTU Secretary Matskyavichyus on . the.· ·. 
subject of workers' letters. According to the report of his .remarks 
in the 30 July TROD, he cited letters which he said showed that the 
trade unions were not doing an adequate job o_f protecting workers' 
interests. He "strongly reproached" the offending organizations and 
called on them to improve their work in defending the ri_ghts of their 
members to better living and working conditions. The AUCCTU under
scored its commitment to paying closer attention to the complaint~ 
of workers by adopting a resolution requiring all trade union 
organizations to carefully scrutinize and follow through on all • 
workers' complaints. 

The professed Soviet objective of improving working conditions 
was also displayed recently by the creation of a state committee 
for workers'safety. According to the 28 July IZVESTIYA announce
ment, the State Committee for Safe Working Practices .in Industry 
and for Mine Supervision was created by upgrading a previously 
existing committee under the USSR Council of Ministers. The 
appointment of Ivan Vladychenko to head the new organization 
lent . greater public impact to the move. Vladychenko had been 
serving as a secreta~y of the AUCCTU and has long advocated 
greater worker participation in management as. well . as improved 
working _conditions. Vladyehenko's reputation in this regard 
contrasts sharply with that of L.G. Melnikov> who headed the 
precursor organization until his death in April. Melnikov; a 
former first secretary of the Ukrainian party, had apparently 
been given the post as a sinecure • 
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AG052110 FOREIGN BROADCAST INFORMATION SERVICE MEDIA ANALYSIS 

lo SOVIETS SLOW IN RESPONDING TO NEW U.S. SALT POSITIONS 

MOSCOW HAS BEEN IGNORING THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION°S SALT 
NEGOTIATING POSTURE PROMULGATED IN THE RECENT PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
OF SECRETARY HAIG AND OTHER UMS. OFFICIALS. SOVIET OFFICIALS HAVE 
BRUSQUELY REJECTED AMERICAN ATTEMPTS TO LINK ARMS CONTROL TO 
SOVIET INTERNATIONAL BEHAVIOR. BUT THERE HAS BEEN NO AUTHORITATIVE 
REACTION AND A MINIMUM OF MEDIA COMMENTARY ON SUCH SPECIFIC 
ISSUES AS THE ADMINISTRATION°S EMPHASIS ON LIMITING OVERALL 
THROW WEIGHT, OR PAYLOAD, IN THE NEXT ROUND OF NEGOTIATIONS. 
PAST SOVIET COMMENT, HOWEVER, MAKES IT CLEAR THAT l'DSCOW IS 
UNLIKELY TO BE RECEPTIVE TO THE NEW U.S. POSITIONS. 

LINKAGE 

MOSCOW RESPONDED QUICKLY AND NEGATIVELY TO REAGAN ADMINISTRATION 
STATEMENTS LINKING PROGRESS IN ARMS CONTROL WITH CHANGES IN SOVIET 
INTERNATIONAL BEHAVIOR. PRESIDENT BREZHNEv•s RESPONSE IN A 
SPEECH LAST APRIL SIMPLY REAFF'IRMED THE LONGSTANDING SOVIET 
POSITION ON THIS ISSUE. IN A MAJOR ADDRESS BEFORE THE CZECHOSLOVAK 
PARTY CONGRESS, BREZHNEV RIDICULED LINKAGE AS AN APPROWCH TO ARMS 
NEGOTIATIONS THAT NO ONE COULD TAKE SERIOUSLY. THOSE SUPPORTING 
THIS CONCEPT, HE SAID, DEMAND -rHAT IN PAYMENT FOR THE WEST 0 S 
AGREEMENT TO TALKS, WE SHOULD GIVE UP ELEMENTARY CONCERN FOR OUR 
OWN SECURITY AND AID TO OUR FRIENDS WHEN THEY ARE SUBJECTED TO 
AGGRESSION OR TO THE THREAT OF ATTACK. A STRANGE POSITION TO 
SAY THE LEASTM• 

MOSCOW HAS ARGUED THAT THE UNITED STATES WOULD ALSO REJECT LINKAGE 
IF IT WERE TO BE MUTUAL. WASHINGTON WOULD VIEW SOVIET LEADERS AS 
"SIMPLETONS," BREZHNEV SAID IN APRIL, IF THEY DEMANDED THAT THE 
UNITED STATES ABANDON ITS MILITARY BASES ABROAD OR END ITS ARMING 
OF "DICTATORIAL TERRORIST REGIMES" BEFORE TALKS COULD BEGIN. SOVIET 
OFFICIALS HAVE CITED AS WORTHY OF EMULATION Moscow•s REFUSAL TO 
CANCEL THE MAY Q972 UMS.-SOVIET SUMMIT IN MOSCOW, AT WHICH SALT I 
WAS SIGNED, EVEN WHEN THE UNITED STATES STEPPED UP ITS ATTACKS ON 
NORTH VIETNAM ON THE EVE OF PRESIDENT NIXON°S VISIT. 

THROW WEIGHT EQUALITY 

MOSCOW HAS NOT BEEN AS FORTHCOMING IN RESPONDING TO REMARKS 
BY ARMS CONTROL OFFICIALS ROSTOW AND ROWNY SUGGESTING THAT THROW 
\'EIGHT SHOULD REPLACE NUMBERS OF DELIVERY VEHICLES AS THE CENTRAL 
FOCUS OF THE NEXT ROUND OF NEGOTIATIONS. SOVIET MEDIA HAVE NOT 
REPORTED u.s. STATEMENTS ON THIS ISSUE SUCH AS THE ONE BY ROWNY 
BEFORE THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE OR BY ROSTOW IN 
A· 19 JULY INTERVIEW WlTH WASHINGTON STAR CORRESPONDENT HENRY 
BRADSHER. BUT GEORGIY ARBATOV MAY HAVE HAD THE PAYLOAD QUESTION 
IN MIND IN A POINTED RESPONSE TO THE ADMINISTRATION DURING A 
20 JULY INTERVIEW WITH THE BBC THAT WAS NOT REPORTED IN THE USSR. 
THE PEOPLE IN THE ADMINISTRATION "LIKE ROSTOW" WHO ARE RESPONSIBLE 
FOR SALTN ARBATOV SAID, "TALK ABOUT IMPOSSIBLE THINGS. WE WILL 
NEVER AGREE TO IT." THE ONLY DIRECT COMMENT ON THE PAYLOAD 
ISSUE MONITORED BY FBIS CAME IN A RADIO COMMENTARY FOR AUDIENCES 
ABROAD CITING MISSILE THROW WEIGHT AS AMONG THE ADMINISTRATION°S 
ZNEW PRINCIPLES• THAT COULD LEAD THE NEGOTIATIONS •INTO A BLIND 
ALLEY." Moscow·s LONGSTANDING OBJECTIONS TO A NEGOTIATING FOCUS 
ON NUCLEAR PAYLOAD HAVE BEEN APPARENT DURING PREVIOUS ROUNDS 
OF TALKS IN ITS PUBLIC COMPLAINTS ABOUT U.S. ATTEMPTS TO RESTRICT 
SOVIET •HEAVY MISSILES.• 



REDUCTIONS OF STRATEGIC FORCES 

MOSCOW HAS YET TO RESPOND TO STATEMENTS BY ROSTOW AND ROWNY 
SUGGESTING THAT WHEN THE NEGOTIATIONS RESUME THE UNITED STATES 
WILL PRESS FOR SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS IN STRATEGIC FORCES. 
SOVIET OFFICIALS HAVE LONG PROFESSED I NTEREST IN MUTUAL REDUCTIONS 
IN NUCLEAR ARSENALS AND PROFERRED PROPOSALS TO THAT END IN THE 
UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY. SPECIFICALLY IN THE SALT CONTEXT, PRESIDENT 
BREZHNEV IN A SERIES OF STATEMENTS SINCE THE BEGINNING OF' SALT II 
DISCUSSIONS IN 1972 HAS INSISTED THAT MOSCOW IS PREPARED TO 
DISCUSS REDUCTIONS IN DELIVERY VEHICLES DURING THE NEXT STAGE. 
IN THE JOINT STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES AND BASIC GUIDELINES FOR 
SUBSEQUENT NEGOTIATIONS ON STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION, SIGNED BY , 
BREZHNEV AND PRESIDENT CARTER AT THE VIENNA SUMMIT IN JUNE 1979, THE 
TWO SIDES PLEDGED TO SEEK "SIGNIFICANT AND SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTIONS 
IN THE NUMBERS OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS." SOVIET LEADERS 
HAVE INTIMATED ON A NUMBER OF OCCASIONS THAT HERETOFORE UNADDRESSED 
ISSUES, SUCH AS U.S. FORWARD BASED STRATEGIC SYSTEMS AND THE 
ST RATEGIC FORCES OF OTHER COUNTRIES, WOULD HAVE TO BE TAKEN INTO 
ACCOUNT IN ANY MOVEMENT TO WARD MAJOR REDUCTIONS. 

VERIFICATION 

MOSCOW HAS CHOSEN NOT TO RESPOND TO THE SALT VERIFICATION 
ISSUE -RAISED BY SECRETARY OF' STATE HAIG AND OTHER ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICIALS. SOVIET REPORTING ON SECRETARY HAIG•S Q4 JULY SPEECH 
ON ARMS CONTROL BEFORE THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION IN NEW YORK 
IS ILLUSTRATIVE. THE OFFICIAL TASS REPORT ON THE SPEECH REPORTED 
HIS CRITICISM OF PAST SOVIET POLICIES ON VERIFICATION BUT IGNORED 
HIS ASSERTION THAT "AS MUCH AS ANY OTHER SINGLE FACTOR," THE 
SOVIET APPROACH TO VERIFICATION WOULD DETERMINE THE DEGREE OF 
PROGRESS ON ARMS CONTROL IN THE Q9so·s. TASS REPEATED THE 
STANDARD SOVIET POSITION THAT THE SALT II TREATY PROVICES FOR 
•cLEAR AND STRICT VERIFICATION." THE VERSION OF THE TASS 
REPORT PUBLISHED IN PRAVDA TWO DAYS LATER DELETED ALL REFERENCES 
TO THE VERIFICATION ISSUE. SOVIET COMMENTARIES HAVE LAUNCHED 
ACCUSATIONS OF THEIR OWN ON THIS ISSUE, CHARGING THAT THE 
ADMINISTRATION IS INTENT ON DEVELOPING NEW TYPES OF STRATEGIC 
WEAPONRY THAT "GREATLY COMPLICATE OR RULE OUT" EFFECTIVE 
VERIFICATION. 
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2. MOSCOW REACTS TO U.S. ~ARNINGS ON THIRD WORLD BEHAVIOR 

A HARDENING U.S. POSTURE ON SOVIET INTERNATIONAL BEHAVIOR HAS 
SPURRED DISCUSSION IN MOSCOW OF THE LINKAGE BETWEEN DETENTE WITH 
THE UNITED STATES AND SUPPORT FOR LEFTIST REGIMES IN THE !HIRD 
WORLD. ELABORATING ON PRESIDENT BREZHNEV'S PROPOSAL LAST APRIL 
FOR A VAGUELY WORDED SUPERPOWER ·coDE OF CONDUCT," SOVIET SPOKESMEN 
HAVE BEEN SKEPTICAL ABOUT THE CHANCES FOR ACHIEVING MORE SPECIFIC 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN MOSCOW AND WASHINGTON ON RULES OF BAHAVIOR IN 
THE THIRD WORLD. A SENIOR CENTRAL COMMITTEE OFFICIAL HAS ASSERTED 
IN PRAVDA THAT CURRENT TRENDS IN U.S. POLICY DICTATE AN .INCREASE 
RATHER THAN A REDUCTION IN COMMUNIST ASSISTANCE TO LEFTIST 
REGIMES. BUT SOME SOVIET AMERICANOLOGISTS HAVE CONTENDED THAT 
u.s.-SOVIET COMPETITION MUST BE BETTER MANAGED AND THAT A RESUMPTION 
OF DIALOGUE COtn..D ACCOMPLISH THAT GOAL. 

SOVIET COMMENTARY HAS ASCRIBED THE DECLINING FORTUNES OF DETENTE 
POLICY IN WASHINGTON IN LARGE PART TO U.S. CONCERN OVER THE 
INROADS OF SOCIALISM IN THE THIRD WORLD, BUT SOVIET OFFICIAL 
SPOKESMEN HAVE BEEN SLOW TO ADDRESS THIS LINKAGE AS GROUNDS FOR 
MUTUAL CONCERN. THE SOVIET UNION'S PUBLIC RESPONSE TO U.S. 
CENSURE OF ITS INTERVENTION IN ANGOLA, THE HORN OF AFRICA, AND 
AFGHANISTAN CONSISTED OF RESTATEMENTS OF THE TRADITIONAL POSITION 
THAT DETENTE DOES NOT MEAN A "FREEZING OF THE SOCIAL STATUS QUO.• 
BREZHNEV'S PROPOSAL IN APRIL FOR A SUPERPOWER CODE OF CONDUCT, · 
WHILE REPEATING ONLY FAMILIAR PRINCIPLES OF SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY1 
DID SIGNAL A RECOGNITION THAT THE LINKAGE ISSUE HAD TO BE JOINED 
l"X)RE EFFECTIVELY. . 

TWO DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO THE DETENTE-THIRD WORLD NEXUS HAVE 
BEEN APPARENT IN ARTICLES BY PROMINENT SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY 
SPOKESMEN SINCE BREZHNEV'S SPEECH. 

ZAGLADIN IN PRAVDA 

THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE INTERNATIONAL DEPARTMENT"S SECOND-RANKING 
OFFICIAL, VADIM ZAGLADIN, ASSUMED A COMBATIVE STANCE IN A 23 JULY 
PRAVDA ARTICLE ON THE COMMUNIST MOVEMENT. ZAGLADIN TOOK ISSUE 
WITH "SOME REPRESENTATIVES OF LEFTWING FORCES" WHO FAVORED 
RESTRICTIONS ON SUPPORT FOR THIRD WORLD LEFTIST REGIMES IN THE 
INTERESTS OF WORLD PEACE. "IT IS PRECISELY IN CURRENT CONDITIONS,~ 
HE COUNTERED, "THAT IT IS NECESSARY TO STEP UP CONSIDERABLY THE 
STRUGGLE AGAINST THE IMPERIALIST POLICY OF EXPORTING 
COUNTERREVOLUTION." 
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USA INSTITUTE OFFICIALS 

OFFICIALS OF MOSCOW'S USA AND CANADA INSTITUTE HAVE TAKEN A 
DIFFERENT TACK, QUESTIONING THE FEASIBILITY OF SPECIFIC RULES OF 
BEHAVIOR BUT EXPRESSING MORE CONCERN THAN ZAGLADIN TO OVERCOME · 
THE . DELETERIOUS EFFECTS OF THIRD WORLD CRISES ON u.s.-SOVIET 
RELATIONS. BOTH OF THESE THEMES WERE CARRIED TO THE AMERICAN 
AUDIENCE BY GENRIKH TROFIMENKO, HEAD OF THE INSTITUTE'S 
U.S. FOREIGN POLICY DEPARTMENT, IN AN ARTICLE IN THE SUMMER 1981 
ISSUE OF THE AMERICAN JOURNAL FOREIGN AFFAIRS DEVOTED TO 
u.s.-soyIET COMPETITION IN THE DEVELOPING WORLD. 

TROFIMENKO'S ARTICLE CONTAINED THE MOST EXPLICIT PUBLIC SOVIET 
ARGUMENT YET AGAINST A QUEST FOR ANYTHING BUT THE MOST GENERAL 
"CODE OF roNDUCT" IN THE THIRD WORLD. INSTABILITY IS ENDEMIC TO 
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, HE ARGUED, AND NEITHER THE UNITED STATES 
NOR THE SOVIET UNION CAN CONTROL IT. THE FACT THAT MOSCOW AND 
WASHINGTON ARE ON "DIFFERENT SIDES OF THE BARRICADES" IN 
INTERPRETING THESE CHANGES, HE SAID, MEANS THAT EFFORTS TO SPELL 
OUT SPECIFIC RULES OF BEHAVIOR HAVE "LITTLE PRACTICAL CHANCE OF 
SUCCESS." 

· THE ALTERNATIVE PRESCRIPTION OFFERED BY TROFIMENKO FOR RESOLVING 
u.s.-SOVIET DIFFERENCES IN THE THIRD WORLD AMOUNTED TO THE REVERSE 
OF THE U.S. APPROACH TO LINKAGE. A RETURN TO ACTIVE SOVIET-AMERICAN 
DIALOGUE, HE WROTE, IS REQUIRED TO "DEFUSE EXPLOSIVE SITUATIONS 
BEFORE THEY BREAK our ... TROFIMENKO COUNSELED THE UNITED STATES TO 
TAKE UP SOVIET OFFERS TO NEGOTIATE ON SPECIFIC TROUBLE SPOTS, SUCH 
AS THE PERSIAN GULF, RATHER THAN TRY TO EXCLUDE THE USSR FROM SUCH 
REGIONS. BY WAY OF EXAMPLE HE ARGUED THAT TO AVOID "BACKSLIDING 
TOWARD A MAJOR WAR" IN THE MIDDLE EAST, WASHINGTON AND r-cscow MUST 
RETURN TO AN "HONEST COLLECTIVE SEARCH" FOR AN ARAB-ISRAELI 
SETTLEMENT. 

TROFIMENKO'S ARTICLE FOR THE U.S. AUDIENCE IS roNSISTENT WITH 
THE APPROACH TAKEN IN THE SOVIET PRESS BY GEORGIY ARBATOV AND OTHER 
USA INSTITUTE OFFICIALS. ARBATOV HAS ARGUED IN a)MMENTARIES FOR 
PRAVDA SINCE THE MID-1970'S THAT DETENTE IN BILATERAL AFFAIRS 
CREATES THE NECESSARY PRECONDITIONS FOR CONTAINING DIFFERENCES 
OVER THE THIRD WORLD. HE HAS REPEATEDLY DRAWN ON r°HE SITUATION 
IN THE MIDDLE EAST AS AN EXAMPLE. THE SOVIET LEADERSHIP ITSELF 
HAS CREDITED THE FAVORABLE CLIMATE RESULTING FROM THE 1972 
NIXON-BREZHNEV SUMMii WITH ENABLING WASHINGTON AND MOSCOW TO DEFUSE 
THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT IN OCTOBER 1973 BEFORE IT COULD DEVELOP 
INTO A MAJOR EAST-WEST CONFRONTATION. 
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.SECRET . 
BASIC CONSIDERATIONS FOR SALT 'POLICY 

.... 
I. US Objectives Regarding Strateglc Arms Negotiations 

A. ~t lomd Sec u rity Ob j ec ti ves 

L tratcgic objective~. pott cy an~ programs 

(S) The most basic US national · security goal is to preserve the 
Uni ted States as a free nation with our fundamental institutions and values 
intact. In· support of that. the fundamental strateg_ic. nat ional defense ob
jective Is to prevent nuclear attack on the United States and its Allies . To 
accomp l i sh this , US struteg ic forces and strategy have a fourfol d missi on : 
(1) to deter a. nuclear attack on the United States and its All ies--a prforlty 
•ission; (2) to deter· a major conventional attack against our Allies. especially 
against NATO; (3) to limit damage to the US population and econ0111ic •ssets If a 
li~ited nuclear attack should occur. or If the United States should decide to 
resort to the use or nuc 1ear weapons cons I stent with its. Alliance ccaaltaents; 
{It). to minimize the extent. to whl-eh Soviet nuclear threats could be used to 

. Influence. coerce, or -intimida-te the Unlted States or our Allies. 

.. ., 

, . 
. . , . . 

, . 

'~ . 

(S) It ts US defense policy to maintain nuc.lear forces. including supporting 
clt· sy~ten, capabl"e at all times. of carrylng out these • ·hsions. The capallittn•. 
of- US- strategic forces. ,nust be such that., In· a-crlsls., the- Soviets· wl n have no· 
inc;entlve· to, st,:ike first:. That 15 •. they IIIUSt: perceive- the costs. of Initiating . 11 

strategic nuclea.r attack as- higher than, the potential ga-ins. and. thus. conclude that: .:; 
there is. no possibility of achieving -their polltfco-111ilitary objectives.. · 

(S) The· US .. intends. to pursue a balanced improvement of force· capabilities 
needed to carry out the strategic defense pollcy. First priority 1s- the Improve• :' 
ment of the capabi 1 i tics of forces- already programined and approved. Second priorltt, · 
is accorded longer-ter•n ~xpansion of the- essential peacetime force structure. · '. : 

(S) Force-- planning seeks to redress. the- current strategic:. habalances through . · 
an aggressive and comprehensive modernization program. "The deve1opDent of our 
strategic forces will achieve~ 

-- greater survivability both In _oft'ensfve capability and assoclated ca.nand 
and control structur~; 

. -- a sub-set of strategic offensive forces that have a high p~blltty of 
enduring survival in a nuclear war; 

~ 

wl th ~ufflcien,t reaalnlng 
and 
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-- a capacity to expand nuclear· forces during a . period of strategic warning 

or during a conventional w3r. (This Includes such shorter term approaches aschan9"· 
In r<e~dine~s °""A 0th.-..,- mP.a·-,.ure.._ to lncre~s~ the user,,1 nucle~r force levels,. ~a.a of . 
which may be. effective during a protracted period of preparation.) :~ 

(S) ln the futur ~ greater emphas is wilt be placed oo the mu lti p licity o f 
s trdteg lc systems and basing modes t a strengthen the bene fit s of t he. TRtAO. 
Th( purpose. of the H t l?-.D (and add!t.ionel arrangcffi'"_n ls for m .. d t ip[i c!ty o( tr£: 
Le:gc, of ft. ns.(v1:.. fo rce'-/ i~ to co:r,;;lfc~lc. Sovl c l ddtnSt a nd a l taci:. p. l c::-,rdru;r to 
create synerg ism aricng our st r a t egic force e le~nts tn t t ack plal'\ni ci anci ex.£::CU 

tioo. and to hedge agnlnst unforeseen deg radations in individua l force elemants. 

(C) The criteria used in evalua ting acquisitions and a lloca t i ng resources 
among competing system~ fo r s t rateg ic forces wl l l change from what they MV& been 
in the past. Thf;! r e are severa l rca5 ons fo r t his: (1) t he i ncreas~ ¥t.dne-nb( lf 
of 5oo,e t radtt ional bas ing modes; (2) t he Increasing recogn ition of t h~ lm.x,r~anc:c ~ 

J 
endu ring survi val; and (3) a less slmpllstlc vi ew of deterrence . 

(S) We will attempt to strengthen deterrence increasing our capabilities 
and achieving a pos 

uncertain and unfavorable. 

after our forc:as have . 
absorbed a . Soviet fir-st strike. in order to deprive them of any confidence tlwlt · 
~hey could outlast us or.reach a situation In which they could iwalntain slgntftcan~, 
nuclear- capabilities while- our own would either be- eliminated or could no tonger ·- -~: 
endure,· or ~ effectively employed. 

(S) lhe US must have strategic defenslYe forces and c31 syst~ for North 
America that. can prov-ide timely, accurate·, and unambiguous tactical warning and 

· _attack. assessment through all phases of conflict, and, in conjunction with c.tada •. ·· 
1i111it damage to strategic retalliJtory· forces. and control access to North American :. 
ai rspaee. \ile wi ! l continue· devetopme!"!t of an integrated defense eapabi1 f ty to · !; 
monitor space sy-:.tems. i\nd negate thr.eats to US. . space systems.· Koreoyer ·. we 1111.1st · 
increase our potential to, dcploy ballistic mfsslle defense. (BHO) sy$teftl5 and 
to augment North American air defenses as needed. In this coMectlon. we wfll 
study carefully all the possibilities inherent in ABH-type defenses. particularly 
exploring new discoveries and incorpora.tlng· the results of our latest R&D. 

(S) In the near-term. equal emphasis will be given t,o readiness for nuclear 
and conventional war. survlvablllty and endur~nce with C4 having the s.-.e priorltle 
a!. the ·systems th.?y support. The stratc;!c c}1 priorities are: -(1) war dct.err..
in peacetime through capability to prosecute the SIOP during or after enenry attack;: 
and (2) "flexible response and support of protracted conflict. 

·1r ·: . , ! 
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(S) An· overal 1 reevaluation wl It be made of our cruise missile develop
ment programs (land, ~ea, c1ir; nuclear and non-nuclear} to Include nLix, force 
size , and range cap~bilities. 

I . ,. 

_ __ Sine£: improvin(J the sur ivabllity of the: land- based element of t 
Triad is an urgent nalional requirement, this objective must have the highest 
priori ty. The progr,u:: will provide enoogh flexibility to accomnodate the resu lt s. 
o f the KX bas ing revi ew. 

I • - . 

-- A study will be mad~ of an SLB~ modernization progr~ to enhanC.6 subm.!..rin~ · 
survl~ablllty and provide a sea-based hard ta rget kill capability. · A prog r l ead- · 
ing to an IOC in the late l980s will be developed for evaluation. 

-- The strategic bomber -force will be modernized to include new technology 
and to increase the flexibility lt provides. e.g., by the addltiQn of stand-off 

(NOTE; · The foll.owing forecasts In- US. strategic force- planning are based on 
0S0 staff ' e!.tim.itc"", u:. ing preliminary Program Objectives Hemorandum infonaat.lon . 
front the mi 1 i tary service~ •. · The near-term plans. are subject to· change. parttc:ul•rly:_ 
wi ttr regard. to the · forthcoming· HX and strategic bomber dee ls.ions. The far-tenn
plans .Include considerable speculation aboue such force elements as. a follow-on 
for the C4 SLBH.) 

(S) According to current planning Judgements. the US ICBN forces will be 
significantly ch,rngcd in the future. The Titan system may be phased out In the 
early 1990's. The. - Minuteman 11 system may be n~tired in the mld-1990's. 
If !»O.- a replacement ICBM could begin deployment In the early 1990 1 s and remain 
active beyond 2000. The Minuteman 111 system wi 1l probably stay in the strategic. 
inventory pas.t the end of the century.. The· MX ICBN system is. to be deployed in 
the mid-to-late 1980' s and will stay actlYe- beyond 2000 • . The payloads. of the 
variou~ IC~H sy~tc:m'.; wi 11 probably vary during the next twentr years because of 
changes· In miss-ton requirements and steady Improvements in gu dance capabllltle~. 

I ,. 

"vs, et«; .• •••••■■■■■■■■■- especlallV,, 
if there i5 a 5ignificant than9e to the ABH Treaty. · 

• I 



(5) The US ~t rilt eq-i ·c ~LBt-t program wl 11 also be subject to changes In the 
future. The Pol ~ri s SLBK ,ystern will be de activated by t he end of 198 1. The 
Pose idon sy s tem will continue be ing dep loyed 1ot l th bo'th t he. C3 and C~ 11ttssil s 
vnlil the. mid-1930'~. The:. Tride;nl s.ub:nzr fnG fiec.t ~: tll b:::gin o (')c.,c:.Li o~.:l dq, Ior 
11,::,H In \9C L:. Y,ilh l.hc.: C4 n,issll<., ,1ich may bfa r"' p \2ccd by ,m upgrade:.( Cl. rr. ts:!.ik 
o r a ne--d missile, the 05, i n- the e rly 1990 1 s; the. Trident deplo)'l!\'Cnt ls pl d 
t o con tinue pa s t 2000. As with ICBM' s . the Slru-\ pay l oads are e xpected t o e-40\ve 
ove r dme. 

(S ) Signifi c,mt c.hanges a ; e planned for t he US strategi c bomb r force as well. 
The B52's straleqic. 11uc. l c<.1r role as solely a pem:trating b<Xnbe r ~Ill~ phased out 
io the later 1980''>; from 1982 to the early 1990's B52's wtll also carry a i r-launc 
c ruise mis5i)cs (J\LCH~) cxtcrn.1lly , and from t he l a t e 1980-' s to the mi d 1,~ •s. they" 
may carry both in te rna l and external ALCHs. A variant of the 81 bomber cou1d entar : 
the strategic force in the mid l980's as a penetrator, and in the late 1980's would . 
probably be equipped to carry ALCHs to shoot before penetration. Such a 81 varlani ; 
would probably stcty in the force beyond 2000. An advanced technology boabe~- (e.g.• , 
Stealth technolo~y) may b<• deployed around 1990, first in a penetration-only role •. 
.:and then in a shoot-pr.net rate- role; such c1n advanced technology bomber would remain:·_ 
deployed b~yond 2000. . 

(S) The US. bul tis.tic. missl le: defense. (BMD) program has an active resurc:h and-
. development progra,rt 1JmJerwdy for a. possible. low-altitude, nuclear defense of the 
ffX;;. this could begin .dcploy111ent in the mld-to-l·ate· l980's. Thea US 8"0 prograa. is, .·.· 
aho: adcfresslng. th.e technology associated with a high-altitude, non-nuclear defense;; 
this. would be apµropdate for a . layered {high-altltude, low-altitud!= collblnatlon)· ; 
defense of silos. · 

2.. National Securi-ty Objectives_ Regarding Strategic. ArlRs Negotiation~ 

{Cl Our tirst priority must be to formulate· and· implement our defense 
program so as to red re~~ the· current mll 1 tary lmba lance. The US. needs to es tab l ls~ 
firmly the prim.>cy of its military programs_ as the, _basis for ensuring natlon.1 
sec.urily; Jndeed, this. i.!t the only way we. can expect to achieve meaningful \halts 
on Soviet weaponry. Negotiations are unlikely to result in _signlflcant progress 
al least until we arc- resolutely embarked on the path of correcting the- military . 
imbalance that h.:i s been allowed to develop. At the same time, adequate preparatJ°"' 
are required for the c ·1cntua 1 i ty- that arms control agreements might breakdown or 
might fail to produce th~ desired restraint In a Soviet buildup • . The effect of 
US-Soviet ~gi:eemcnts and negotiations on our security has been rather dis~pointlng. 
However. a cautiow. ,md pragmatic search should continue for more effective ap-
proaches to arm•, control . · 

(C) Consequently. our arms control oollcv 5hould be 'r~ffll!d to $Upport our 
larger nat iona 1 •;~curi ty_ po 1 i cies and programs rather than lett fng arms control negot ( 
tions and discussionc; contribute· to a strategic Imbalance by delaying needed def--, , 
programs In the hope of achicvin9 an agreement.· A strategic arms agreenent . should ,; 
be· in our national security interest from a strictly m11 itary point of view.. It · 
should directly enhance nat i ona 1 secur lty, 11ml ting those Soviet systems wafch are 
threatening to us and permittinq essential force lftOdernizatlon plans. 

(C) Arms control ~~uld be- supportive of US. mt l i tary progralAS by aHowlng 
for deployment of diverse, survivable, strategic systems. SALT cannot substitute 

~ . 



·-·~ . .. . 
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·' for necessary modcrn-iN1tion of our c;tra-tcgic· forces . The SALT framework must 
be compat i b 1 e with our nilt i ona l sccur l ty needs a 11 owing for systems which rel y 
on mobility, loc.:,tion unc.ertarnty. or proliferation to achi e 'l<'e sur-vlva-billty. Co:'11 e; 
quently, it is nccec;'>,HY that our negotl2t!ng positions s.upporl tra.te.gic fo rce. 
dccislor,'..., ;:; ,id rw r niiL the.. flexib i lity t o re.sponc' tc• Sovicl thrbi:o.t!:: ~tich 'Y r,ol 
be conslrairied by a future aqreement. ',.le should nol seek lirdtat\o:,s CX1 tech 
nolog)' for its 0vm q ke . We need to recognize that many force rn::>demizatioo 
meac;ures and technoloqical advances actually could contribute to t he arms control 
goal of stab ility. 

(S} Any tre.ir·; which limits U$ forces must contain militarily signific t 
constraints on Soviet capabilities which threaten us. For such constraints to 
play a role in enhancing stilbi 11 ty and reducing uncertainty they must be veri
fiable and free from the prospect of significant circumvention . The US shoul d 
establish a verification and monitoring strategy that will ensure the oecessary 
development. funding, and allocation of resources to maintain confidence In Soviet 
comp I iance wlth· .1rm~ control ob P~atl ons. We w.us t ins: st upon strict So-4t-et com
pl iance and. if not satisfied with Soviet compliance with agreement5, we SM.1st be 
prepared to wi thcJraw from· the- agreements. 

. ' 

(S) The United States should operate from the principle that lt can negotiate 
suc;cessfu lly- with· the Sovi cts only l f J t demonstrates clear and unmhtakab le e~I- · 
dence. of US- national · resolve· to redress the: strategic. balance. lf need be w.fthou~ •. 
arms control, and tn cnmp~·te with the: USSR,. or to confront ft., whenever and -~r~ 
US Interest dictate~ - The United States should establish a detailed negotiating · 
strategy with reviews to assess progress and to Identify · critical R&D and fot"ce 

. nodernization programMtic decision points. It should integrate this negotiating 
strategy with other related arms control inl tiatives ,. such as long-range theater 
nuc.loar force and nuclear test Hml tilt tons. and the forthcoming ABK Treaty review .. 

(S) · at f5, important to stress real isti"c expectations for future negotiations 
and: to emphasize that .>ms control ts not a substitute for needed inodernizatt~. 
The- United Statr.,; mu5l guard ag.,.inst a belief that negotiations will ln themselves. 
allow- it to achieve its national security objec.tlve~ or that negotlatlons can be 
concluded rapidly. Recognizing that prolonged negotiations are better than &ccapt•·. 
ing bad agreement,;, wr. !.hould pursue anns control agreements that 111ake tangible ·· 
contributions to US and allied se~urity. We should recognize· that this anas con
trol strategy m.>y make it unlikely that neg·otiated agreewents- wt11 be achieved in 
tt,e; short run . 

~ 
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UMCI.ASSlflID. 
I. C.; lmp~ct' of SALi on the Economy and the Krt itary Budget-

(U) rn tht::- pa~t, ,um control negotlat-lons:-were- pursued and agretllllefttS 
s i gned i n- the hope- t h,l r they wou l d s tab 11 lze. and. s.l ow the pace of' the arms 
c0111pe t. I t i·on and even t uc1 11 y 1 ead to for.cc reduct Ions. Wh I I e de-fense budget. 
sav tng!- ~re- not: .:J pd"lif!"Y, Qbje~t'f ve-, there we:-e- hope·s tNllt agreeaents would. 
permft budgetary reduction~ and al low. the t-ransfer of resources to danestlc::-
enterprises tn fact., however neither the> SALT procesS, no_... past. SALT agr:ee-
111e11ts, resulted.. in the: transfe-rof srg,,.lficant resources, from the defense.. budget: 
.t0> domestic: enterpri s-c.s... With respect. to thee future-. In ter• of tts.- Impact' on 
the- econanr .. SALT would: be- c1 •inor- factor In- comparison. to overal 1 defense, 
requ.frement.s or other cconOMic factors. 

(lt) On the- other hand .. both the- SALT process and agreements have- affected 
the> ,ail i tary bud!Jet in significant" ways. In the past .. overly optimistic ••
pee tat ions about the proc:es~ and end product led to measurably reduced suppGrt 
.in., the· Executive l:tr.mch. Con9ress.. and publ le for required. defense hwprovements. 
C•r~will need lob~ exercised In the future to- assure that the process of ne- • 

. gotiation and future .1grccments are not misconstrued by the Congress or the' pub lie · · 
as,. Indicating- a lessened need. either to modernize US •ilitary capabilltl•s• -,hich 
111lght be- Hml ted or to improve forces which are- not. covered by the agreeaent. 

(U), Assuming thi~ care- 1:s exercised, the Impact that future- SALT agreements 
Might have on the milit~ry· budget I~ dlfflc~lt to ascertain. On· the one hand, 
~avings on strategic progrcMH in a given· year may turn. out to be _.rely• post- · 
ponement" of tater· expenses.. Further, · costs could be- incr~sed to the exten.t that 
arms control provisionr .. constrain USo frcm deploying more cost-effective systeas 
in the future. on· t~ other hand, sound arms control measures, properTy Jf"Ple-
111ented., could help bound the threat and render the costs of defense· and the allo
caUon of ~rl tlcal re~ources.- mor~· .anageable.. In contrast• an unrestricted· arms 
competition wlth the Sm~ict Union likely would require a further cltver~lon, of' 
c.ri ti ca I resource~. 

(U) Orr balance, however-~ l.t m.1y well be that- future- SALT agreements wf ll not 
rcsu It in sign i fi c,111 r l y ~rM l ler def en4-e .budgets~ Th Is. r~ for two bast c:. reasons: 
On~, the- strategic port ion of the- US defense budget constttutes only about lOt 
of th~ overall defense budge~ and therefore even a substantial reduction in strat• 
9ic !i.pc:nding would imp;,cl overall defense spending only 5llghtly. And secondly. 
even an a9reenP.nt rt~f1uirinq r@durtlnnc; In strategfc. forces will not necessarily • 
r~ducc strateqic ~pr.nding sf9nifteantly· becau~e of requirements for modernization, 
of the refflclinin9 force~ (i -~- .. survivabl 1 ity and penetrab·, I lty). Any savings. re
sult Ing from an arm". c:ontrol agreement are llkely ta be used to address. our Nny 
non-st'rateytc need!► which now, cannot be met because, of resource constrafnt-s, even 
with the" substan~i.-il budget- increases planned by the Reagan Adn1intstratlon. AddJ• 
t iona11y, expendi turcc. for the non-strategf c e.lements of our defense budget .ould 
increa5~ lf the Soviet~ shif~ their defense spending fr0111 the SALT ll•lted, systens 
to areas u~constrained by SALT. 

IIHCLASSIFIID 
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I. a. us Foreign Policy Objectives 

l. General Considerations 

OECLAa ., tr-, LJ 30 

NLRRf..okfJt/10 ;t /(Jbf 

r. , NARADAlE. , / z)o rJ 
BY_.L:.bL. ~ 

SALT should be one element in a comprehensive US security 
and foreign policy structure, whose primary objectives are to 
blunt and contain Soviet imperialism, deter aggression by others, 
contain crises, reduce sources of conflict and achieve a stable 
military balance. Our most important general objective in SALT, 
therefore, is ensuring that any SALT agreement contributes to 
maintaining a strong, survivable and enduring US nuclear deter
rent. Any SALT agreement should also be· consistent with, and to 
the extent possible enhance, a US strategic force posture suf
ficient to ensure that we are· able to carry out our world-wide 
defense and foreign policy commitments, and that in a crisis the 
Soviets are not able to place us in a disadvantageous position 
by raising, or threatening to raise, the military ante. (See 
Section I. A. above.) 

In addition to SALT's role in achieving and maintaining 
an acceptable us-soviet nuclear balance, SALT can -- if properly 
conceived, -implemented and verified -- help manage the diplo
matic aspect of the superpower nuclear relationship_ by reducing 
mutual uncertainties regarding strategic plans and by demon
strating to us and Allied publics that this Administration is 
aeriously pursuing diplomatic as well as programmatic paths to 
reducing the risk of nuclear war. 

In the past, SALT has been considered a central element 
~n East-West relations. Pressures to pursue SALT for the sake 
of preserving "detente" and SALT's emergence as the "center
piece" of the us-soviet political relationship have in the past 
worked against our interests. Our current objective should be 
to scale down unrealistic public expectations about the talks. 
SALT should not be considered the bellwether of East-West . 
relations. E7en u~ agreement with militarily significant limi
tations would not eliminate the root causes of the US-Soviet 
adversary relationship. 

We face prcsgure, however, from our Allies and other 
countries to resume the arms control process. Unless dealt 
with, these coulc undermi~c Allied unity and deprive us of 
the support fte r.ec= to proc~ed with key elements of our global 
strategy. We need to pursue a strategy that will meet these 
Allied concerr.s while· at the same time preserving US flexi
bility and ~aintair.ing tougher substantive standards for the 
anns control process. In particular, we should not allow SALT 
to raise expectations which could reduce either us or Allied 
willingness t;.o bear the burdens which will be necessarv to re
dress the strategic balance and to contain Soviet expa~sion. 
We need to establish a public perception of the primacy of 
military programs as the only sure basis for ensuring national 
security •• 



In pursuit of those goals and to avoid arousing un
realistic public expectations- about the talks. our approach 
to· SALT should be as low key as possible. Although the open
ing pf any talks will certainly attract great public and press 
interest, we should adopt a cautious ~nd patient public stance 
during the neqotiations. ·we should not appear overly eager to 
reach agreement or allow the pace to be hurried by events ex
ternal to the negotiations. 

II. us-soviet P.~l~tions 

Relations between -the US and the USSR reflect a fundamenta·l 
and enduring conflict of interest. The Soviets have always 

-viewed negotiations with the us, including arms control tal·ks, 
as one element in the rivalry between the two systems. It is 
essential that the OS not over-estimate the extent to which 
SALT could moderate Soviet international behavior. Arms con
trol agreements· neqotiated simply to improve the atmosphere of 
superpower relations but which do not affect the actual course 
of Soviet weapons development and deployment can be more harm
ful than nom? at all, iftsofar as they are mistakenly perceived 
to enhance us national secur_i ty or decrease the Soviet threat. 

SALT will inevitably be an . important part of our relations 
with the USSR, but this Administration will view the process as 
complementary to our broader political and strategic objectives. 
Thus, the US SALT posture should demonstrate both our resolve 
to compete successfully with the Soviets in strategic nuclear 
and other areas, and our willingness to cooperate in areas of 
mutual benefit. It should also be designed to counter Soviet 
propaganda that only the u~-:-';) is intetested in arms control, 
while the US is attempting to sabotage the process, and to 
place the onus on the Soviets if the talks fail. 

Furthermore, since arms control should be a means of com
plementing rather than an alternative to .. a . vigorous strategic 
modernization proqrarn~ SALT should ·be ·puisued in a climate 
shaped by a major US effort to im?rove its 'strategic position, 
which, in addition to ensuring that our force requirements are 
met, will also gi~e us ·greater leverage than before. Finally, 
we must maintain a strong And consistent emphasis on comp1i
ance, and ensure that all treaty provisions are subject to 
effective verification. 

Linkage 

The us ·has made it clear to the Soviets that linkage is 
a fact of life and - that Soviet behavior inevitably will affect 
prospects for arms control. Our policies with respect to 
regional issues should be calculated to reinforce their percep
Uona of this fact, without, however, precluding a measure of 

31 



• 

~ 
- 3 -

policy flexibility. We should, for example, continue to empha
size th~ favorable impact progress toward resolution of such 
issues as Afghanistan and Kampuchea would have. on prospects for 
arms control, without being pinned down to specifics. We also 
should make it clear to the Soviets that a US consensus in 
support of a SALT agreement will be achievable only in a cli
mate of Soviet international restraint. 

III. US-Allied Relations 

Our SALT strategy must be one element of a coherent 
Alliance security policy. Any SALT agreement must permit con
tinued US capability to defend our Allies against any level of 
Soviet threat, both conventional and nuclear, as well as Allied 
confidence in that capability and in US will to use it. SALT 
cannot be allowed to interfere with necessary efforts by the 
Alliance to increase its conventional and nuclear defenses in 
response to the mdjor Soviet buildup of recent years. Solidify
ing Allied support for the TNF deployment decision will, there
fore, be a major clement in our strategy toward SALT talks 
-- and naturally toward talks on TNF as well~ As our planning 
ad·-1ances for talks on T~ff and SALT, we wi 11 need to devise an 
appropriate connection bctw~~n these talks, ·as well as any 
agreements -reached in them. In the future we must seek to de
emphasize the c~ntral role arms control plays in our relations 
with our Allies and avoid an automatic linkage between moderni
zation and arms control. 

We must also seek to take into account particular British 
and French concerns that any SALT agreement not create condi
tions which could undermine the effectiveness of . thei~ independ~ 
ent nuclear deterrent forces. In this regard, we cannot accept 
any provisions which would restrict our right to transfer tech
nology we deem necessary and appropriate to support these Allied 
nuclear forces, e.g., the UK Trident deal. 

At the sarne time, US Allies are concerned that the SALT 
process continuP.. Until we are in a position to satisfy that 
concern, we can expect continuing difficulties in ensuring 
Alliance unity on political-military questions. Our SALT 
strategy, thereforQ, should be designed to enhance Allied 
cohesion on both security and broader political matters and to 
counter Soviet efforts to drive wedges between the US and our 
Allies while pre!;erving us· options to correct the military im
balance. Through continuing close consultation as the SALT 

·· process develops we must co,.·.,ince the Allies that we are taking 
account of their l~gitimate security and political concerns. 
At the same time, we ~ust not allow the Allies to assume that 
they can exercise .:i "veto" over US SALT policy. 

By explaininq and demonstrating our g~nuine interest in 
a meaningful, balanced and verifiable SALT agreement, we can 
counter Soviet propaganda that only the USSR is interested in 



araa control ~n~ redu~e the influence of neutraliat and anti
US currents 1n Al l ied public-~. At the •ame t.ime, any lntiation 
of SALT talk~ sh~•ld not~ allowed to evoke unrealiatlc 
ant:lcipetion t ha• .J return to •detent•-•· is· itmllinent an4 that 
~he Al 1 lanc~ ~: ,111 , lack en 1 ts •:oncern about ~e n~ture of the 
long-term S0v i.t!L t.hi-eat. 

tV. Third w,,rld 

The priff',ar-1 ;j ~ SALT obj~c-~ive wit.h re~pect to the Third 
World i• to ~n~ur~ that any ~gr~ment i• b••ed on• atr&teqic 
force poatu~• wh .,r:h raakes it possible for ua to defend our 
Allie• and lt! ·; 1t 1 iT,dt.e interes'ta -in the reqion. Our SALT 
atratagy aho,11'1 al~o be deeiqned t'o da110n!l'trate to Third World· 
nations that ~f>'.1 i ... t . action• are driving the anna competition 

. and that the us i~ ,enuinely intereated in limiting th• · ■ t.ra- . 
teqlc C0Wtp.t1tion through n•qotiationa ••well•• by ll&intain
lng a balance Lhr~uqh ou~ own proqram•. Such a poature vould 
hav~ aome P'l~l~ivc impact on the US poaition in aultilAtaral 
fora devoted· t.o arm• control, vhere Third World: ·nation.a a.r. ·· 
generally in t:hc majorit?y, and vould eaae pre■surea fra::a 'third 
World natlon~ fnr movement in arraa control area■ we wo~ld fr9-
fer to avoid. P-. 'J ~ • CTB. 

v. Non-rrolifera~iOI'\ 

US-SA.LT 41trnt~'JY ahoolc1 Jtl9o defflOn■trate that the US tak•• 
aerioualy it ~ co1T1mi tment •m'1~r J\rticle VI of the NPT •~o pur■ua 
nef)fltial i one 1. n ·J'>ud faith on effective .-easurea relat.i.nq to 
ce~sati,,~ o! t ht.> nuclear 4.t'1na race .... • and that lack ot · 
progr••• ie lhe ,esult of s~v1@t unvillinqneaa to accept equi• 
table, ■ tabili7.inq and veciClable agree .. nts • . Serioua SALT 
negotiations "houl,1 at a miniJnUJll deny nof'.1- ■ ignatory nat.iona 
an •xcue• for postponing adherence and could encourage aoae of th••• nation■ to conclude that po•••••ion of nuclear .,..pona 
1• not requir~d to ••t thetr lagitiSMte •ecurity concerna. 
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..SECRET . September 23, 1981 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ACDA - Norman Terrell 
CIA - Raymond McCrory 
JCS - BGen. Joseph Skaff 
NSC - MGen. Robert Schweitzer 
Negotiator - Ambassador Rowny 
oso - · Rich4rd Perle 
VP Military Office - Michael Fry 

PM - Robert Blackwill, Acting (</.3 
SALT IG 

A meeting of the SALT IG will be held on Thursday, 
October 1 from 2:30-4:00 p.m. in room '·6530 in the 
Department of State. The meeting will discuss the 
following topics : 

A paper, drafted by ACDA, on the U.S. strategy 
for the upcoming sec session; •· 

An Executive Summary (attached) of Sections I-III 
of our long-term SALT study, "Basic Considerations for 
U.S. SALT Policy". The summary, which was drafted and 
thoroughly reviewed by the SALT working group, sets forth 
the basic pr i nciples which should guide our future SALT 
strategy; 

-- A future work program for the SALT IG. 

· cc:OMB: Wi lliam Sc hneider 
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Basic Considerations for US SALT Policy: Executive Summary 

I 

r.. US Objectives Reqardinq Strategic Arms Negotiations 

A. US National Security Objectives in SALT 

1~ Broad us Strategic Force Objective~ 

US strategic forces have a fourfold mission: 1) Deter 
a nuclear attack on the US and its Allies1 2) Deter· a major conven~ 
tional attack aqainst our Allies1 3) Limit damaqe to the US in a 
limited nuclear . conflict, and 4) Minimize Soviet ability to coerce 
the US or our Allies. The us intends to pursue a balanced improve
ment in force capabilities needed to carry out our strategic policy. 
Current force planning seeks to redress the existing strategic 
imbalance through a modernization program to achieves l) greater 
survivability, 2) endurance, and 3) more effective second strike 
capability against military and civilian targets as well as enhanced 
deterrence against subsequent Soviet strikes, and 4) a capacity to 
expand nuclear forces during a period of strategic warning or conven
tional war.(This include& short-term approaches, such as changes in 
readiness, and other measures which may be effective during a pro
tracted period of preparation.) 

2. National security objectives in strategic arms negotia
tions 

We must establish the primacy of military programs as the 
basis fo~ ensuring natioaal security. However, we should also con
tinue a cautious ana pragmatic search for eff.ective approaches to 
strategic ' arms control. SALT should support -- and not substitute for 
-- US milita~y programs. A strategic arms agreement should be in our 
national security interest from a strictly military point of view. 
It should directly enhanc• national security, limiting those Soviet 
systems which are threatening to us and permitting essential US force 
modernization programs. 

ii Arms control should be supportive of US military programs 
)-~l : · by allowing for deployment of diverse, survivable, strategic systems. }} I The SALT framework must.be compa-tible ~i~h our nat~onal secur~ty needs, 
.- '.1 i allowing for systems which rely on mobility, location uncertainty, or 

'}: .. I\- ,.proliferation to achieve- survivability. Consequently, it is necessary 
,~ i i: that our negotiating positions support strategic force decisions, and 
·: f ~r ! permit the flexibility to respond to Soviet threats which may not 
·' • ... . be constrained by a future agreement, as well as possible breakout from 
· · it. We should not seek limitations on technology for its own sake. 

· We need to recognize that many force modernization measures and 
technological advances actually could contribute to the arms control 
goal of stability. 

Any treaty which limits us forces must contain militarily. 
:, :· ,• i. significant constraints on Soviet capabilities which threaten us. 

·, . Por: _such constraints to play a role in enhancing stability and 
i reducing uncertainty they must be verifiable and free from the 
i ; the: pfospect of significant circumvention • 

. ·.• .. . 

·f ~1-[~. --~.~: ~: · · 
•· ~;1 .. -1 ·.. t ;!, 
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B. us Foreign Policy Objectives in SALT 

1. General Considerations 

SALT' should be- one eleme,nt in a COJ.ftprehens.ive US security 
and foreign policy structure whose primary objective is to promote a 
more stable and peaceful world order by containing Soviet expansionism, 
deterring aggression by others, containing crises, reducing sources of 
conflict and achievinq a stable military balance. 

2. US Soviet Relations 

The Soviets have always viewed negotiations _with the 
us, including arms control talks, as one element in a fundamental and 
enduring rivalry. The us must not over-estimate the extent to which 
SALT can moderate Soviet behavior. SALT will inevitably be an important 
part of our relations with the USSR, but it should be viewed as comple
mentary to our broader political and strategic objectives. Thua, our 
SALT posture should demonstrate our resolve to compete successfully 
with the Soviets in strategic and other areas, as well as our willing~ 
ness to cooperate on the basis of genuine mutual benefit. 

: :"! i 3. US-Allied relations 
, .! i 1-. :'t 1'i 

_j L .. _____ Any SALT aqreement must preserve our capability to defend 
.. ··•i ·~- ~ our Allies aga i nst t he Soviet nuclear and conventional t hreat, and l t . f,: maintain Allied confidence in our will to ~efend them. At the same 
;;LJ- i · \ t:ime, our SALT strategy should satisfy Allied concerns that the SALT 
~~'. ,:;( : !Eprocess continue and co1Jnter Soviet efforts to drive a wedge between 
.';_· ~'.; ;HQUrselves and the Allies .. SALT cannot be allowed to interfere with 
~\,. -,f ;:.:~1the Alliance defense response to the continuing Soviet nuclear and ~f: ·.· .. 'l ".conventional build-up. In particular, Allied support ; or TNF deploy-
1, : · .: ·ment will be a major element in our strategy toward SALT including 

· •· the question of an appropriate connection between talks on TNF and 
·,;: ·:! SALT central systems. Close consultations·- will be required to con-
: :I: ' vince Allies that we are taking account of their interests, without 

:( l allowing an Allied "veto• over US policy. We must also avoid SALT 
:: : '·provisions which could restrict our ability to transfer necessary mili
r J ·:·tary technology to the Allies as well as take account of British and 

·'.Fr~nch concerns regarding the effectiveness of their nuclear deterrents. 

Congress and SALT . 
•~. . t Conqress has displayed significant and enduring interest in SALT 

sihct the beginninq of the process. It will play a significant role 
, •in future talks. The Administration must maintain effective communica

·tion with Members to ensure that Congressional concerns are addressed 
during planning for and conduct of negotiations. Too direct a Congres

:. ;, ~ s.ional involvement in the process, however, could undercut the separa-
.- -~: .;, ·t .ion : of powers. Moreover, Congress does not speak with one voice on 

·, SA~! ~ l\S O'!r preparations for SALT advance we need to conside~ the 
t .• , 
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degree of direct Congressional involvement i~ the process which we 
desire. We will certainly want to provide regular briefing on the 
progress of the talks but we will need to look very carefully at 
whether to include Members as advisers to the delegation. 

II. A. Soviet National Security Objectives in SALT 

The Soviets view their strategic arms policy in the context of 
a long-term competition with the US for global power. The aims 
of their forces are to deter attack, support their foreign policy, 
and prevail over the US should war occur. We judge that the 
foremost military objective of Soviet SALT policy is the protection 
of their own strategic programs in order to enhance their strategic 
warfighting capability. Their policy is also formulated to slow the 
pace of us strate~ic force development, to reduce the likelihood of 

. 
1 

➔ i I. nuclear war; and to reduce uncertainty for Soviet military planners. 
1) l' (DIA believes that the over.riding consideration governing Soviet 

·= :r:·_:, . strategic arms policy is to develop the forces needed to create 
·· .. t ;.1··' : :£1 military and political opportunities for Soviet expansion.) 

, ,. 1'"\f' t ... , I ,,,, .... ,rifi: f : + i 1 
Jj"·'Y~{'. , :·"; ·:· T~e Soviets h~ve been ~triving t _o acquire and m~intain forces 
tt .;.· , •. · · .. t:.o achieve these aims. Sov1et ICBMs have the potential to r \ ,:, ::; . ~destroy the bulk of US land-based ICBMs in a counterforce first 
~-; ·i • :f; ·i·i . ,strike. Their SLBMs and heavy bombers add increased flexibility 
~:r ·_.y :'.1 

: ~ • to: 'their targeting options. The Soviets are- upgrading their Moscow 
;i. · · . . ABM system to give it increased capability to defend against some 
~.!_ .. ... . J·: : .:o's:: .~eentry vehicles, third-ce>untry threats, and accidental launches • 
. - . :Soviet air defenses, if they survive a US missile attack, probably 

.. wo.u~d have good capabilities against high-- and medium-altitude 
-targets but poor capabilities against low-altitude targets. The 

. ·-· ., . .. ·:-· Soviets lack effective- means with wh-tch to counter US SSBNs at sea. 

The Soviets have major R&D programs under way to improve all 
elements of their strategic forces. We are not yet able con-

. fidently to assess their expected effectiveness against US stra
tegic force improvement options. The Soviets will probably 
continu~ to pursue their traditional conservative approach in 

· system development, making incremental improvement in most new or 
modified systems in order to avoid high technological risks. 
However, faced with a serious threat or the prospect of making 
a significant qain over the us, we expect the Soviets vigorously 
to pursue developments which press the state-of-the art in 
advanced technoloqiPs. 

We believe that the USSR has altered certain. development 
and deployment programs because of the terms of the SALT I 
and SA·LT II agreements. None of these alterations, howeve~, 
would significantly affect the capabilities of Soviet strategic 
forces, including the capability to destroy US ICBM forces. 

~ 
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On balance, the Soviets believe that the SALT process has had 
real political and military value. In the near term, they are 
unlikely to take any irreversible steps that would openly con
travene SALT I or II unless. they were firmly convinced that 
the us is undertakinq or is about to undertake programs barred 
by current agreements . They· will, however, continue ambiguous 
activities such as telementry encryption. In the event the US 
took action inconsistent with SALT I or II, the Soviets would 
be well-positioned to andertake quickly a spectrum of measures 
that would be, evidence of their intentions openly to contravene 
SALT. 

. ·! : II. B Soviet Foreiqn Policy Objectives in SAL'!' 

. ;, , I 
1; i I SALT plays a prominent role in Soviet security policy designed : l . 

i i: to shift the global balance in favor of the USSR. There has been 
· _., considerable consistency in Soviet foreign policy objectives toward 

t d I SALT sirtce the beginning of the process, but the Soviets have also it i j been flexible in taking account of changed political conditions. 
t ; ~!1 · The Soviets believe that a resumption of SALT talks would serve the 
l ''. di: . followin~ major long-range foreign policy objectives vis a vis the 
I P , 11 l I ;. US 

r J!t. \ :-j .. ! • -1 ,:. t . , • · : ·l · . . ;.!: • ...... ; 
' ,.; .. . , . -- Foster ,the perception of a return to •detente• in order to 
/ :u ; : ··. reduce US support for military modernization, facilitate relations 
', V: \,; . in other areas, especially trade and technology transfer, and demon-

;,-i ;V'~1 ;_ ., strate that strategic arms control can be divorced from wider linkaqes . 
._ . • -r, ... f . 1 · , , 

.f. ·· · · :f~ ·· · -- Shift the overall balance of forces in their favor and hence 
.•,· enhance• their political leverage, with the ultimate aim of achieving a 
~ ~trategic posture which would permit them to influence international 

political events to their advanta~e and would give them the best chance 
of .-:prevailing in a confrontation with the OS • 

• I ·p 

. . I:: .. 
· · : ': --· Reduce the likelihood of nuclear war by increasing 

Soviet certainty about potential US strategic responses in a crisis. 

-- Reduce the economic costs to the Soviets of ·achieving their 
strategic forces objectives against the US • 

. , 
. _ The Soviets also · seek to achieve the following major 

objectives vis a vis US Allies through a resumption of SALT talks: 

- - Reduce Allied willinqness to increase defense spending. 

,.· . . Stimulate and exploit Allied fears about the reliability 
of the US as a guarantor of their security interests, and 

Facilitate the development of East-West ties, especially 
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trade and technology transfer, in isolation from Soviet adventurism in 
the Third world, and encourag~ tendencies within Western Europe to 
adopt positions more in accord with Soviet interests. 

At present, however, Moscow seeks to capitalize on European 
concerns about the hiatus in SALT through a, diplomatic and propaganda 
.campaign aimed at: 1) driving wedgea between the US and its Allies: 2) 
thwarting TNF modernization1 and 3) increasinq pressure on the US for an 
early return to talks. 

III. Implications ot the Above Objectives for OS Policy on Strategic 
Arms Negotations 

A. Benefits and Liabilities 

1. Verification and Compliance 

The closed and secretive nature of Soviet society means 
- that the US fac~s an inherently ffi6re difficult task than the Soviets 

in negotiating agreements that will ensure effective verification. 
This asymmetry allows the Soviets to seek to offer verification 
concessions in return for substantive US concessions in other areas. 
In addition, it has important security implications for the US, since 
it .increases the risk of Soviet breakout while it is essentially 
impossible for the US to acquire, undetected, a breakout capability. 

Effectively verifiable agreements can benefit the US by 
facilitating our ability to collect military intelliqence. SALT I 
provisions banning certain deliberate concealment measures may have 
had some positive impact on our ability to monitor Soviet strategic 
developments and their absence would furthe~ complicate US intelligence 
collection. On the other hand, SALT· can enhance Soviet knowledge about 
US intelligence capabilities, and some· Soviet concealment activities 
have- significantly increased since the signing of SALT I. 

While the Soviets will continue to exploit ambiguities or 
loopholes in agreements, they can be expected to abide closely to the 
speci£ic terms of provisions which are tightly drafted and where com
plian'ce can be clearly judged. 

,. 

Force Posture Asymmetries 

Existing asymmetries in strategic forces -- with the Soviets ahead 
in many ~re~s and the US in others -- introduce considerable complexity 
into negotiations.. The Soviets have the advantage of current momentum, 
but .~he US will gain increased leverage aa a tangible US commitment 
to modernize our strategic forces is translated into real systems. 

·• ., . \. ,., • .. ,. i 
- .. . ; ~ ·'-''--'-'--- -
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Alliance· Factors 

us Allies have far greater economic, technoloqical and military 
strength than do the Warsaw Pact "allies• of the Soviet Union. The 
military forces of us Allies, including independent British· and 

. r French strategic forces, complicate· Soviet military planning. It is 
:jt~.i clear, however:, that the Allies cannot defend themse-lves against the 
':~ .. ·, ; soviet.. Union and their combined nuclear forces are heavily outnumbered 
~:·;! 

1
-_ by the European peripheral strategic and LRTNF forces of the- Soviet 

~- ' : :il . Union .. 

¥} ~~ .~ . . . The- basis of the NATO Alliance -- genuine common interest 
~:-; ·· .. !· r ·' helps ensure its long-term stability. It is important for the US to 

-..- .: . . 
·. ,: ·. , .. 

d· . 
• r ; 

·• .. 

· .. 1 ii. , ,, 
• j •• 

have Allied support for our defense and arms control policies. This 
gives the Allies a certain influence over US policies. It also allows 
the Soviets to advance proposals designed to weaken and divide the 
Alliance. Moreover, the Soviets have. the advantage of direct propaganda 
access to Western European publics. A US SALT policy which is developed 
in· close consultation with the Allies should have a positive effect on 
Alliance unity. An early us commitment to resumption of SALT negotiation--s 
- - consistent, of course, with our force modernization efforts, the state 
of'. our internal SALT·-preparations, aria-iinkage considerations·-= could be 
useful in counterinq Soviet efforts to divide the· Alliance. 

, -
III:.: ·a. Criteria For Strate,gic Arms Negotiations 

• • I 

... ·: . 1. Princ1.ples on which US SALT policy should be founded 

. a) Instrument of National Security Policy: Our arms control 
effort will be an integral part and an instrument of our national 
security policy. we must ensure that any SALT agreement · contributes 
to maintaining a strong, survivable, and enduring US nuclear .deterrent. 
(See section I.A.l. above.) · 
But the primary basis for ensuring our national security must be our 
military programs. SALT cannot be viewed as a substitute for necessary 
strategic modernization. We can negotiate successfully only if we 
demonstrate clear resolve to redress the strategic balance, if need 
be w.ithout arms control •. 

b) Equality: Nothing less than overall equality is acceptable 
•in any future strategic arms limitation agreement both for political/ 
perceptual and for military reasons. Any future pact must permit a 
real equality of strategic capabilities, particularly survivability and 
counterforce capabilities. It is probably impossible, . and not necessarily 
desirable to establ ish equality in every category of strategic measure
ment. We must however ins i st on strict equality in the most highly 
visible and relevant measures of effectiveness or ensure that any 
Soviet advantage pres~rved by the agreement is offset by comparable 
US advantage preserved by the agreement. 
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c) Strategic Stability Enhancing_strat~ic stability is a major 
goal of our SALT policy. In order to achieve this goal an agreement 
should restrain the mos~ threatening Soviet systems, such as heavy 
ICBMs, and reduce Soviet counterforce capabilities generally, while 
enhancinq the survivability of US systems an4 permitting the US to 
close the existing counterforce gap. 

d) Effective Verification: Any agreement must allow effective 
us v·erffication. The basic. us verirication strategy will be- to devise 
substantive positions, including units of limitation, that meet our 
fundamental strateqic objectives, and construct a series of measures 
to assure verifiabil i ty. Such measures could include counting rules, 
collateral constraints, coope.rative measures (either intrusive or 
remote) and data base information. 

Effective verification requires (1) precise and simple pro
visions, (2) capability to monitor these provisions within accept
able levels of confidence, (3) willingness to make a judgment that 
a violation has occurred, and (4) the means and willingness 
to take effective and timely action to redress the situation. 

· ;, For each proviaion the basic question is whether or not compli
crnce with the limits can be determined to the. extent necessary to safe-
1guard our security - - that is, whether or not in the face of Soviet 
~~ncealment and deception we could detect a violation and whether we 
would have the means and time to redress the disadvantageous results 
of . that violation. ~e may, of course, deliberately allow some 
amb'iguous provisions, if these are judged to be in the U.S. interest 
-- for example, if they preserve greater flexibility for U.S. programs 
of if they place more significant restrictions on the Soviets despite 
uncertainties. In view _of the inherent asymmetries between the open 
u.·s·~ · and closed Soviet system ( see Section III A for a fuller 
discussion), such instances where ambiguity is judged to be in the u.s. 
interest will probably occur rarely. But, we may need to deal with 
substantive provis i ons that do not admit to effective verification 
even with extensive cooperative measures, either by omitting them 
from the agreement, being prepared to live with the uncertainties 

_ ___ or ~eciding to do without an....agreement entirely. 

,. 

•• i 

i 

I 
• . l 

.. . · . 
' •I • : 

. ; . ;_ 
.,. . r: ,· . . •. 

We must make it clear that progress in arms control depends 
on a more forthcomina Soviet attitude on verification. The US should 
avoid substantive concessions to gain Soviet concessions on verifica
tion. We must resist any tendancy to relax verification standards 
as talks continue. We should avoi d provisions whose monitoring 
depends on a single vulnerable asset or where problems in revealing 
intelligence sources and methods could make compliance discussion 
difficult • 

'! '. 

-- ·---- ---
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e) Reduction: We should seek meaningful reductions in strategic 
forces so as to reduce the level of destruction which nuclear war 
could bring. rn so doing, however, we must take- account of the effect 
of such reductions on deterrent capabilities of our nuclear forces, in 
equality and strategic stability and in verification effectiveness. 

f) Linkage _: Soviet international conduct directly affects the
prospecta for success in arms control. The US approach to SALT must 
take account of Soviet international behavior, developments in other 
arms control negotiations, and Soviet military developments in non
strategic systems. The Soviet response to compliance concerns we 
have raised with other agreements, such as the Biolo~ical Weapons 
Convention, should influence our approach to negotiating SALT. 

2. US Negotiating Strategy Should Take into Account 

a) Objectives of US Military Programs The impact of any 
potential US negotiating position on planned US programs must be 
carefully considered. we must also consider the totality of defense 
proqrams, for example, the relationship between offensive and defen
sive forces1 and theater and strateqic forces. It is essential 
that strategic arms neqotiations not restrict elements of US 
strategic force modernization efforts without careful considera
~ion of interrelationships with other areas. In considering the 
.totality of defense proqrams and their retationship to offensive 
fbrces referred to in the preceding paragraph, the us should 
undertake an intensiv~ and thorouqh review of the ABM Treaty. 

b) Risks inherent off US for 
limits on ov1et orces: T ere 1s an 1n 
the Soviets have much greater advance knowledge about planned US 
programs than we have about theirs. Our negotiating strategy 
must carefully weigh this risk, including Soviet potential for 
circumvention, non-compliance and breakout, against the benefits 
of treaty restrictions on Soviet forces. 

'I 

; - c) Low-key approach: our approach to SALT should be as low 
key : as possible. SALT should not. be considered the bellwether of 
E_ast-West relations. We should restrain public expectations about 
the results or the pac~ of talks, which could reduce US or Allied 
willingness to bear necessary defense burdens. We must -be prepared 
for long and di ff icul t · negotiations and must avoid any impression 
that the Soviets can extract concessions to avoid delay. The talks 
themselves should be primarily conducted through delegations. 

· . 3. Timing 

Be.fore we make a ciecision on resuming SALT negotiations, we 
should have completeo our SALT policy review and demonstrated a 
clear commitment to pro~rams to redress the strategic balance. Once 
these conditions are met, and provided Soviet global conduc~ allows, 
further delay in -negotiations aimed at enhancing OS security and 
based on equality, verifiability, and reductions would work against 
US interests. 
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IET LECTURER ANO 
THE A R R NT Y A ·K ED PRESENTATION 
ON THE SOVIET PEACE PROGRAM TH£ MAIN CONT£NT 
OF MESSAGE WA 
A CORRECT pouc:y SJNCE wn ACHIEVING SOVIET 
FOREIGN POLICY OBJECTIVES WITHOUT INVOLVING- THE 
USSR I N A DIRECT CONFRONTATION WITH THE U. S. • 

R UNOER THE PARTY ' 
SEEKING TO IMPLEMENT TH£ PEACE INITIATIVES OUTLlllED 
AT TRE LAST THREE PARTY CONGRESSES . ANO THE USSR'S 
SfktAtTR is RESPONSIBLE FOR PEACE ti EIJROPE THESE 
LAST 30 YEARS . TO COUNTER THE USSR'S SUCCESSES 
THE U.S. HAS EMBARKED ON MAJOR MILITARY P'ROGRAIIIS 
ANO INCREASED DEFENSE SPENDING . HE EMPLOYED STANDARD 
ARGUMENTS ABOUT THE "EXISTING" BALANCE OF FORCES 
IN EUROPE. -BUT FAILED TO ATTACK DIRECTLY THE 
PRESIDENT'S INF PROPOSAL OR TO CHARACTERIZE PROSPECTS 
FOR THE INF TALKS. THE U.S. ARMED FORCES WERE 
DESCRIBED AS "HIRED." ANO THE U.S. "FAILURE" IN 
THE IRAN HOSTAGES RESCUE ATTEMPT WAS CITED AS AN 
EXAMPLE OF U.S. WEAKNESS. THE LECTURER RESPOIIOED 
TO A QUESTION WHY PRAVDA DID NOT PRINT ALL OF 
SCHMIOT' S REMARKS BY SAYING. "COMRADES. WE ALL 
HAVE PARTY CARDS. YOU KNOW NOT EVERYTHING IS PUT 
IN THE PAPERS . • END SUMMARY . 

3. SPEAKING TO AN AUDIENCE OF 75 PERSONS MOSTLY 
IN THEIR MIO TO LATE oO'S AT MOSCOW'S "TEACHERS' 
HONE" A SOVIET CANDIDATE OF MILITARY SCIENCE AT 
IMEMO GAVE A LOW KEYED TALK ON DISARMAMENT AIIO THE 
ARMS RACE. HE BEGAN BY NOTING THE ANNOUNCDIEIIT 
IN OCTOBER OF THE "REAGAN STRATEGIC PROGRAM , • 
BREZHNEV'S SPIEGEL I NTERVIEW . PRESIDENT REAGAN ' S 
PRESS CLUB SPEECH . AND THE INF TALKS AT GENEVA. 

4. THE SOVIET APPROACH TO PEACE IS AIMED ON 
LIMITING ARMS. CONTROLLING WEAPONS OF NASS 
DESTRUCTION . ANO STRENGTHENING DETENTE , HE SAID. 
THE USSR'S POLICY' HAS BEEN CLEARLY OUTLINED AT 
THE LAST THREE PARTY CONGRESSES. AND RESTS FIRST 
011 THE USSR'S OWN STREIIGTM ( "ECONOMIC. POLmCAL, 
A110 MILITARY") AND SECONO ON THE USSR'S 
"SUFFICIEMTLY FLEXIBLE" POLICIES. 
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5. HE USED THE KOREAN WAR. VIETIIAM . ANO THE 
1979 PRC•VIETNAMESE BORDER INCURSIONS TO I LLUSTRATE 
HOW SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY HAS BEEN SUCCESSFUL. 
IN EACH CASE . HE SAID . THE USSR WAS ASL£ TO 
ACHIEVE A FAVORABLE SOLUTION TO THE CONFLICTS WHILE 
AT THE SAME TINE AVOIDING BOTH A CONFRONTATION 
WITH THE U. S. ANO DIRECT INVOLVEMENT. ( "IN KOREA . 
U. S. TROOPS MOVED CLOSE TO OUR BORDER . AND WE 
PREPARED OUR TROOPS IN CASE . OF COURSE . THANK GOD . 
IT WAS NOT NECESSARY . ") DURING THE PRC·VIETIIAN 
CONFRONTATION. HE WENT ON . "WE HAO AN AGREEMENT 
WITH VIETNAM ON FRIENDSHIP , ON COOPERATION . THAT ALSO 
INCLUOED MILITARY ASSISTANCE . EACH OF US WONDERED 
HOW IT WOULD ENO UP . EVERYONE KNEW WE WOULD FULFILL 
OUR INTERNATIONAL OBLIGATIONS. " 

S. SECURITY IN EIJROPE ANO PRESERVATION OF PEACE 
ARE THE NOST IMPORTANT TASKS FACING THE PEOPLE ANO 
THE PARTY IN THE SO ' S. HE WENT ON . THANKS TO 
THE USSR'$ STRENGTH . PEACE IN EUROPE HAS BEEN 
PRESERVED FOR MORE THAN 30 YEARS. 

7. THE SPEAKER THEN MOVED ON TO THE ARMS RACE . 
("I KNOW THIS IS HARD FOR 'tiOMEN TO UNDERSTAND . SO 
I WILL TRY TO KEEP IT SIMPLE , • HE SAID . THE AUOIEIICE . 
FULLY HALF OF WHICH WAS FEMALE . MADE NO VISIBLE 
REACTION TO THIS CCNilENT . ) HIS PRESENTATION 
CONTAINED STANDARD MATERIAL ON THE HIGH COSTS AND 
THE LARGE AMOUNT OF RESOURCES GOING INTO U. S. ANO 
NATO MILITARY PROGRAMS . BUT HE GAVE NO CORRESPONDING 
FIGURES FOR SOVIET SPENDING . HE CLAIMED THE U. S. 
HAS 30 • 32,000 WARHEADS . BUT "WE HAVE MORE POWE~FUL 
ONES TO COMPENSATE." THERE IS "APPROXIMATE EQUALITY" 
NOW. HE SAID. BUT "WE HAVE A DIFFERENT GEOGRAPHICAL 
Alll HISTORICAL SITUATION FRON THE U.S. THUS, IT I S 
HARD TO COMPARE THE TWO SIDES. THIS ACCOUNTS FOR 
THE DIFFERENT PROPOSALS Of BREZHNEV ANO REAGAN,• 
HE SAID CANO IDLY. TURNING TO THE INF TALKS, THE 
SPEAKER GAVE A BRIEF RUNDOWN ON THE HISTORY OF SALT 
ANO THEN IIO'TED THAT TACTICAL WEAPONS ANO U.S. 
FBS HAO NEVER BEEN DISCUSSED BEFORE. NOW .' BECAUSE 
BT 
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OF THE STIIATEGIC THREAT THESE ltEAPONS POSE FOR THE 
USSR , ANO BECAUSE OF MASSIVE EUROPEAN DEMONSTRATIONS 
AGAINST DEPLOYMENT OF AMERICAN MISSILES IN EUROPE . 
THE U. S. HAO BEEN FORCED TO BEGIN NEGOTIATIONS. HE 
GAVE NO OPINION ON THE OUTCOME OF THE GENEVA TALKS, 
BUT DID STRESS THAT "UNL!XE MBFR ltHICH HAO BEEN 
GOIIIG ON FOR 9 YEARS, AGREEMENT ON TNF MUST BE REACHED 
BY 1983 . • 

B. THE SPEAKER ltENT ON TO RECOUNT THE RESULTS 
ACHIEVED IN THE AREA OF ARMS CONTROL. GIVING ALL 
THE CREDIT TO THE USSR FOR ITS INITIATIVES . SINCE 
1959 , HE SAID , 29 MILITARY-POLITICAL AGREEMENTS 
HAVE BEEN CONCLUOED ltITH THE ltEST . STILL , NOT ., 
ALL SOVIET PROPOSALS HAVE BEEN ACCEPTED . IN THE 
LAST YEAR ANO A HALF THE U. S. HAS BROKEN OFF 
DISCUSSIONS ON FIVE AREAS (CAT . ASAT , ANO THE 
IIIOIAN OCEAN ltERE MENTIONED ). DUE TO THE 
"HARDHEADEDNESS OF OUR PARTNER , " THE MBFR TALKS 
HAD BEEN GOING ON FOR 9 YEARS ANO NOT A SINGLE 
TROOP HAD BEEN ltITHORAltN EXCEPT FOR THE 20. 000 
UNILATERALLY TAKEN OUT OF GERMANY BY Tit£ SOVIETS . 
STILL , HE SAID. SOME TALKS ARE PROCEEDING, SUCH 
AS NPT ANO CSCE. uss~-FRG RELATIONS . THE ISSUE 
OF MEDIUM RANGE ROCKETS IN EUROPE . ANO STRATEGIC 
IIEAPONS TALKS SET TO BEGIN NEXT YEAR ALL GIVE 
IIIPI.ILSE TO FURTHER EAST•ltEST CONTACTS . 

9. TURNING TO MEDIUM RANGE MISSILES, THE SPEAKER 
CLAIMED THAT SINCE 1977 THE USSR HAS MODERNIZED 
ITS MISSILE FORCE 111TH •200 TO 250" ss-20· S ltHICH 
HAVE CREATED A "LOUD NOISCW IN THE ltEST , BUT NATO 
HAS NOii DECIDED TO INTROOUCE ENTIRELY MEit ltEAPON 
SYSTEMS. THE GLCIIS AND PERSHING 2'S. THE U.S •• 
HE CONTINUED, HAS MANY MILITARY PROGRAMS : MX, TRIDENT, 
THE B• 1. ltHY , HE ASKED RHETORICALLY , DO THEY NEED 
NORE MEDIUM RANGE ltEAPONS? AFTER TAXING THE USUAL 
LINE THAT THE USSR CANNOT INFLUENCE THE U. S. IN ITS 
STRATEGIC IIEAPONS DECISIONS . THE SPEAKER SAID, 
"MEDIUM RANGE MISSILES , THOUGH, ARE IN EUROPE ANO 
ARE A GREAT THREAT TO US THAT HAS NOT EXISTED 
BEFORE.• IIHEN HE DISCUSSED THE SHORT FLIGHT TIMES 
c·s-e MINUTES FOR THE PERSHING Z' S"). THE AUDIENCE 
SHOWED VISIBLE CONCERN . SEIZING ON THIS , THE 
SPEAKER CONTINUED TO EMPHASIZE FOR HIS AUDIENCE , 
THE "QUALITATIVE JUMP" ANO "STIIATEGIC" THREAT 1 
THE IIEAPONS REPRESENT . HO'IIEVER, HE REASSURED THE 
GROUP , THE SOVIETS IIOULD BE SUCCESSFUL Ill HALTING 
THEIR DEPLOYMENT BECAUSE OF THE MASSIVE PROTESTS 
Ill THE WEST (THE USSR IIOULD BE SUCCESSF1JL IN 
CONVINCING ltESTERN PUBLIC OPINION THAT THE "ZERO 
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VARIANT" ltAS· INHERENTLY UNFAIR ANO THAT FRENCH 
AND BRITISH NUCLEAR FORCES MUST BE INCLUDED IN ANY 
TALLY OF MEDIUM RANGE MISSILES) , BECAUSE "OUR 
DIPLOMATIC PRESSURE IS NOT ltITHOUT SUCCESS" 
(BELGIUM IS 11011 "AFRAID" TO DEPLOY THE NEW NATO 
ltEAPONS). AND BECAUSE OF THE u.s . -USSR TALKS. 

10. IN CONCLUDING . HE ASSURED HIS LISTENERS 
THAT THE "\IORLD REVOLUTION" IIOULD CONTINUE AND THAT 
THE SOVIET POLICY OF PRESERVING THE EXISTING ARMS 
EQUILIBRIUM IIOULO REMAIN . EVEN THOUGH "THE U. S. 
STIIENGTH IS ENORMOUS" AND SPENDING IS INCREASING 
AT SEVEN PERCENT YEARLY . THE USSR IIOULO PRESERVE 
ITS SECURITY ANO THAT OF ITS ALLIES. "ltE ARE IN 
A \IORSE SITUATION . • HE ADMITTED IN REFERRING 
IMPLICITLY TO THE SOVIET DEFENSE 8UROEN ON THE 
ECONOMY. • AND YOU KNO'II IT,• BUT THE USSR 'tlOULD 
MATtH U.S. ·SPENDING. • ........ 

11 . THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND ANSltERS IIERE OF 
INTEREST: 

Q: HOit BIG IS THE U.S . ARMY? 

A: IT IS MASSIVE . ABOUT Z 1/Z MILLION. IT IS 
ALSO EXPENSIVE ANO ACCOUNTS FOR ALMOST ONE-THIRD 
OF THE DEFENSE BUDGET . SOLDIERS GET UP TO $1000 
PER MONTH (OOHS AND AHS FROM THE AUDIENCE). BUT 
IT IS A MERCENARY (NAYEMNAYA) ARMY . HOii CAN IT 
BE STIIONG? 

Q: liHY IS THE UK CllN«JNIST PARTY OPPOSED TO OUR 
AFGHAN POLICY? 

A: THERE ARE MANY PRESSURES ON IT IN THE ltEST , 
BUT ITS OPPOSITION IS IIOT STIIONG. 

Q: THE U.S. ltAS NOT SUCCESSF1JL IN VImAM , ltHY 
DO THEY THINK THEY CAN DEFEAT US? 
BT 
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A: THE U.S. ' S "AMBITIONS ARE MANY , BUT AMMUNITION 
IS LITTLE . • REMEMBER IRAN . MORALLY THEY IIERE • 
RIGHT . BUT IIHAT HAPPENED? THE HOSTAGE RESCUE 
ATTEMPT ENOED IN "FAILURE . • 

Q: IIHY IIAS SCHMIDT'S SPEECH NOT FULLY PUBLISHED 
IN PRAVDA? 

A: "COMRADES , IIE ALL HAVE PARTY CARDS , YOU KNOW 
!IOT EVERYTHING IS PUT IN THE PAPERS . • 

A FITTING ENO TO AN INTERESTING LECTURE . DEPARTMENT 
PLEASE PROTECT CITE ANO VENUE OF THI S PARTICULAR 
LECTURE SERIES . HARTMAN 
BT 
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\) CHAll'LES A, TJIAMNOT, CHIU COUNSIEL 
y D. MICHAIEL HAIi.Ya, CHIU C:OUNSO. P'OII T HE MINOlll'T'v-

The Honorable Ronald Reagan 
The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C 20500 

Dear Mr. - President:- I 

COMMITTEE ON 

ENERGY ANO NATURAL RESOURCES 

WASHINGTON, O.C. Z0510 

June I, 1983 

On May 25, 1983r I gave a speecn on_ the Senate Floor supporting 
your:: MX depl.oyment. decision_. (Enclosed) 

Mr President, former President Carter deferred the Senate- debate 
on SALT II. in January, 1980, after the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan, in orde.r ta ..,.assess Soviet intentions." I call your 
attention to my speech enti tl.ed "1'eploying The MX As A . 
Countermeasure Against Soviet SS-19 Heavy ICBM Deployment 
Circumventing SALT r w My analysis shows conclusively that the 
Soviets succeeded in deceiving the US three times in SALT 
negotiations on their SS-19 heavy ICBM, and then went on to 
circumvent or violate ~ALT by deploying ~he SS-19. 

In my judgementr a careful examination of the history of the 
Soviet SS- 19 heavy ICBM provides the- best example- of Soviet. 
intentions. in arms control ... The Soviets use deception and 
duplicity in negotiations, and then they turn around and 
circumvent the agreements. · 

Accordingly, Mr .. President, I stand ready at any · time to help 
in your National Security Council' Verif"ication Panel studying 
Soviet SALT violations. 

With warmest personal regards. 

McC:dsn 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

• 

A .. McClure 
States Senator 
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·, 15 minutes be!ore- Impact>. the Impact the Soviets to disrupt. Procedures to sup. launch under ' attack response . to a_ 

points or RVs could be predfcted. The- loca• port declsionmakJng_ are another matter. warning- of a Sovfet missile- launch 
tlons of detonations- of submarine-launched Even lf.:both hardware- and procedures: were toward U.S. Minuteman of MX silos. A 

· RVs on the United States might also- be devised which were very robust. Indeed". it_ 1981 report by the International lnstf• 
known. By this time, only- 5-to 10 minutes might not be possible to eradicate complete- tute- for Strategic Studies entitled, 
would remain for decisionmaking. ly a lingering !ear that the Soviets mfght. "Can - Nuclear War Be Controlled?'~ 

one might legitimately_ question whether, find some way to- "sidestep" the system. outlm·es th- most succm· ct reason that 
• If the United States possessed a survivable These fears could become aggravated at a ._ 

ICBM force, better information that this time of crisis.. we must ·never rely on launch under 
would be available. to support a retaliatory .-.., Ruk o/'error . attack. The report states= 
decision within a. short time. That fs, given- There a.re two rf.sb of error rn. a . basing_ One of the most Important lessons of past 
the 111,idespread confusion and disruption of system •or relfance on LUA:. the rislt· that~ conflicts and crises ts that command ~d 
communications following even a small, launch would take place. when there was no· control arrangements never work. at, the 
attack. the Information supplfed by warning attack and the risk that raunch would-fail to outset u laid down In manuals, arid that . 
sensors In the first few mintues might fn takepla.cewhen there was an attack.· . communications: s13tems. and procedures 
fact be the most complete available for.-• · Insofar 14 technology ls-concerned in the i often. fait. frequently at ·the most lnoppor
long time after the attack. Deployment or• assessment o! these. rfsks;. one. can In prlnci- 1 tune times. simply because of hJ.UIUUl error. •· survivable force might actually lead the 
United States to .deploy· fewer and less ple make arbitrarily- small tbe probability Mr. President. • over the· years we 
robust sensors than ft would deploy if rely- .that electronlc syste~ by themselves !JU!:ke have spent $40 billion for command. 

· Ing on LUA. Thus, as a practfcal matter. the either kind of error. thouih beyond a.. pomt · control and communications facilities 
efforts to decrease the. chance of one error • . . 

Information ·u-pon which. to gauie response- could Increase the-chance· of the, other: to support our strategic forces: The 
. could conceivably be less with survivable But it- wourd seem that the principal administration has embarked on a $2Q 

forces than with LUA. source- of error might not be electronic or billion Improvement in the C-cubed 
Despite the redundancy and teebnical va- mechanical malfunction b:y by Itself. The capabilities. But as the OTA report in-·. ~:~:~=~~:~~~i:iC:~! 1::_ odd& that a.. sensor indicates- SO!Jlethin!f out: dicates. regardless of. the amount of' 

base lauch decfslons on Cn.forma tfon collect..- of the ordinary might be quite high. but the money we spend, regardless of the• §O-
chances that It Indicates somethfn~ resem- his- d t hn 1 1 ed by such remot.e ~eans.. - · · bling_ s. plausible, Soviet, attack. would be- p .. ,cate ec o ogy we emp oy, we 

.Dl!ci.sum-timelina:- - · much smaller; The probabfllty that several . will never be sure enough that the 
Dependln~- on the- circwristance.. the · sensors. based upon. dlfferent physical prin- system will work iood enough to sup

amount of tlmir available for- decldlnit: on a. clples lhdfcated the same plausible attack: · port launch under attack. . 
response to Soviet attack could, range· from- would be much. smaller stllf. · That rs. elec- . Mr. Presfden~ the MX. in Minute
an upper lJmit. of 20 minutes. to no time at. tronfc. systems tend to mafce>random; rather man silos rs- a- destabilizing- weapons 
all. Meetfntr thJa tlmeline would probably re-- than highly structured, errors: Oathe o~lier . system. It will lead the superpowers • 
quire at least some provisional. advance- hand.. electronic systems have a very lfinited closer to a hair-trigger response It dfs..: 
planning by the President and other NCA... ability to correct errors· once made. Human • -
_ PoAibilitia/ordfplomaticcindother , . belhp;;,by contra.st. haver a hfg~capacity to tor~ ~eterrence and. In a vulnerable--

activities · - · .:. , - . · correct errors.. but also. &- high;. capacity, to, basing mode I~ increases the chances 
The LUA tlmellne would leave no time for- ' commit highly structured erro~ The risk or- of nuclear 'war; 

diplomatic activities between attack-and re- error for an LUA.system would seem hJgh- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who · 
sponse. At very least, such: activity- could- est when the- human. ~ln&'s.a~fllty-. to make- yields time? •. . . 
serve to signal to the Soviets U.S. percep. highly structured' errors combmes with the- · Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I yield 
tlons of tpelr attack and the lnte!lt of any- machine's limited ablllt! to corre1;~ them. 5- minutes to the Senator from Idaho. 
U.S . . response. Communication with other Mistakenly lnltfatln& a simulated: attack The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
goverments, U.S. overseas Installations, and by, e.ir .. loading the wronir tape Into a com- . . • · 
U.S. military !orces worldwide might also be puter. would be an· error of this type .. It Is Senator from Idaho is recognized. 
accomplished at this time. obviously not possible to set and enforce a.. Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Presid_ent, there 

However; It Is not clear to what extent the bound on the probablUty that such an error are nine main reasons for ~eploying 
clrcumsta.r{ces or ·nuclear war; especially as could occur In an.LUA_sytem. the MX ICBM in existing Minuteman 
regards disruption of communications, Mr-. S~ER. Mr., President, let me silos. such deployment of MX I& the
would permit such activities ?1lthln a short·_ read the three concluding, paragraphs absolute minimum U.S. response to 
period of an. Initial attack anyway; . · · o! the OTA report:- . . the relentless Soviet strategic buildup. 

. Providing for launch au thonly _ Reliance- on LUA .• ... • has some serious The Soviets already have clear strate-
Timely co~mand decisions by authorized drawbacks. Decision time would be very gic superiority over the United States. 

NCA is clearly a r~qulrement for rellanc~ on short. Depending on the circumstances: I refer to the chart which the Presl -
LUA. decisfonmakers could Tack crucial lnforma- . - d 

This ·requirement would b~ most 'difficult tlon regardlnr the· extent-and Intent of the dent. used on_a. recent telev1S1on broa • 
to satisfy if the Soviets Intended deliberate- Soviet; attack • • • such Information could t,e, cast- which shows ;the numbers ot 
ly to destroy or: "decapitate" the NCA. In necessary to gage the proper response. Dect- launching. v.ehlcles before a first strike 
this circumstance, possible options mfght slonmakers would also Jack an Interval be- by either sld~ 
be: LUA fails <not Intended for this extreme. tween attack' and response during which an First., the . Soviets already have de
C8liel-~ provision I& made for very early errort could be made to &SS!!SS Intelligence- ployed 820 new ICBM's equivalent to 
NCA decision: declsfon.s declded on fn o.d· information. consider diplomatic measures-, the, MX. Last year. the Soviets. de-
vance by the NCA are. executed by others If and signal the Intent. of the U.S'. response. • 
the NCA does not veto or change them! No matter how much money and lngenu• ployed more MX-s~e , warheads-over 
launch authorf~y· ls deleiated ~ others than fty were devoted to designing safeguards for 1,000-than the Uruted State,s plans to 
the NCA. · the u.s. capability to launch under attack, deploy late In this decade. . . 

Which of these options. IC any. would be and eve n It these . aafe1rUards were very . Second. the Soviets are 13 yea.rs 
acceptable la a. matter not or technology but robust Indeed. It. would never be possible to ahead of the United States In deploy
of decision at the highest levels of poll~fc~ eradicate a. lingering- ~ear that the- Soviets Ing ICBM's equivalent to the MX. and 
authority_ might find some way to sidestep them. ls 13 h d f. th United 

Even In the less extreme case in which no Finally, despite- all sa!eguartls, there . a O years. a ~a O · e 
attack on the NCA ts Intended. provision would always remain the possibility ot States In deploying a new small mobile 
must be made for the NCA Co be available at error; depending on the nature of the error, ICBM. 
all time, for rapid decisfon. Such procedures It could mean a successful Soviet first strike I would refer Senators to the chart 
might be onerous: for the President and against MX or It could. mean a nuclear war in the· back of the room that indicates 
other NCA.: . started by accident. · that deployment. 

Fear that U.S. LUA ~apability could Mr. President. r submit to- the The Soviets already have lr,000 
IOTTUhow ~ nde

&tepped Senate that this ls the Issue which ICBM warheads, compared to only 
The analysis present~d here indicates must be of overriding concern as we 2,000 for the United States. MX de-

that, from a technical pomt of view, sensors deb te the ,.rv- ployment will only make It 6 000 to 
and communfcatfon.s could, with money and a _...4 ~ , , 

ef!ort, be provided to make at least the Mr. President. we can,not afford the 3,000. . 
technical elements of the LUA capablJlty potential of limiting the national com- Third. the Soviets are already (ol
exceedlnsly dltrlcult. If not Impossible, for mand authority of this Nation to &- lowing- both of the main Scowcrort. 

• • I 

f. 
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commission recommendations. Before- would strongly bolster United States ICBMs carrying 10 MIRVs each In 100 silos 

t gi d t blllt containing Minuteman Illa with three the United States has even tested MX s rate c e errance capa y. · MIRVs each. The MX force will have 1000 
or begun development of another new Ninth, over three-quarters of all warheads but it will replace a force with 300 
small mobile ICBM, the Soviets are Soviet strategic warheads are carried warheads, for a net gain of only 700 war
flight-testing their PL-4 ICBM and on delivery vehicles less than 5-years heads. Thll8 the u.s. will be deploying only 
their PL-5 ICBM. The PL-4 Is better old. · . one third as many warheads with the MX aa 
than the MX. The Soviets are already • I refer to a chart that snows com- the Soviets did with their SS-19. And we 
planning to replace the MX equivalent parative age; / have already seen that the U.S. needs many 
ICBM's they deployed In the mid to In contrast, . over three-quarters ~f more hard target. ICBM warheads than the 
late 1970's with the new PL-4 ICBM. all U.S. strategic warheads are earned Soviets even to have counterforce parity 
The PL-5 is better than the Midget- on delivery vehicles 15 years or more with them, due to the wide differences in 
man U.S. small mobile m issile which Id the target sets each side faces, and warhead 0 • · • yields and accuracies. The planned U.S. MX 
will not be flight tested un~il 1990. Mr. President, for all of these rea- deployment Is only about a two fold in• 

Fourth, deployment of 100 MX sons and more I think It Is important crease 1n the number of U.S. hud target 
ICBM's Is only one-eight of the coun- tha:t we ratify the action here today warheads, compared to the five fold ln
terforce capability the United States by an affirmative vote. crease for the Soviets that their SS-19 rep. 

- would need to have counterforce· Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- resents. The SS-19 is a four fold Increase In 
parity with the Soviets. This is be- sent ·that some additional comments , throw-weight, and at least a ten fold In
cause the Soviets have well over twice 'together with attachments thereto be crease In megatonnage. 
as many hard targets than the United made a part of the RECORD. THE o.s. MX Is nu: EQUIVALENT or THE sov1ET 
States, which are themselves on the There being no objection, the mate- ss-u · 
average of over three times as hard as rial was ordered to be printed in the The U.S. MX ICBM was designed to have 
U.S. hard targets. And the · Soviets- RECORD, as follows: the same throw-weight as the- Soviet heavy 
have over three times the U.S. hard DEPi.oYmo , THE' MX AS .,. Cooi.TERMEASURB SS-19 ICBM. The MX is thus the equivalent . 

f bilit to the heavy Soviet SS-19 In many ways. target, counter orce capa . y. AoAINsr· SOVIET SS-19 HEAVY ICBM Dz- except that the 55_19 has been deployed 
And again I invite the attention of PLOYMENT CIRCUMVENTING SALT I since 1974, and the MX may not be de-

Senators' to the large cnart at the back. Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, President- ployed until 1987, over 13 years later. One 
of the roo~ Reagan recently told the nation that the reason for deploying the MX.that Is rarely 

Fifth, the MX will add, ·a1beit mar- Soviets· have several times more counter- recognized -fa the fact that the ,Soviets de
ginally, to the survivability oC U.S force warheads.than the tT.S:, and that they ceived the Q'.S: three times. regarding the 

· strateafc- forces 'and ICBM's. This is:: can destroy almost all U.S. ICBMs In a first heavy SS-19-MX equivalent In SALT I and 
- beca~ 'the deployment of MX will strike. Thia la Uie measure of Soviet strate- SALT II. Moreover. the Soviet heavy SS-19 

all # warh ads to survi·ve ric superiority over the U.S. • MX-equivalent · violates or circumvent.a 
ow a .. ew more e The Defense Department's most. recent SALT L 

If' the United States must ride-out a edition of Soviet Military Power shows that . Dr. Henry Kissinger warned Congress on 
Soviet first strike . on our ICBM's the Soviets have 6,000 ICBM. warheads to June 15, 1972: 
Moreover, if the United States were to America's 2,000. So the Soviet.a ·have at least "The possiblllty always exists that the So
launch our ICBM's from. under-attack. three times the ICBM counterforce capablll, vlets will treat the Moscow [SALT u Agree. 
the MX would proyide somewhat more · ty of the U.S. ments u they have sometimes treated ellJ'li
counterlorce capability. . Another set of facts further accentuates er ones, as Just another tactical opportunity 

Sixth, many experts believe that the · the Soviet counterforce advantage, however: In the . protracted confilcL U thu hapl>ffll,· 
Soviets are breaking out of the SALT r First, the Soviets have far fewer U.S. hard thl! United. Stata tDill have to 

- S vi ts h - d l targets to aim at than the U.S. does, and respond • • • U this agreement were being 
ABM Treaty. :i,ie O e ave . eve· these U.S. hard targets are much softer circumvented. obviousJy we would have to 
oped and are deploying a prohibited than most Soviet hard targets. In contrast, 
nationwide ABM defense. The MX'&- the Soviets have over twice ius many hard. ~~_.;r:f:~~::Ztd~- In th~ strategic . 
deployment will increase somewhat targets u the U.S., which are on the aver- During the decade since SALT 1, the Sovi
United States, ability · to penetrate .are three times as hard as U.S. hard targets. ets have In fact both circumvented and vio-
Soviet ABM. defenses. Thua it ls much more difflcult for the U.S. lated both the SALT I Interim Agreement · 

Seventh, massive U.S► unilateral re- to attack Soviet hard target., than it la for and the SALT I ABM Treaty. Today they 
straint in strategic force cutbacks over the Soviets to attack U.S. hard targets. are also violating the SALT II Treaty, Just 
the last 15 years makes MX. deploy- Mr. President, since 1972 when SALT I . as they violated most treaties between 1917 
ment all the more necess Since the was signed, the Soviet capa_blllty to engage . and 1962. But the U.S. has yet to take com-

ary. In a counterforce strike agamst U.S. 1CBMa pensatory countermeasures, as Dr Kis.c;ln- . 
late .1960's, the United 'States has de- with only a fraction of their own ICBMs hu ger pledged. . · 

· activated over 8,000 nuclear warheads. grown by a factor of five or more. Not only One important countermeasure against 
Since 1972, the United States has cut do the Soviets ~ave three-times the number- further Soviet SALT violations is deploy
over 710 strategic delivery vehicles. of ICBM warheads than the U.S. but on the · ment of the MX, which la the equh•alent to 
either existing or planned for deploy- average, these warheads are more accurate, the notorious Soviet SS-19. . 

. ment, carrying over 6,000 strategic nu- and about ten times as powerful as each Mr. President, · it is necessary for me. to 
clear warheads. The Reagan admlnis- U.S._ ICBM warhead. This la the second and. remind the Senate of the grisly history of 
t ti its If h d ti t d 292 tra more important measure of the Soviet hard the 'Soviet SS-19 u we debate the deploy- ' 
ra on e as eac va e s • target advantage over the U S. · ' · 

tegic delivery vehicles- carrying over- Th Sovi t SS-19 is th . t te d ment of its ~erican eqwvalent, _the MX. 
e e e mos accura an The Senate Intelligence Conuruttee report 

500 ?-'arheads. In the face o! these lethal Soviet ICBM. Since 1974, the SS-19, of October 1979 on the verifiability of the 
massive 'U.S. unilateral strategic deac- . which carries six MIRVed warheads, began SALT II Treaty stated In retrospect that: 
tivatlona, the "7nited States needs to replacinir 360 sin11le warhead SS-11s. Since " The soviet's unanticipated ·ability to em
modernize its ICBM force by deploy- then. the · Soyiet., have Increased the- place the much ·1arger SS-19 In a slightly 
Ing MX - · ,· number of warhe~. carried on these 360 enlarged SS-ll silo circumvented the safe-

Eighth · the United States should SS-lls by a !actor- of five by deploying 3~0 . guards the United States thought it had ob- -
- also depl~y 100 stockpiled Minuteman stM11}';e6~ ~~s /:: thelr i 1~e. 1Th~~ talned In SALT I against the substitution of 

III MIRV'd ICBM's at the same time · ~;£e~ds, th~oviets ~~~av!~1:o large heavy for light ICBMs." (Emphasis added.> 
we deploy MX. in existing silos. If the yield, highly accurate SS-19 warheads.. Thi&- SOVIET ss- 19 DECEPTI01' 

United States were to make these is a 500 percent Increase In warhead number- It has long been clear that the Soviets en
st~piled Minuteman Ill's additive to along, a net gain of 1,800 warheads. . gaged In negotiating deception In May 1972 
our force and· also redeploy Minute- . Since 1973, the Soviets have developed' . on the key issue of SALT I-heavy ICBM 
man ICBM's replaced by 100 MX, four versions of ~he SS-19. each one more deployment. After successfully fooling the 
ICBM's the United States could· have lethal than the first, and they are about to U.S. into signing a grossly disadvantageous 

• , , flight-test at any time a follow-on to the SALT I Interim Agreement, the Soviets 
750 MIRV d ICBMs in our existing SS-19, which will be even more lethal. then went on to circumvent the agreement 

· silos. While this option would violate In contrast, four years .trom now -in 1987, by deploying their heavy SS-19 ICBM. 
the unratified SALT II Treaty and go- the U.S. plans to begin deploying 100 MX In SALT I, the U.S. gave up entirely its 
against the. build-down concept, it superior ABM capability for worse than 
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nothing-a fivefold Increase In the very The Soviets also claimed quite falsely that York Times of August 6, 1981 ("Deception 
Soviet ollensive capability·our ABM was de- both sides already knew which ICBMs were Managers," page A-23>: · · · 
signed to defend against. heavy. when in fact only the Soviets knew "The first lnkllng of duplicity came to us 

What did SALT I say about Soviet deploy- : about the SS-19 and its heavy size. In May. 1972, via 'Gamma Gupy,' our tuning 
ment of heavy ICBMs? Article II of the The Soviets went on to argue falsely that In to limousine telephone conversations ~ 
SALT I Agreement stated: : this understanding of what ICBMs were tween Leonid Brezhnev. Andrei · Gromyko, 

"The Parties undertake not- to convert heavy would not change during the five and Soviet missile designers at the Moscow 
land-based launchers for light ICBMs or for year term of SALT I. Of course, the Soviets Summit Conference. These transcripts 
ICBMs of older types deployed prior to - knew It would take the U.s: several years to quoted Mr. Brezhnev talking about a 'main 
1964. into land:-based launchers for heavy determine the large size and heavy throw• missile' that haq never been mentioned in 
ICBMs of types deployed after that time." weight of their SS-19. . . SALT negotiations, which turned out to be 
(Emphasis added.) - · · The Soviets actually argued several tunes the SS-19. The surprised Henry Kissinger 

' As can readily be seen, in order to consti- that the U.S. could "trust"· them not to con- considered this 'sharp practice'." 
tute an effective constraint, this provision 'fert light ICBMs into heavy ICBMs. . . Mr. President, this highly significant in-
calls for ·a definition of a . "heavy ICBM." In order to further deflect U.S. concerns tercept occurred on. May 26, 1972, Just · 
But unknown ·to the U.S. in May 1972, the about heavy ICBMs replacing light ones, · · before SALT I was signed. It indicated that 
Soviet SS-19 ICBM was Indeed a. heavy the ~oviets also suggest~d that it might be_ the then secret SS-19 was a- large,' heavy 
ICBM. both by the ·u .s. definition, and possible to ban a missile like the SS-19 1 ICBM. Moreover. this intercept also indicat
more significantly, also by the- Soviet's own turned out to be, even ~ they were plan- ed that Brezhnev himself intended the 
definltlon. Moreover, the Soviets - in May nln_g to deploy such a..nusslle widely as the heavy SS-19 to replace the light ·ss-11 on.a 
1972 also had secret plans to deploy the mam. replacement for their light SS-11. large scale. This was precisely what Article· 
heavy SS-19 very widely as the main re- When the U.S. expressed interest in such a.. II prohibited. Yet Brezhnev. and the o_ther 
placement for their light SS-11-ICBM. Thus b~, they 9uletly dropped t!teir proposal, top Soviet negotiators repeatedly told U.S. 
in May, 1972, the Soviet leadership faced a which had. already achieved _its purpose of negotiators that the us:;;R did not intend to 
severe negotiating problem. How could they stimulating U.S. complacency about real replace light ICBMs with heavy ICBMs. 
agree to Article II while still 'deploying the - Soviet heavy ICBM intent_ions. Indeed. Soviet negotiators told U.S. negotia
heavy SS-19? . .,,, .. . . ~ally~ th~ Soviets also deceptively bar- tors that the U.S. could "trust" the Soviets 

Mr. president one way that the. Soviets. gamed to successfully persuade the U.S. to not to replace light ICBMs with heavy 
could do so was 'not to agree to the required· abandon attempts- to gain an agree~ defini- ICBMs; 
definition of &. heavy ICBM, thus rendering; tlon of a heavy ICBM. They did this by ar• Thus this intercept conclusively confirms 
SALT I's.Article II ineffectual. guing that a heavy, ICBM definition was su- Brezhnev's negotiating deception on their 
-- This Ls exactly what happened. No agree-- perfiuou.s and the!1 by linking resolution of heavy SS-19. Brezhnev knew that the heavy 
ment was reached on a de.flnltion of a.heavy. this issue 0~ t~etr terms to resolution ol SS-19 would violate or circumvef\t Article 
ICBM. leaving a large loophole in.th~ provi other issues.. : , • . · ~•s prohibition of heavy ICBMs replacing 
.sion designed to deal with the most _impor- The So,ciet. heavy SS-19 was first test- light ICBMs, but he also knew that in May 
tant' U.S. goal in SALT I: Constraints on fired to. long range in 1973, and it took t1:te 1972 the U.S. did not then know about the 
Soviet heavy ICBMs. The U.S. finally was U.S. until 1975 to determine-its charactens- heavy ss-19. 
forced to oller-- the-- following Unilateral.. tics. By. the!l, SALT 1 only h&4 two years · But Brezhnev was cleverly disingenous. 
Statement on May 26:' 1972: . . until its expiration. • . about his SALT I negotiating deception at 

"The U.S. Delegation regrets that th · Mr. President, the heavy SS-l9 turned out the time of the- May 1972 Moscow SALT l 
Soviet Delegation has not been· willing to to be 400 percent heavier in throw-weight, Summit. President Nixon, a direct victim of 
agree on a common definition ot a heavy than the light SS-~l. and Its volume Ls Brezhnev's duplicity on the SS-19, reports 
missile. Under these circumstances, the U.S: about 50 to 60 percent greater than the · that Brezhnev told him then: 
delegation believes it-necessary to state the, sss-m~ SS-h / 1ed· The deplolf1enht Qsf th

1 
e heavy Hlf we are trying to trick- one another: 

fol)owtng: The United States would consider 9 e P to quintup e t e ov et coun• why do we need a piece of paper? We a~ 
any ICBM having a t1olume significantly Sterforce threat to the U.S. by the time or playing clean on our side The approach of 
(JTt!ater than that of the largest ligh_t ICBM ALT I's expiration In 1977• Even th_e -'catching each other out' 

0

is quite inadrnissi-
now operational on either side to be a heavy Carter- Administration conceded publicly ble .. -
ICBM. The U.S. proceeds on the- premise that the-heavy SS-19 was even more deadly · 
that the Soviet side will give due account to than the.super-heavy SS-18, because or the CONFIRMATION or SOVIET ss-19 DECEPTION IN 
this consideration." (Emphasis.added.) SS-19's enhanced accuracy and larger de-- · SALT I 

Mr. President, at the May 1972 Summit ployment. There are 326 _SS-18s deployed, Former SALT I negotiator Gerard Smith, 
meeting in Moscow where- SALT I was re- but 360 SS-19s deployed. · former Defense Secretary James Schlesing-
solved, -the top Soviet political ·and military OTHER EVIDENCE or ss--it DECEPTIO!f er, former Defense Secretary Melvin Laird, 
leaders used negotiating deception to mis- • In addition to the diplomatic record, there former ,Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, 
lead President Nixon and Henry Kissinger is important intelligence· evidence indicating former . President Richard Nixon, the lead
about their-heavy SS-19 ICBM. Soviet deception on the SS-19. This evi- Ing critic of SALT, Senator Henry Jackson, 

On the heavy ICBM issue, the diplomatic dence was acquired in 1972. Congressman and even 1976 Presidential Candidate 
record clearly indicates that Soviet negotla- Jack Kemp has described this evidence In Jimmy Carter have all confirmed that the 
tors, Including the late Soviet President ' the-- Congressional Record, citing William U.S. was deceived by the Soviets on · the 
Leonfd Brezhnev himself, engaged In negotl- Beecher's article in the Boston Globe or·oc- hee.vy SS-19, the key issue of SALT I by all 
atlng deception on the Soviet SS-19 heavy tober ,10, 1976 entitled "United states May accounts. This negotiating deception in tum 
ICBM. Brezhnev and other- Soviet negotla• Reply to soviet Rays.:•. constitutes either a violation or- a clrcum• 
tors made many false statements from 1971 According to Beecher; the United States ventlon of SALT I. 
to May 1972. whJch had the· intended effect eavesdropped on Soviet communications In Gerard Smith testified to the Senate 
of misleading the U.S. about the size of Moscow in May 1972, during the SALT I ne- Armed Services Committee in July 1972: 
their then-secr~t new large ICBM, the . gotlatlons. According to the Congressional "If they [the Soviets I tried to deploy in 
heavy SS-19. . . Record and to Beecher: · SS-11 holes a missile substantlallt larger In 

Indeed, there ts- evidence that the Soviets " In May 1972, in the hours Immediately volume that the SS-11, that would be con-
themselves considered the SS-19 to be a preceedlng agreement on the SALT I pact In sldered a heavy missile . • • and would be a. 
heavy ICBM, which it certainly was by U.S. Moscow, a conversation was Intercepted In violation •• . We will have to look at what 
standards. But in May 1972, only the Soviets which Soviet Party Chairman Leonid Brezh• comes along Cln new Soviet ICBM.sl . .. We 
knew of the existence and size of the heavy nev- checked with a top weapol1s ·expert to have put them on clear notice that any mis
SS-19. . get assurance-that an about-to-be concluded sile having a volume significantly larger 

Mr. President, the Soviet leaders argued formula covering permissible silo expansion than their SS-11, we will consider that as 
falsely that an agreed definition of a heav)i- would allow the Soviets to deploy a trigger incompattble with the Interim Agreement." 
ICBM was unnecessary. new missile then under development. That (Emphasis added.> 

Their most significant deception was their intercept provided the first solid lnforma- Former Defense Secretary Schlesinger 
many false statements during the negotla- tlon that the SS-19, as It is now kn.own, was conceded two years later, in March 1974: 
tlon.s that they did not Intend to replace destined · to replace some or the relatively · "What we were unprepared for was the 
light ICBMs (the SS-11) with heavy ICBMs. small SS-11 missiles. which comprise the enormous expansion of Soviet throw-weight. 
Thl.s turned out to be precisely the opposite bulk or the Soviet ICBM force. The SS- 19 represented by the SS-X-19 as the potential 
of their plans, as confirmed by events, and has three to four times the throw-weight or replacement for the SS- 11 . .. the SS-17 
completely contrary to Article II or SALT I. the old missile." (Emphasis added. CoNGRES• and SS-19 can no longer be treated as light 
As noted, Article II prohibits Just such re- SIONAL RECORD, August 2, 1972, p. E 4076.) missiles ... [the] breadth, depth, and mo-
placement of light ICBMs with heavy There is another description of this evl- mentum Cof the Soviet strategic R&D pro-
ICBMs. dence. As Wllllam Satire wrote In The New gram) cu now revealed come as something 
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"In many instances we've been out-traded 

by the Soviet Union.~ 
And Candidate Carter asserted that he 

would be: "much tougher In negotiatlona.'' 
But this dltl not prove to be the case In hla 

own resolution of the SS-19 ICBM issue In 
SALT II. 

of a surprise to ua • .. subsequent to the knowledpe that such a missile uisted or 
s ignine of the !SALT n agreement, we see a could be built • . • I w,;mld calJ ft [Soviet de• 
Soviet research and development program ploment of the SS- 19 after SALT I waa 
of astonuhing breadth and depth • . . Many signed] sharp practice." <Emphasis added.) 
people, particularly people In the arms con• .. Sharp practice" In SALT negotiation on 
trol community, have been surpmed by the the most Important lssµe of SALT I-heavy 
strength of tnose programs." <Emphasis' ICBMS- must be regarded as Soviet negotl
added.) atlng deception. It also represents Soviet 

Former Defense Secret ary Laird explicitly violation or circumvention of SALT I aa ft In an Interview In Conservative Digest 
charged In Decembe·r 1974: • waa explained to the Congress and to the published In November, 1981. former Direc-

.. There Is no _question that If • • • SS-X-19 American people. · I.or of the Arms ·Control Agency, Professor 
missile deployment will go forward In 1975 Kissinger also testified to the Senate For- Eugene Rost.ow, waa asked If he believed the 
with a volume or 50 percent greater than elgn R elations Committee In 1979 that In Soviets engaged In negotiating deception In 
the SS-11, such deployment would be In viO: SALT I: SALT. Rostow answered: 
lation of the 1972 CSALT Il Interim Aeree- .. We resorted to [Unilateral Statements] "In SALT I, they Cthe Soviets] certainly 
ment." <Emphasis added.> ourselves to perhaps an excessive degree In did [engage In negotlatln& deccptlonl.-

Mr. President, the distinction between 1972, and In speaking to a group of Con-
. · I In h Wb The heavy SS-19 was the key issue of SALT negotlatlne deception. circumvent on, gressmen t e lte House at the time SALT' I. and Brezhnev himself nlayed an 
and violation is difficult for most observers. Con June 15, 19721, I mentioned unUatenzl ., 
to ,nake. partly because the SALT provision, statemenu that we had made cu a restratnt Important role In negotlatln& .on this and all 
Article II, ls imprecise and ambiguous with- 011 Soviet conduct. I think experience hu Issues of SALT L As a former top CIA om
out definitions of light and heavy ICBMs. shown 'that the unilateral statements that cial, Cord Meyer, wrote In 1980: · 
The deception In the case of the heavy SS- we have made are not 11 restraint on Soviet "The Soviets In the SALT I negotiations 
19, however. was deliberately Intended by . conduct. that they do not bind the Soviet succeeded 1n winning crucial advantages by 
the Soviets. Union." <Emphasis added.) hard bargainlne and by the deliberate con• 

Accordin& to Dr. Henry Kissinger's au- This Is a quite ·remarkable retraction by cealment of the- fact that new typu of 
thoratlve biographers, Marvin and Bernard Kissinger of hts ·1972 attempt to synthesize ICBMs were ready for testing.'' <Emphasis 
Kalb. Kissinger himself understood Soviet Article II and the U.S. Unilateral statement added.) 

· ·negotiating. strategy In SALT even before defining a heavy ICBM. The- Reagan Administration even regards 
the negotiations beean 1n 1969 . • ~singer Finally on August 12, 1979, Kissinger also the heavy SS-19 to be a large ICBM. In The 
believed then,that Soviet strategy would be confessed on national television: · United States Budget In Brief ·for Fiscal 
to engace in arms talks to lull the- Amert- "I think the_ Soviets have pressed against - Year 1983 the Administration declares on 
cans Into a false sense of security. - the legal limits of SALT L- · . • .. 

.On June 15, 1972, Dr: Kissinger tried to . Thus everr to Kissinger, SALT I's greatest page 34- that the U-~; Is developfn& a new 
• synthesize the agreed wordinc of Article- ll. apologist;. the.. Soviet.a have- come close to large ~CBM, the MX. The MXwas explicit

with the U.S. Unilateral definition o! a violatln1 · SALT I, possibly circumventlnir ly de5igned to have the same- throw-weleht 
heavy ICBM. Thus he made a U.S. Unl1ater• SALT r In their •:sharp practice." But Kia- u -the Soviet SS-19. Thua if the MX ls a 
al Statement appear to be blndln& upon the slneer also said In 1972 tnat ff SALT I wu _ lar&e ICBM, ft follows that !ta counterpart 

,Soviets. Kissinger told Senators and Con- . circumvented_ by the Soviets, or explbfted u the SS-l9, ls also a large ICBM. But the 
iressmen at the White House: a tactical opportunity In the protracted con- Carter Administration, like the Nixon-Ford 

"First, the~ Is the. 1afeguard that no mJa. , met.. the U.S. would have to deploy compen- · A~nlstratfon before:Jt, Insisted on callln1, 
slle- larger than. the heaviest light missile sating strateg1c programs.. This we have not the heavy SS-19 L -11,ht" ICBM. And recall 
that now exist.a can be substituted : ... As done, despite the clearcut Soviet cfrcumven- that for years after 1972, U.S. lntell[gence 
far as the break between the light and tlons of the SALT I Interim Agreement and contlnuouslY tried to Insist that. the SS-19 

neavy mias.lles la concerned, we believe. we ABM Treaty. ' waa a "new small ICBM" for deployment in 
have auurancu • • .:: (Emphasis added.) Most authoratlvely of all. we now nave "new small silos." ·· 

K~ihger did not specffy· the Soviet "u- former President Nlxon•s statement made In sovirrs DECEIVE u.s . THREE TIMES o,r HEAVY 
surances." but they presumably were the 1980: • .- · 
many Soviet statements that the U.S. could .. First they [the Soviets] try to deeeive us, ss-u 
" trust" them not to convert light ICMBa. 1n order to disguise their lntentlorus and Mr. President, the Soviets deceived the 
into heavy ICBMs, and the many Soviet make ua relax 'Our will ••• in some cases, U.S. twice more on their heavy SS-19, for a 
pledges that they did not plan to do so. such as substitution of'heavy SS-17 and ss- total of three times. SALT rs Article II v.as 

?,(r. President. this June 15, 1972 Kissin- 19 ICBMs for the light SS-lls, Soviet force preserved in the November 1974 Vladivostok 
,er pollcy statement 1a wholly inc;_onslstent modernization exploited loophol."- in the SALT II acco~ but &&aln : without an 
with the evidence of Brezhnev's May, 1972 SALT I A&r.eement contra.rr ta our under• agreed definition ·of a heavy ICBM. The 
deception aa . described In the Beecher- and ,tandi~g of that agreement." <Emphasis Vladivostok Accord, in · turn. was the basis 
Saflre accounts of the communications hi- added.) · for the SALT II Treaty. and Article II was 
tercept above. Serious questions atiout the Such fundamental U.S. misunderstandfnc thua carried for;ward into SALT II un
dissemlnatlon and analysis of intelligence tn _of the tenna of SALT I constltqtea conclu- changed, for · a total three. times that the -
June 1972 are· therefore raised by thia ln• sive confirmation of Soviet negotlatinl' de- U.S. was deceived by the Soviets. on their 
consistency. Several published accounts o! ception and circumvention or violation of heavy SS-19 ICBM. The Soviet.a deceived: 
this problem suggest that key intellleence SALT L . • the U.S. on the. SS-=19 in 1972, 197._ and. 
evidence was suppressed. Eugene V. Rostow Senator Henry jackson also confirmed 1979. · · 
stated in 1979: · · Soviet SALT I deception on June 28, 1978, As 'Winston· Churchill m stated In his 

"Kl.sslnger's p9llcy- was that the facts' in a very telllna statement: - · recent book. "Defending the West": 
about Soviet power and policy of expansion "My Interpretation Cln 1972] as to what •:The naivete of Western onvenimen•· and· 
must be 'concealed' from the American, the Soviets could do with the SS-11 turned •- "" 
people while the eovemment neeotlates the -out to be absolutely tru~ {Jackson predict- negotiators. was matched only by the calcu~ 
'best deal it can geL'." , ed 1n 1972. that the Soviets would replace lattng ·cyruclsm of their Soviet counterparts. 

KJssin&er later made • four admissions, the light SS-11 with a heavy. ICBM as large No sooner·waa the SALT I agreement signed 
. however. He himself evidently was " lulled" u ·the SS-19.] And what the understandln& than the Kremlin launched a test program 
. by the . Soviets,· and their Massurances" was on the part ot the President's repre- .of an entire new generation of four ICBM 

turned out·to be completely deceptive. sentatives was contrary to that. And aa you 8Ystema · • • The massive strategic buildup 
First. on. December 9;.,. 1975, Kissinger . know, Secretary Laird bas said that it .fa a . was to &ive ·the Soviet Union ••. strategic 

stated that: · · . . complete violation of tpe understandfnc superiority over the United States • • . 
"We obviously did not know In 1972 .what - that they [the ·mxon AdmlnlstraUonl had Henry Kissinger and Cyrus Vance were 

missiles the Soviet Union would be testinc • •.• We [tJu Senate] were lied ta in SALT 1 babes in arms when It came ·to dealing with 
in 1974 • . • " - . . , , . •. • • We were lied to by tJu SecretarJI, the the Russians, and Kissinger had the frank• 

More explicitly. Kissinger openly acknowl- now SecretarJI of State Kissinger • • • It ness to admit as much..._ · 
ed&ed on August 12. 1979, on national televi- turned out that the things we- predicted Mr. President, .I believe that the history of 
sion: . .,. . . were right . : • Secretary of Defense Melvin the Soviet equivalent to the MX, the heavy 

"What we did not understand at the time Laird baa since corroborated. Ii. that they SS-19, haa great relevance to the Congress -
CMay, 19721 and on which we had no evi• Cthe Nixon Administration] were misled Cby . as we vote on whether to deploy the MX. 
dence whatever at the time, because it the Soviets]." <Emphasis added.) . The Soviets have resorted to negotlatl.ni de
didn't exist, . was that the Soviet Union 1978 Presidential Candidate Jimmy Carter ceptlon and circumvention or violation of 
would construct a missile [the SS-191 which himself even recognized that 1n general the SALT i In order to deploy their MX equi\'I.• 
was sort of half way between the- SS-11 and Soviets had deceived the· U.S. in SALT L lenh They may also violate SALT II again 
the SS-9 It 1DIU simply , our lack of During the 1978 c;ampalgn he stated that: when they flight-test their successor to the 

... . 
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SS-19. The U.S, needs to deploy the MX as policy of complying with the unratUied Second, it will Increase the cost of the MX 
a minimal response to this dismal history. . . SALT II Treaty .. While- ttie wording of the program. , · · . . · · , , · -

Hart Amendment itself does not specifically. Meanwhrre. the Soviets are violating 
n11:" HART AMDmMENT PROHIBITS Two U.S. mention the unratifled SALT II Treaty as SALT II by testing two new type ICBMs. 

ICBM's, WHILE THE SovtETS TE.sT Two the reason for delaying indefinitely the first The Soviets also have 2 more new type 
NEW ICBM's hight test of the MX ICBM, it is clear that . ICBMs ready for testing at any" time.- In 

(By U.S. ,Senator _James McClure> the intent and purpose of the Hart Amend• sum, SALT II Is not affecting Soviet ICBMs · 
SUMMARY ment is to comply with SALT u. Indeed. testing, but it is affecting us ICBM testing. 

The Scowcroft Commission recommended SALT II compliance is the sole ,and only- Thus, the U.S. can not even test the MX 
purpose of the Hart Amendment, as re• and develop a new small ICBM, because the 

recently that the US deploy lOO MX ICBMs vealed . by Senator. Hl\rt's Justification for Congress and the President believe that this 
in existing Minuteman silos. while Simulta- the amendment~ , · ·, · • would violate SALT . II: While · the ·· Hart 
neously beginning development of -a.· new; In his Dec.ember 16, 1982 Senate speech Amendment prevents the U.S. from testing 
small mobile ICBM for first flight teSt in Justifying the Hart Amendment._ Senator the MX, and developing a new small ICBM, 
about 1987· The Hart Amendment, however, Hart. stated that under the terms of "SALT in order for the U.S. to comply with SALT 
prohibits the US from following both of the II, · •... each side was limited to the testing II, the Soviets are doing precisely what the 
Scowcroft CommJssion's recommendations. of one new ICBM type." This Hart state- U.S. is prevented from doing: The Soviets 
The purpose of the Hart Amendment is to 
enforce us compliance with SALT II, which ment establishes clearly the fact · that the are .testing a new large ICBM and a new 

Hart Amendment was designed solely to en-· sm~ll ICBM. If the Congress and the Prest
allows only·one new type ICBM. The Appro- force U.S. compliance with the new types dent believe that the U.S. would violate · 
priations Committees and both the House provision of SALT II. Article IV of SALT II SALT II by testing the MX missile-and de
and the Senate have less than 45 days In (,ioes in fact limit both the U.S. and the veloping' a. new small missile. then the Sovi• 
which· to accept both Scowcroft recommen-dations ." or repeal the Hart Amendment. U.S.S.R. to only one new type ICBM each. ets must be violating SALT II by doing pre• 
Unless the Hart Amendment is canceled, This was ll;hat the Carter .Administration cisely that themselves. , 
the.'us must continue to comply unilateral• told the Congress that SALT II achieved. Thus ·by the legislative history of the Hart 
11 with SALT n. and no second new ICBM Indeed, the Carter Administration. argued Amendment, as accepted by the President, 
can be developed. that the main constraint of SALT II was the . there f.s a clearly agreed U.S. ·interpretatlon · 

Meanwhile, In contrast to Am~rican re- ,prohibition on no more than one new type of SAL'P II's Article IV Paragraph 9, under 
· straint, the Soviets are already flight-test- ICBM on a side. - which only one new type ICBM is allowed 
Ina two new ICBMs-ll'.new MX' size ICBM Senator Hart went on to argue correctly on either- side. Under this established U.S. 
and L-new small mobile ICBM-in violation that the MX ICBM is the one new type,, interpretation of SALT n. the Soviets are in 
of SALT II. Their new small mobile· lCB~. ICBM allowed for- the U.S. and that any violation. 
the "Plr5" violates five SALT II:provisions. · "common missile'~ or ~ad mobile missile. There is very strong evidence that 'the 

There is an open and shut" case, eatab- would not be allowed to the U.S. Hart su~- . second new type Soviet ICBM. violates 
Ushed from official dOC\lfflents and· state- cessfully arcued that MX could not tie' SALT II. While there are·tndeed loopholes 
ments, tha.t the Soviets. are violating the flirht-tested until the U.S. abandoned plans and ambiguities in the SALT II Treaty, the • 
most important provision of the SALT 11 for a. new small road mobile ICBM. These> provision of SALT·II on one new type ICBM 
Treaty-Article IV, Paragraph 9-by flight arguments by Se~tor Hart (:ODclµslvely es- la ln no way ambiguous. The Soviets are not 
testing two new- types ·of. ICBMs, SALT II. tabllsh ~e 'fact that the purpose of the- allowed to make significant changes beyond 
Article IV. Paragraph 9 speciflcaily allows Hart Amendment is to comply with SAL~ II 5 percent tn~reases in the characteristics, es
for only one new type· ICBM to be. flight- . by prohibitin1, the, U._s. from testing no , peciall:f throw-weight, o!' old ICBMs. The 
tested on each side. The Sovi.ets are flight- more than one new type ICBM. . . · only allowable Soviet solid-fuel old ICBM Is 
testing a new medium ICBM the size· of the Under the- second . agreed statement to the SS-13, which was first flight-tested in 
~and a new small mobile ICBM. paragraph 9 of Article IV of the unratifled 1965. It Is Inconceivable that a new Soviet 

The :soviets are violating SALT II by SALT II Treaty, the U.S. should not flight ICBM, the P~ first tested ln 1983, would 
doing-precisely '{ihat the- us Is prevented test a-"new type" ICBM y,rhich has a differ- be within 5 percent of the throw-weight of 

· from doing In order to comply with. SALT ent numt?er of stage~. diameter, length, the SS-13. Indeed, the SS-16, first fllghe,. 
II. The us Is. prohibited by . the "Hart . launch weight, or.throw:welght from that of tested In 1972. is-a useful guide to estlmat• 
Amendment" to the Fiscal Year 1983 Ex• the first new ICBM""type-to be fllght.-tested. ' ing the throw-weight of,the PL-5. The Sovi
tended Continuing Resolution from flight- In other words, once the U.S. initially ets are not known to design neW'mlssiles In
testing the MX ICBM and simultaneously flight tests the first MX. we could not under ferior to old ones, and I.( . the ~16 was 
plannlng to develop a new small ICBM for SALT II then legally test launch a second greatly supedor to the old ~13, the PL--5 
possible first flight test ln 198T or 1989- new ICBM type which differed from the . is likely to be even more superior. . · 

The Hart Amendment to the fiscal year MX In key parameters by more than 5 per- The SS-16 is somewhat .smaller that the 
1983 Extended Continuing Resolution en- cent. A small ICBM would be much smaller old SS-13, but it has 200·percent of the SS
forces US compliance with the SALT II new in diameter and r:nuch shorter In length, and 13's throw-weight. By this prec~dent, and 
type ICBM provision-Article IV, Paragraph much lighter in launch weight and throw- other,, evidence. the PL--5's throw-weight 
9. The Hart Amendment was, indeed, just!- weight. , must be at least comparable to that of the 
tied to the Senate for the express purpose Senato11 Garn stated on December 16, 1982 8~16 and probably greater, which would 
of ensuring U.S. compliance with SALT Ir in a.speech against the Hart Amendment: "I clearly be ·more than 5 perfent greater that 
Article IV, Paragraph 9. said to the Senator from Colorado, ~he Sovi:· the SS-13's throw-weight. Indeed, it is ~ 

It is clear from tile Senate debate that the ets are testing two or three new types ported that the PL--5 transporter-erector
intent and purpose of the Hart Amendment ICBMs right now. Under Senator Hart's in• launcher- Is almost two meters longer than 
is to comply with the SALT II Treaty. terpretatlon [of SALT, II1, right now the So- that of the SS-16, suggesting that the PL--5 

On December 20, 1982, Senator Gary Ha.rt viets are ln absolute violation of SALT II itself Is larger than the SS-16 and thus has 
(Democrat of Colorado and Presidential three or four times over for the new genera• more throw-weight even than the- ~16. 
Candidate> offered'· an amendment to the tlon of missiles they are- testing." Senator Indeed, on May 4, 1983, General Scowcroft 
fiscal yea.r 1983 Extended Continuing, Res~ Garn 1s· correct, and his statement thus con• himself testified to the Senate that the So
lution Appropriations Bill. This amendment , firms the fac;t that the Hart Amendment Is viets are currently testing "two new kinds" 
la a significant case of us unilateral compJI. Intended to enforce U.S. compliance with of ICBMs, and he Implied that the Pt:-5 has 
ance with SALT II. Senator Jake Garn <R- .SALT II. , · a Post Boost Vehicle. The SS-13 does not 
Utah) and Senator Steve Synµns <R-Idaho> For the past six years, the first filght test have a Post-Boost Vehicle. Thus the Soviet 
were t~ only senators to speak and vote of the MX ICBM has been scheduled for tests of the Plr-5 clearly are tests of a 
against the Hart Amendment. The Hart January 1983. Now, under the Hart Amend• second new type ICBM, and can only be de
Amendment states: . j ment, this test la delayed Indefinitely, and scribed as a blat:).Dt violation of the SALT II 

" • • • no initial flight test of- the MX perhaps permanently, all because of contln• Treaty. 
missile may be conducted until after both iled U.S. compliance with the unratlfled I have asked whether or not the weight of 
Houses of the Congress have SALT II Treaty. the PL--5 warhead is well below half the 
agreed • • • [to] a basing mode for< such Beyond the above constitutional, legal, total throw-weight of .the PL--5 missile? If 
missile." (Emphasis> and political problems, the Hart Amend- the weight of the Plr-5 warhead is less than 

MX fiight-testina under the Hart Amend- ment would also have the following deleter!• half the total weight of the Plr-5, then this 
ment Is delayed lndeflnltely. . ous effects on the MX program: is a violation of the SALT U Treaty, Article 

Why would any Senator want to delay First, it delays MX flight-testing lndefl- IV Paro.graph 10, Third Agreed Statement, 
MX flleht-testlng? There are no technical, . nitely, which previously the Congress, the which states: 
military or economic reasons to do so. The President. and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had · "Each party undertakes: 
Hart Amendment will delay MX flight test- all airreed should go forwa.rd as soon aa pos- <c> not to flight-test or deploy ICBMs 
Ina indefinitely due to the US unilateral slble as a top priority. equipped with a single reentey vehicle . . • 

l. 
I 
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with a reentrY vehicle the weight of which nl!lcant compliance problems with SALT n could have been complied with and the Sovi
la Jess than 50 percent of the throw-weight Involves precisely what constitutes a "new" eta could have substantially modernized 
or that ICBM." ICBM. SALT II limited both sides to "one their forces. In regard to Soviet Uquld fuel 

In sum. the PL-5 reportedly Is at least a. new type" of ICBM. It defined "new type" ICBMs the provision In question was largely 
triple violation of the SALT II Treaty: of a missile as one that differed from an ex- . a loophole. Only In the solid fuel missile 

1: Reports of nearly complete encryption !sting type (In 1979) by more than 5% In area was there a significant limitation. The 
of PL-5 telemetr)'-95 percent to 100 per- launch weight, throw weight or had a differ- Soviets could well have lived with the Intro
cent-In violation of Article XV; . ent type of fuel , solid or liquid, and a differ- ductlon of what amounted to three new 

2. Evidence that the PL-5 has at least 200 ent number of stages or different number of ICBMs. The very fact that they have done 
percent the- throw-weight of the· SS-13, · warheads. We are now virtually certain that something as blatant as testing a new small 
maklnc It a new type ICBM <In violation of the Soviet Union la violating the- SALT II solid fuel ICBM with the characteristics of 
Article IV, Paragraph 9);' new type rule. While the SALT II rule Is. the PL-5, the only thing that they could not 

3. Reports that the PL-5 Is a modified SS-- linked to a different type of limitation <a conclevably do under any reading of SALT 
18, and la carried on a modified SS-18 trans- ban on more than "one new type" rather II, Ls a strone Indication of what their lnten
porter-erector-launcher, making It a follow- than a "build-down" linked.to .,new" types), tlons are. 
on to the banned SS-16 (In violation of Art!- under both of these cases the effect of the The nuclear freeze like the build-down. la 
cle IV Paragraph 8. Common Understand- limit Is critically linked to t~e definition and an Irresponsible app;oach to arms control. 
Ing). There is strong evidence from many our ablllty to monitor deviations from exist- A leading apologist for Irresponsible ap. 
sources that. the PL-5 la Indeed an.. SS-18 Ing types of missiles-and Soviet wiJllngneu proaches to arms control, former CIA Dlrec
follow-on. to honor such a commitment once made. tor William Colby, argues tha.t we can verify 

If the PL-5's warhead is Jess than one half Our experience with SALT II suggests there virtually anything. His logic Is quite appeal-· 
of the PL-5's throw-weight, as has been ls no meaningful capability to verify Soviet Ing to those with little understanding of the 
questioned. then t.he PL-5 could also· be ln . wllllngness to honor IL compliance problem. He has recently stated 
violation of the SALT II Article IV, Para- . Concerning Soviet ICBM programs, the that, "The Administration's own reports 
graph 10, Third Agreed StatemenL This Secretary of Defense reported In recent show that we are doing exactly tha.t In our 
would make the fourth SALT II violation months that we have seen: tt ti !al I s .. y ... II 
achieved by the PL-5. First tests of a new solid propellant ICBM a en on to potent vlolat ons of .ru.o.. ,. 

There are press reports 'that the· PL-5 similar In size and payload to the US MX. and the steady b~lldup of Soviet power. 
does indeed have a warhead which weighs The first test of a new small solld-propei- The problem. however, Is not detecting- "po. 
less than half of the· total PL-5 thr-0w- ]ant ICBM, which could be deployed on tentlal violations of SALT II" or any other 
weighL If _.these reports are. correct, then mobile· transporters ., arms control agreemenL We literally- have 
this would be. the PL-5's fourth violation of Preparations to begin testing other new . had dozens. of ."potential'~ violations. The 
the SALT 11 Treaty. . ICBMs-, probably in 1983. problem Is provmg that the Soviet Union, a · 

There are also press reports that the PL-5, There: are only-- two possible interpret&- police state ~hat. has the most-effective in• 
• has always been flight-tested ai nigh~ slml- tlons of these events. Either- the, SALT II · te~al s~unty· system in the world and 

Jar to Soviet testing of the related SS-18 "new missiles" type limitation Is completely which J?laces much of Its country of! limits 
and SS-20 mobile missiles.. Such flight test- Ineffective In-limiting the growth of Soviet to foreigners, completely controls Its press, 
Inc la Impossible to observe through recon- ICBMs or the Soviets are violatlng the: and the contacts of Its people with !orelrn-· 
nalssan~ But- SALT n prohibits conceal-. SALT II provision. "' era.- fa actually vlolatlng. an arms control 
ment-measures which make It Impossible to · In. either· event,._ the wisdom of basing the agreement. This Is much more dllflcult than 
determine the relationship between & mfa..-- next arms control agreement on a limitation . detecting POtentlal violations. It matters 
sile and Its launcher. This would be the PL-- that la either conceptually Ineffective or little if _we detect potential violations and 
5's fifth SALT II violation. beinc: violated by the Soviet Union Is some- subject them "to outside scrutiny." The So-

The 11:ey element in the Cohen-Nunn stra. what subject to question. · vlets simply ~eny them. The only Issue, 1n 
telic "build-down" proposal Is the concept President Reairan has characterized the the last analysis, la whether or not the 
of a "'new type" ICBM. In order to modem- test of the second new Soviet-ICBMs as "the Soviet Union is violating the treaties and 
1ze. strategic forces· and replace them with closest to indicating that"lt la. L.violatlon" of can we prove th_ls. . . .· , 
fewer new -ICBMs, there must. be a deff.nl. the SALT II. Treaty, I believe tha.t this un- It la no~ a srmple matter to accuse th~ 
tion of a. "new type" ICBM. Drafts concepts derstates the. case. -There· la not significant Soviet Umon of violating an arma control · 
of the "build-down" proposal, both within doubt that the Soviet Union has tested two agreement, irrespective of whatever the evi
the Reagan Administration and in the Cop- new ICBMs, and attempted to pass the · dence ls. President Reagan has chara.cter
sresa. use the SALT II "new type- ICBM"" second one off as a permissable modification !zed the problem of enforcing compliance In 
definition. and. If there- is conclusive-- evt-~ of the SS-13 ICBM-somethin& tha.t it could terms of obtaining evidence that ·will stand 
dence of Soviet violatlon·of this provlslon of not possibly be. . ~ up in ~court of law. In the words of .Presl
SALT II. then the fundamental deflnltion . The new small Soviet ICBM, the PL-5, la a dent Reap.n, "If you can't get_ that kind of 
of the ''build-down"· concept can be called succ~r to the Soviet SS-18 <which Itself · courtroom evidence-- you need, then you 
into question. may have been clandestinely deployed by can't make the charge of yiolatlon." Irre• 

Mr. President, we now have more- than a the Soviet Union.) The Soviet 55-13 was spectlve of the rightness or wrongness of 
decade of arms control experience with the · first tested in. 1965. The SS-18 · was tested adopting a judicial standard for arms con

-Soviet Unio~ It rs certalnly time- that we first in 1972. The PL-5 was first tested in trol compllance <We could not convict the 
start learning from that experience. I .am, February 1983. There la simply- no signlfi- man who shot the President in front of TV 
deeply disturbed by the lncreaslnc- support cant possibility that the Sovieta' would test a cameras in a court of law>, It becomes clear 
that baa developed for the so-called. "build- new missile In 1983 that was within five per- tllat limitations that are subject to detailed 
down"· proposal. . cent of the launch weight and throw weight technical analysis always involve ambiguity_ 

Rarely before- have we been asked to. con- of the SS-13 and first generation ICBM of and hence are not effectively enforcable. · 
sclously bll§e new arms control proposals on 1965 vintage-. • . , Take the recent PL-5 episode as an exam-
approaches that have clearly. !ailed, and: The Soviet SS-18 Is a clear illustration of i>le. The rationalizations that have been put ' 
indeed approaches we ·are virtually certain the Impossibility of the PL-5 being within 5 forward in support-. of not charginc the· 
the Soviet.I are violating. This 1s· the effect percent of the · launch weight and throw Soviet Union with a violation are truly 
of the "build-down" proposal. . wei1rht of the SS-13. In 1975 then Secretary amazine. We have been told by various 

The "'bulld-0own" proposal la conceptually of Defense James Schleslnirer rePOrted that, former officials of tl:>,e Carter Adminlstra
simple. For each "new" -weapon Introduced "The SS-X-16 may be slightly smaller in tlon that we cannot charge that the P L-5 la 
by either side. two exlst1ng weapons would volume than the 55-13, but 'It carries about a violation because the Soviets are enceypt
have to be retired. It would be . difficult to / twice the throw weight over the same · Ing telemetry to such a degree that it la not 
conceive of a proposal that la more conceP- .. range." How likely would it be 'that the passlble to determine compliance. <Such te-
tually dlsadvantageous·to the United States. Soviet Union designed a follow-on missile to lemetry encryption Is itself a violation of 
The· Soviet modernization program la for- the SS-16, using a decade more advanced the agreement.> Another suggested the real 
more extensive than Uiat· of the United technology, and designed It to be somewhat fault was with .the Reagan Administration · 
States. The Soviet moderni7.atlon program larger than the SS-16 and have only half its · not vigorously pursuing these Issues with 
la · far more extensive than that of the- throw weight or destructive potential? Thia the Soviet Union in the Standing Consulta
United States. The Soviets have Introduced · ts, of course, nonsense. However, the fact tive Commission established by the SALT I 
10 variants of at least three new ICBMs that the Soviet Union resorted · to such an Treaties. As Professor George Friedman of 
that existed in 1972. The US added nothing argument Indicates how Ineffective the· Dickenson College has observed, these state
since 1972. "new" missile limitation of SALT II Is, and ments are "extraordinary, condeQU1ing no~ 

However, we are !aced· with the funda- how Ineffective a similar Umitatlon tied to a the Russians for their violations but the 
mental reality that the effectiveness of such "'Quild-down" proposal wouid ·be. ' President !or reporting them to the public. 
an agreement critica.lly depends upon deflni- The Soviets did not have to violate the This sophistry by the Democrats should be 
tlon of "new missile"~ One of th_e most sig- ._SALT II Treaty. The provision In question borne in mind by all of us as we grope 
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toward adeclsion on the· future of American · Nuclear capable aircraft- · · The two, .sides consider it timely and
nuclear policy: • · · Mig-23; Bear-TU-95 D.P <.TU-142. with useful ·to develop mutual contracts and co-

The Soviets are virtually certain to violate operable bombays>. · ·•operation in the fields of science and tech-
the "new:· missiles limit of SALT II. twice Military communications center. • nology. 
more this year. They will test follow-on mis• Use of Cuba as revolutionary base: 
s!les to both their SS-18 and SS-19 ICBMs. . Training terrorists and revolutionary [Prom the New York Post. May 20, 19831 · 
·sALT II prohibits the follow-on missiles forces. : . • SEC!l.E'.t ~EPLY ol!I' N. 1J1CI: TEs1: 
from being any larger in launch weight and Equipment supply to revoIUtionary forces~ 
throw weight. Do we really believe. that the DGl Uh largest intelli~nce o~g~tlon. . <By Rowland ·Evans and Robert Novak) 
Soviet Union has, invest.ea billions of dollars,. · Supply of (irUgs <heroin> to illegal drug In a response described by Pentagon and . 
to develop · new missiles. and will spend tens ··dealers In U.S. probable B~ /CW ~acillty. intelligence community hardliners as "false 
of billions to deploy new missiles. that are- . SOVIET VIOLATIOl!S and contemptuous," the Soviet Union on 
no better than their existing missiles? Threshold Test Ban Treaty < 1974): May 1% sent a formal reply to Presfdent 

u t.he so-called·"btiild down" proposal was Over 15 Soviet tests above 150 ldlotorur·ca Reapn's understated complaint early this 
in. effect,. these two missiles would be al- -with lowest possible yield above 150.t.. month about Soviet SALT II violations. The · -
lowed, but the Soviet Unfon would have to Limited Test Ban Treaty Cl963>: White House is keeping the respons~and· 
retire twice the number of warheads .carried Over 3C> unambiguous Sovfet ventings of . even its existence-secret for t&e present.· · 
for every one of the new missiles they de- · radfoactfve debris. , The response., sent to Secretary of State 
ployed. Does . anyone· believe that . they SQVUT SALl' I VIOLATIONS AND' . George Shultz. brushed off the principal . 
would do this? Or would they simply claim CillCUKVENTIONS question- rafsed by the U.S.: whether the 
that the two new follo:w-Qn missiles- were Feb. 8 Soviet test of an-mtercontinental bal-
pennlssible modifications of the SS-18 or Anti-B~tfc MiSSile <ABM> Treaty: llstics missile violated a formula in the 
SS-19? Irrespective of how we wrote the Sam testmit in ABM mode-SAM-It. SAM- treaty on what is called the missile's throw-
"new" missile definition-even if we draft a lO. SAM- l2. ' weight. . 
far more restrictive version than included in · Deployment of ABM battre management. Under the tenns of the ·q-eaty, which · the 
S~T II-the Soviet · Union' will always ~r:r camouflage' and concealment. U..K has not ratifie~ but along- with the 
claim that whatevei: they test meets the crl- Falsification 01: ABM deactivation use of Soviet Unfon has agreed to abide by, the 
teria for permissible--modifica.tfon. Thus· the new test range-.without prior noti!Ication. warhead weight may not be fess than ·so 
question will always be~ are we prepared to Development of a. rapfdlr deployable, percent of the throw-weight. The reason for . 
pursue compliance vigorously des'?ile: the- mobile, ABM., . · this is highly technfcal. It is designed to pre- -
supposed. political costs of accusmir; the- vent one side from deceiving the other on 
Soviet Uulon ol violations? Thwr Car;, our ex; sovu:rs.u.r rvrouno!'(S .um. the> number ot warheads that. mfght be 
perience-- with arms. control:· compliance . ~OBS: placed on a new missile. · · 
Issues does not suggest. that 'We" are willlnc. · Interim agreement:.· . . . . Nor dld· the· Soviet response to thee long. · 
to take-the necess&lT action to enforce COin-' · Deployment o( the heavy SS-19 ICBM u. five-page U.S. complalnt.come-to grips.with 
pliance or to generate L penalty• for Soviet- the replacement of the lfcht. S.S.. 11,. • . · U.S. protests on Soviet encryption of·tetem• 
non-compliance. . . · Failure to deactivate old ICBMs. on time. etry transmissions from the missile during 

Thus In the future we, should oniy pursue and contlnuoll,I falsification of' official deac- the test. SALT n drastically llinits el.ther 
limitations- that are subject" to hJ&h. confl- tlvati90 reports. .. ' • . • aide's right to conceal these performance re-

. denc:e- verification-. and Insist. on cooperative. Brin&in1 back- ICBM equipment to deact(-· · ports. · . 
procedures that are required for veriflca.. Y&ted ICBM complexes. - · . The Soviet reply claimed that.. Uie. dlsput-

, tion. The .. build-down propoaar• la simply Keeplns- 18 ss-a ICBMS at an ICBM test. ed new missile was., well within treaty limits 
an Invitation to algn another agreement range illegally operatlonaL · - • for modernizln1 existing missiles arut was 
that virtually amounts· to unilateral disarm- Soviet deployment. or "IIIr.• alloa with.&: · not the one "new-type" missile each side 
am.ent"l>! the United States. configuration too simil!ll" to L missile-launch. may test and deploy under the terms of the 

allo. _ treaty. But. the U.S. privately cla1ms that, to 
SOVIET VIOLATIONS or s.u.:r n Increased use ol deliberate_ ~ouflage, the- contrary, the test bad strong .earmarks 

SS-18 rapid reload and ref!re. . concealment. and '!eceptfon. · · · of being that of a new missile. Since the So-
Covert deployment of 100 to 200 SS-16's Encryption of missile telemetry~ viets have-confirmed that they flight-tested 

at Plesetsk Test Range. · - Camoufi~ge of ICBM testing. production. a- new type of missile last Call, the Feb. 8 
AS-3 Kangaroo long range A:SM on 100 deployment. · - test a'ppeared to vfollte the Uniltatlon on 

TU-95 Bear bombers. Concealment. oC SLBM. submarine- con- . more than one such-new weapon. ' 
New long range ASMon Bears. stroction. berthing. dummy 8~ construe- Adding to suspicions. within the admfnis. 
Deployment of long range ASM's on Back- tlon of berthing tunnels.. · J . tratfon that. the Soviets are 1t1vin1 false an-

tire bombers. Constructing over 68 strategic submarines. swers to the U.S_ was the- fact that. only a 
Almost total (95-98 percent) encryptron or when only 62 were allowe~. few days after the U.S. letter was handed to 

. telemetry. Violation of Brezhnev s pledge not to Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynfn an• 
ICBM: SS-18 Mod X; PL-4'. - build mobile ICBM's. ' • other test of the disputed missile was• con-
SLCM~ SS-NX- 1'9. · Deploying. SS-ll ICBMs at. SS-4 medium ducted on May ~ from the Plesetsk range. · 
SLBM:- SS-NX-20. range. ballistic missile (MRBM> sites. . , Analysts in Washington: say it breached 
IRBM/ICBM: SS-20. . Keepfng about. 1:300 to several thousand yet anpther part of the- treaty. It was con• 
Total encryptfon on second new ICBM- old ICBMS ,Stoekpiled for both. covert soft ·ducted· at' night.. raisinc atronir- suspicion 

PIS. · ·· launc~ and rapid.reload of silos for refire. that the Soviets were deliberately contriv-
2 new ICBM's In development tests. LUICl'RDfCil'USOFRELA'UOl!l'S Ing to coqc.eal from the- U.S. the relation• 
Direct attack on U.S. digital Imaging satel• Better mutual understandtnc and busf~ ah!p between the- misslle Itself and Its · 

lite. . • ness-llke cooperation'. __ launcher_ That relationship Is another re-
Wide spread camouflage, concealment, de- ·rn the-nuclear age there rs no alternative quirement under terms of the treaty. 

ceptlon. to conducting their mutual relations on the President Reagan made clear in hfs press-
sov1ET VIOLATIONS or GENEVA PROTOCOL Alfit basis of peaceful coexistence. . conference Tuesday night that, although he 
a1otOGICAL AND Tox1x WEAPON S coNVENTio N · Normal relatlona based on the principles la deeply suspicious about Soviet violations,· 
BW mlulufacture and storage- at Sverd- of sovereignty, equality, noninterference 1n he la wary about maldnir a. major public 

lovsk and Zagorsk. internal affairs and mutual advantag~. !&sue of It because he- la not certain. Some 
Percent. other suspect prodcutlon and Spirit of reciprocity, mutual accommoda.- specialists doubt that under the often am-

atorage facilities. t1on and mutual benefit. blguous terms of the treaty It will ever be 
Expnnslon of BW facilities after 19'1% and Both aides recognize that efforts to obtain poasll)le- to be absolutely certain-until too 

1975, continuing today. unilateral advantage at the expense of the late .. 
cw and toxin weapons employment and other, directly or indirectly, ·are Inconsistent 

with these objectives. 
assistance to sateUltes: Kampuchea. Laos. Promote condltloria tn which all countries 
Alghanistan. . 

Toxin assa.sslnatlon weapons. , will live in peace and security and .will not 
t,e, subJect; to- outside- interference In their 
internal affairs. SOVIET VIOLATIONS or K.E:lfNEDY·KHRUSHCHEV 

CUBA AGRUKENT 
Soviet offensive capabilities deployed to 

Cuba. 
Combat brigade. 
Oolf and Echo class nuclear submarines. 

Commercial and «\(:onomlc ties as an Im
portant and necessary element. in the 
strengthening of their bilateral relations 
and thus wllI actively promote the growth 
of such ties. 

[Prom the Washington Times, May 20, 
· l983J 

U.S .• SovtET AIR FlNDlNO or ARMS PAcr 
VIOLATIONS 

(By Bill Kling> 
Substantial evidence of Soviet violations 

of arms control agreements with the United 
States has been uncovered by a high-level 
White HoUR investigating team and "ls 
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belnr discussed" with the· U.S.S.R., a senior In the eastern Mediterranean on the one Honduras' security forces total 20,000. El 
administration o!!lclal confirmed yesterday. hand, (and) on the other, we feel It ls really Salvador's total 32,000.) Nicaragua's regime 

The official also discussed that President In no one's Interest, Including the Soviets, haa built 36 new military bases and garrl• 
Reagan, at a momlnc meetlnc with his that hostilities (In the Middle East> sons Cthe previous regime had 13). Nicara
Whlte House staff yesterday, ordered ad- reopen." guan pilots and mechanics are being trained 
ministration consultations with Congress to "And yet, as each day goes by, .we recog- In Bulgaria. The regime has received. so far, 
clear the way !or a possible decision, per- nize the risk heightens that there could be 50 Soviet tanks, 1,000 East German trucks, 
haps this momlnr, on the proposed sale of an Incident, a triggering mechanism !or hos- 100 anti-aircraft guns, Soviet -152-mllllmeter 
sophisticated F-16 warplanes to Israel. tllltles, and that ls why the push not only howitzers with a ranie or 17 miles. Cuba has 

Consultations with Congress were carried by ourselves but by Arab neighbors on Syria 4,000 to 5,000 civilian advisers In Nicaragua, 
out yesterday on whether the F-lJI sale to to do the correct thing •.. and to move on plus 2,000 military and security advisers. 
Israel "should go forward or be held In back," the official said. , There also . are East Germana, Bulgarians, 
abeyance longer,'' the- official told the· The official denied that the admlnlstra- North Koreans, Soviets and members of the 
Washington Times In an ·Interview. There tlon had offered any long-term grain deal PLO. The second quiz question Is: about 
waa no Indication when Reagan's. decision with the Soviets. ~ - · · what In Central America does Congresa 
would be announced. ' . "It was. more a communication from <Sec- seem most worried? ' 

The o!!lclal also discussed the possible retary or, State> George Shultz to Mr. <Ana- Answer: fifty.five U.S. trainers In EI Sal-
Middle East ramifications or some recent tolly) Dobrynin <Soviet ambassa.dor to the vador. ' . 
Soviet military movements. pending United United States) that the consensus In the ad- ' Events In Central America are splnnlnr 
States-Soviet talks on a possible. long-term ministration was that we explore the possl- rapidly towa·rd a decisive moment In U.S. 
grain deal and the current Reagan admlnis- bllltles or a long-term grain agreement," the history. None of the fictions that were used, 
tratlon assessment of Soviet weapons devel• official said "Would they be Interested In to rationalize acceptance of defeat In Vlet
opment. sitting down to discuss that exploration, and nam can be used regarding Central America. 

"Evidence (of Soviet arms violations) la after some three weeks' time? The answer The threat there Is close, clear and lndlsput-
mountlng on a wider scale and, I might ada, was 'yes."' ably communist. There the United states 
that evidence Is being discussed at a certain will show-will learn-whether It Is any 
level with the Soviets now,'' the official said. [From the Washington Post, Apr. ~1, 1983] longer· capable of asserting the will a great 

Information obtained In the- special lnves-- BLIND Evz o!f CENTRAL AMERICA power requires, or whether the slide Into pa-
tlgatlon la under continuing review by L ·cBy George F.. Will> ralysls is irreversible. 
White House committee· under- the chair- Governments such as Costa Rica's and 

hi f Willi Clar.., Re • ti To begin, a· two-question qutz;·~ · · mans P O am ..,. agan s na on- Fl Panama's are llstenln" as con=esslonal 
al It ad_.,__ th ffl ial aid d will rst question: since detente was codified • ... . secur Y v ..... r, e-o c s ► an complaints mount. ..... e complaints. are 
be t d to th ·d t " h • at the Nixon-Brezhnev summit In 1973, the ..,,. presen e e presi en w en we re:- agai·nat U.S. assas· tance to armed opponents" 

tlsfl d Ith th t f ·d Soviet Union has- forced a nuclear alert by •-. · aa e w e- quan um, o evi ence- on of Nicaragua's Stalinist.a, and.. about even the severallssuea." · . threatening to Intervene with• troops In the- ln1m 
Reagan, during his nationally- televised dctober 1973 war In the Middle East ca war m al aid !or the democratically elected 

. - . White, House press . conference Tuesday Incited and financed by the Soviet Union>: government of El Salvador that ls under 
night, acknowledged there ls "reason to be- has organized and financed the destruction attack from forces that are- extensions. 
lleve" the Soviets have tested new weapons of the·Paris accords and a U.S. ally; hu In- through Nicaragua and Cuba, of the Soviet 
In violation of arma control agreements "but . tervened with Cubans and others In Angola, · Union. · · , · 
we don't have solldevidence." . Ethiopia:, Yemen, Cambodia, Nicaragua and . The conjunction of these complaints can_ 

.. 

Several weeks ago a-senior administration El Salvador; has Invaded Afghanistan; hu mean, In effect, the extension of the- Brezl{
of!icial indicated that the Reagan admlnia- orchestrated · the crushing -of Poland; has nev doctrine In this hemisphere. That 18.
tratlon, spurred by demands from Capitol made a mockery of the Helslnld agreements;. communist attacks on a regime. leech away 
Hill, had not ruled out the possibility of ls- has repeatedly violate the- Informally the regime's legitimacy, and P[Oduce -pres. 
sulnir a comprehensive- public report on agreea-to threshold test ban treaty . Cal· _sure,s !or negotiations alm~d at power-shar• 
Soviet violations or a number or agreements though we- even changed the way we meas- · Inc' with Stalinist.a who do not believe- In, 
with the United States. · ure- violations, In an effort to avoid the need sharing power. But a communist regime, 

One such demand !or public disclosure of to make protests that would dampen d6- however, freshly planted and dependent on 
Soviet treaty Infractions came- from Sen. tente>: has tried to murder the pope; ls vlo- foreign totalitarians, u In Nicaragua, must 
James A. McClure, R-Idaho, chairman or latlng the terms of SALT II can amazing be treated as legltlm9:te and lrr~versible. • 
the Senate Republican Conf'erence who !eat, conslderlnir that SALT II la a tissue of '!'..here ls a war raging, _!I.lid if all the su~ 
wrote Reagan a !Ive-page letter April 25 loopholes and. ambiguities>; la fundlnir and .stantlal, determined military assistance_ la 
seeking Information and White Ho\JSC' un- organ~g terrorism 'worldwide; and ls con- one-way! there· can be but one result. The 
derstandlnp about Soviet- missile testlnir tlnutnir an 'arms buildup unambiguously de- r~sult will be a communist Central America, 
and "conclusive evidence of Soviet violation signed for- political Intimidation and mill• and an Iran Just a wade aero.~ the Rio 
of the biological and chemical warfare trea- tary aggression. The first quiz question Is: · Grande. 
ties. · why Is there a "return to the Cold War''? 

A spokesman for McClure said yesterday Answer: President Reagan gave a speech Two NEW SOVIET STRATEGIC MISSILES 
that the senator hu received a. brief re- referring to the Soviet Union as an evll. .Within !our months, the Soviet Union has 
sponae from David Geraen, White House empire. · _ launched two new intercontinental ballistic 
commu.riicattona director, acknowledging re- Seco·nd question: the Soviet Union has an inissiles ·CICBMs>. In a top-secret report, the 
celpt or McClure's request and promising a army brigade <2,600-3,000 men), 2,500·mill- American Central Intelllgence Agency de
more substantive answer later-. tary advisers (Increased 500 last year> and scribes the two missiles as the PL-4 and the 

The administration official told The 6,000-8,000-civ1llan advisers In Cuba. It gave PL-5. With these launchings, the Soviet 
Washington Times that United States int.el• Cuba 66,000 metric tons of milltary supplies . Union appears to have violated the 1980 
llgence-gatherlng systems have detected "no in 1981, 68,000 In 1982 (worth $1 billion). • Salt-2 treaty, which has not been ratified bJ 
evidence of a switch In priorities" toward Moscow's annual economic aid to Cuba is $4 the United-States, in three wayL 
the manufacture of consumer goods rather bllllon <more than one-quarter of Cuba's The PL-4 was launched on October 26th. 
than weapons in the Soviet Union under GNP.). Cuba has 200 MiGa, including- two. Apparently the first stage failed to Ignite 
Yurt Andropov. , squadrons of MiG-23 l"lbggers, at least 650 and the test was aborted. It seems to be a 

. "We .know It's been discussed within the - tanks,. at least 90 hellcoptera, lncludinc variation of the mirved, four-warhead SS
party and the . government, but: I am un- MI24' attack helicopters, a KonL-class frig-. 17. It uses solid fuel (unlike most Soviet mis-
aware of any change In priorities,'' the offl•-· ate, two Foxtrot. attack submarines, at least · siles). Solid fuel ls easier for ground crews to 
cial said. 7 50 torpedo attack boats, two amphibious u- - handle; its use enables scientists to inake 

On the .Middle East. the official said the sault ships. A Grenada. minfilter says Cuba missiles more- accurate. All American mis-' · 
White House· still Is hopeful that Syria will use Grenada's new airport when supply- slles except the ageing Titans use It. 
eventually will agree to withdraw Its troops lnir Cubans in Africa. Cuba, '!\'it.h one-sev- The PL-4 was also tested last December; 
from Lebanon even though· Syrian officials enth of Mexico's population, has milltary The Soviet -ambassador · to the United 
have ye!used · to discuss the matter with forces twice the size of Mexico's. The Soviet States, Anatoly Dobrynln, Informed the 

- Phlllp Habib, Reagan's special envoy in the Union Is giving 20 times more military as- state department about It and said' that this · 
areL . . . slstance to. Cuba than the United States ls was~ the one new missile allotted to the 

The official liJdlcated that the Reagan ad- giving to all or Latin America. ~ the newest Soviet Union under the terms of Salt-2._ . 
ministration ls "very concerned about the Soviet sal,t:llite, Nicaragua, 39 percent of all The second missile, the , PL-5, was 

· Soviet buildup In the past four months lead- males over 18 are in · uniform, . and the launched from the remote Plesetsk range on. 
Ing to 7,000 Soviet troops and technicians regime Intends to build a 250,000-person February 8th. It Is light, mobile and ln'ter
around the new SAM <surface-to-air missile> armed force, so one In 10 Nicaraguans will continental. It Is described as a variation of 
sites and an Increased Soviet naval presence soon be in the military pr ' militia. <All of -the SS-16._ This was an enlargement by a 

' . 
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thlrd-s~ rocket of the SS:-20,. which about the- sincerity of their previous posi- make It hold up rn court. This last [Soviet 
cannot reach beyond west European targets; tion and the wisdom of their current views. test) comes the· closest to indicating that It 
It was banned under sa1t:2_ 1 

• ·One of the chief objections to any nuclear Is a vfolatlon." Reagan was referring to the 
According to the CIA, the three violations arms reduction agreement has been that the testing-• of Intercontinental ballistic missiles 

of Salt-2 are: - Russiana- are likely to cheat and thereby limited. under the SALT II treaty-and part 
The testing- of the PL-5· violates article · gain a secret, and wtentlally catastrophic, of the Informal agreement undertaken by 

four of Salt-2's Agreed Statements and advantage over the U.S. Additionally; some both sides after the Senate re!U.sed "the 
Common. Un4entandlnp referring to the have felt · that, even lf violations were de-. Carter Administration's request to ratify 
SS-16. . tected, political interests In this country the treaty ·collowing. the Soviet ·fnvasion of 

The PL-5 violates. article four's limit o! would be such tha! no serious response •Afghanistan. . · · · · 
only one new land-based missile being tested would be likely. The Pentagon documept Sotfet Mllfta.ry 
by each signatory. For the Soviet Union, the For one thing, SQviet violations would be Power; Issued in March, listed three specific 
argument runs, the PL-4. Is the new missile; . an embarra.sszµent to those who supported new Soviet ICJ3M violations. Moscow claims 
for the·United States it will be the MX. the- treaties. and who would then do any- · that a new solid-propellant ICBM Is a modi-

For the lint time, the Soviet Union has. thing to pretend that they were In fact fication of its SS-13. The U.S. calls it a new 
encrypted all of Its radio telemetry during a working. For another. the U.S. has, along missile, the PL-5, after the Plesetsk Test 
test. This . contravenes- article 15 of Salt-2 with the liberal democracies. of Western Range where Is was fired on Feb. a. Further
which says that "neither. party shall engage Europe, a deep social and political aversion : more, the PL-5 is the second new Soviet 
In deliberate denial. ot teremetrie Inform&- ' to the financial strains involved fn an arms ICBM tested, and Article IV permits devel• 
tfon~ such u through the use- of telemetry race. · · · . opment ot only one new ICBM durinir the 
encryptron. whenever such denial impedes Prior to World War U. we- did everything treaty's li.f~ At Plesets~ the Russians also 
vertiflcatlon of compliance with the treaty". possible to avoid confrontln& the evidence deployed SS-16s, banned under a prohibi-

Encryptfon makes radio nansmlsslons that Germany was grossly violating legal tion against mobile ICBMs. 
from the missile to Its base illegible to out- limits on Its anned forces. So, too, oppo- In January: when the Russians tested the , 
siders. Normally these transmissions, when- nents. oC nuclear arma: · treatfes !ear that SS-NX-20-a' missile launched from the So-
intercepted by the Americans. allow the de- • future leaders would be- loath. to incur the viets' new- Typhoon-class • submarines that. 
fence department to decide- whether the- expense of' rebulldinc nuclear' forces. no '. has a range of 5,000 mL and carries 12 war
missile- test fa fn compliance- wi~h Salt. Te--.matter what the evidence of Soviet viol~- -heads-95 . percent- oC. the signals were in 
lemetry can tell, the: United: States the!_ tlons and· no matter how terrible the conse- cipher. The: treaty requires· signals- under
weight of the missile atlaunchinr, its,carry- quen~ of their willful self'-delusfoIL. The . standable to anyone lfstening •. "A violation 
Ing capacity (throw weight);- the- number-of Democrats' current behavior has done much o! this part. ot thl!'. acreement-whlch we 
warheads aboard; the- type- of fuel; and pro- to confirm these fears;. · - would quickly detect-would' be Just' as serf
cedures for releasing the-warheads. · · The- statement by Senator Pell that publl- ous as a violation of the limits on strategfc-

Soviet- encryption, has been fncreasin~ . cfzlna Soviet violations "would be widely In- weapons themselves. .. said Henry IL. Klssin-
. Early tests of the- ne• Soviet submarine- terpreted as &cheap shot ~ic to build sup.. rerr whO' began the- negotiation&,- for the' 
launched ·ballistic- missile- <SLBM>, the SS- port for the Administration's arms pro- agreement Another ICBM test by the Sori
NX-20. fired from. the new Typhoon: subma- gram, - and not L serious attempt' to deal ets this year violated &. treaty clause that a, • 
rine, have been 80 percent encrypted. The with suspected So~et violations Is extraor- warhead may constitute no less than 50 per-
rernalnlng 20 percent contafned enough In- dlnary, condemlntr not the Russians for cent.of the weight of the total reentry pack-.J 
formation to enable- the- United':- States to.- their violations but the President' for report- age. 
decide what kind of missile' It was. Another ing them to the public. • Last year; General .. David c Jones, then · 
test of the missile late last. year, however,.. Thia sophistry by the- Democrats should Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, re-
was 95 percent encrypted. When the PL--t be borne in mind. by all of us as we grope. ferred to possible violations of the- antlbal-

' was tested In December, says the CIA, ft was tow~d a decision on the future of· American lfstlc missile treaty. And the U.S. suspects 
98 percent encrypted. The test of the PL-5 i;iuclear policy. that the Soviets are violatinc limits on over- · 
on February 8th wu 100 percent encrypted. GEORG~ F'Rn:DMA:rr, all nuclear testinr- Referring to Mghani-

These Soviet: missile developments seem .- • ~uociate PrfJfe11orof . stan, Cambodia, and Laos, the P.resident, In 
certain to set off a new nuclear deb_ate irr Political .Science, Dickimon College. his State of the Union message In January, · 
the United States. The CIA la worred about ""-m Buslnesswee,..· May 9, 19831 said: "Given the overwhelming: evidence of . 
the Soviet Union's rrowlng advantage In .... '" .., Soviet violations of chemical and biological 
strategic weapons over the. United' States, as Br.ow nu: WHISTLE Olf ARMS CHEATIHa? weapons, we also Insist that any agreement 
the Americans phase out. old B-52 bomJ?ers A bitter argument ia. raging within- the· we sign can and will be verifiable." 
and Titan missiles and the- Russians add Reagan Administration · over whether to - · · 
strategic bombers.. publicize- Soviet violations of anna agree- (From the N~w York Tl~es, May ti 1983] 
-This CIA table, which does · not- include mentr. The State-Dept. araues that publicly U.S. SEES NEW Sov11:r ARIUI VIOLATION 

the IO-warhead Soviet SS-NX-20 and the denouncing Soviet violations • would make 
330-odd Intermediate-range SS-20s or the- the- negotiation of new agreements even . <By Hedrick Smith)· 
American MX and cruise, cives the latest more difficult. Hard-liners led by National WASHIHGT0H, May 11.-In. two high-level 
American analysis: · Security Adviser William P. Clarie counter private diplomatic approaches, the Reagan 

that the President's milltlb budget.-to Administration hu accused the- Soviet' 
which Reaaan baa cluns; despite a. revolt Union of testing two new intercontinental 

JMury 1981 .W, 1911 Jauy lffl · among- congressional Republicans-can be missiles and a.sked Moscow to explain why 
u.u u.s.s.11. U.s.A. u.UI. II.SA: u.Ull Justified only by exposinr the continuing this does not· violate the 19'19 strategic arms 

Soviet military buildup. agreement, American officials disclosed 
QM's ___ 1,054 
SlBM's___ S7& 
Huwy bambe,s_ 341 
· roui __ u11 

r,: ··m- l.l9f' I.D«' 1.39' The confrontation pits Clark and his staff today. , 
950 against Secretary of State George P. Shultz · The second nuclear arms treaty permits 
430. and his, with conservatives and liberals on. each nation to test. and develop only one 

2J7a Capitol Hill Joining In. Shultz believes that new intercontinental missile. 

950 544, 
356 347 356 300 

2,704 I,™ 2)04 l.19Q. 

....;..________________ harpinr on Soviet duplicity would add to Administration officials reported that new 
thd Image of ' L belllcose- and lnnexlble concema had been raised by a second Soviet 
Ronald Reagan, already rampant In West- test. of a missile known here as the Plesetslt
em Europe. In. the hi&hly complex neKotia- 5. The llrst- test of the missile on Feb. a led 
tlons, State maintains, It. ls almost lmpossl- , to political questlona. here about possible 
ble to document violatlona · conclusively. • Soviet treaty violations. 

[From the New York Times, May 2, 19831 
WHElf Moscow CHEATS O!f ARMS 

To THS: EDITOR: The· demand by several 
leading Democrats, amonc. them Senators 
Cranston and Pell, that the Adminlst.ratfon 
not. publicize evidence that the Soviets are 
in violation of the 19'19 arms- limitation. 
agreements <news story April 22> is shockinr 
and ourht to raise serious doubts about. the
wisdom of any · future arms control arree-
ments. · 

The two Senators. who have both been In 
the forefront. o! critics of secrecy In foreign . 
policy, are. now urrinir the wlthholdlnr ol 
information which would damage policies 
which they support. Thia turnabout on the 
public's right to know J1llses serioua doubts 

Clark's croup argues that It is 'precisely the . Pentagon and State Department officials 
lack of publicity rtven. to recent blatant said the Initial analysis of the latest Soviet 
Soviet treaty violatlona that has skewed un- test. conducted early last Thursday, had not 
derstanding of disarmament: in both Europe been completed, but the missile Involved ap. 
and the U.S. In an· effort to resolves the peared to be the same one tested In Febru
lssue, Clark has been named to head a task ary. Much to American frustration, the om- · 
force to make recommendations to the clals said, the electronic data from the test 
President. had been "heavily encrypted" by the Soviet 

. OVERWHELMIMO ICVll>E?fCS 

Reagan told a press conference f'&rlY this 
year: .. You could say, ·'I'm convinced that 
these are violations,' but It would have been . 
very difficult to find the hard evidence to 

Unio~ . 
TWO PJts:VIOUS TESTS 

Administration sources and American rep
resentatives about two earlier tests, In Octo
ber and February, were made to the Soviet 

i. 
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Union In late April throuch the Joint Spe- . THE ISSUE OP' CODING . 
clal Consultative Committee in Vienna. The Some American officials were concerned · 
sources said the Americans responded more that the latest Soviet test constituted an In• 
forcefuJly in a follow-up meeting on May .5 direct Russian reply, adding to .:iunerlcan 
between Acting Secretary of State Kenneth anxieties that Moscow wu proceedln& with 
W. Da.m and the Soviet Ambassador to the two new missiles. 
United States, Anatoly F. Dobrynln. · These officials said the electronic telcme• 

Ambassador Dobrynin met .again with Mr. try data from the test was totally encoded, 
Dam today at Soviet request, possibly to de- which many officials considered a violation 
liver the Kremlin's response, but American of the 1979 treaty. , 
officials declined to discuss the subst.ance of But other officials said the Soviet encod• 

smaller ICBM and later told the United 
States if was a modification of an older mis
sile, the SS13. The smaller missile waa 
tested again ln March and failed. 

Some U.S. analysts said the second missile 
exceeded the modification limits set by 
SALT II. Reagan administration o!ficlala 
called the data "somewhat ambiguous" and 
said they would await ,mother test to see If 
they could prove a violation. 

the meeting and Mr. Dob0>nin could not be- Ing had not been total, and cautioned that [From the Washington Times, May 25, 
reached. American assessment of the test would be ' 1983) 
· After the session, however; American offi. hampered by the fact that an American NEW SOVIET Missru: VIOLATES SALT, 

cfals said United States concerns had not radar-equipped trackin& ship, vital to EXPERTS CLAIM 
been put to rest and uncertainties about the United States monitoring of Soviet missile 
pattern of Soviet tests had "not been re- tests, had hot been on station for the May 5 <By Russell Warren Howe> . 
solved." test. Soviet tests thia year of a . new-design 

Although Mr. Reagan opposed the 1979 - These officials said American Interpret&- single-warhead missile .appear to be In con• 
nuclear arms agreement when he was a can- tlon of the Feb. 8 test had also been ham- travention of SALT II,. U.S. strategic war
didate In 1980 and has declined as President pered because not all American intelligence- fare experts report. citing actual and cir
to" press for its ratification, his Adminlstra- gathering equipment was functioning that cumstantial evidence. • 
tion ha.s observed it In practice. , day. · The tests reportedly were• conducted at 

The Administration has recently come Ple:;etsk, about 200 miles south of the . 
under pressure from Senate Republican [From th~ Washington Post, May 12, 1983) White Sea. 
conservatives to accuse Moscow publicly of NEW SovIET ICBM TEsT CONCERNS Sen. James A. McClure, R-Idaho, has wrlt-
violatin& this treaty, • among others, on ADMINISTRATIOlf ten President Reagan, claiming that this is 
grounds that the Russians had tested tw9 . (By Walter Pincus) ""only one of a series of Soviet breaches of 
new Intercontinental missiles and had heav- The Reagan adminsitratlon Is. "seriously SALT I, SALT II and the threshold test ban 

• lly encoded da~ from the, tests to foll concerned" about a third .. test flight last treaty. · 
American monitoring operations. The treaty week of a Soviet ICBM that may violate the Defense sources confirmed yesterday that 
bans encodina that impedes verification of there had been two tests of the new weapon. • SALT II treaty, accordinc to IL top-rankinc hi h h u It d s compliance.: - covernment official. . w c t e n e tates designates as PL-5 • . 

Presidentc . Re~. after edging toward: The May 4 test came aa American officials But they declined to label the test.a aa a,, 
public confrontation with Moscow, indicated were trying through diplomatic channels to breach of-SALT II, pendlnc further investl
at a new conference on April 22 that the Ad- determine from the Soviet.a whether a viola-. gation of the nature of the missile, which 
ministration preferred first to pursue-- the, tlon had occurred during two earlier: tests of they said could be- a permitted modification 
matter through private diplomatic chan- the small, solid-fueled missile. of an earlier weapon. · 
ne,Ja. Although he said earlier that there baa "Nobody haa any conclusive information" Certain modifications are allowed under . 
been "increasingly serious ground for: ques- on the latest shot, one government official the 1979- agreement. 
tionin&" Soviet compliance with the treaty, said yesterday. He added that there were The first test of . the PL-5 <Plesetslt.. 
he emphasized In April the difficulty of ob- "anomalies" In the data collected that launch-5) was on Feb. 8, the second on May 
talnlng "hard and fast evidence." might indicate either that the Soviets had 5• · ·-
. A few days later, Administration officials tried to hide electronic Information about . McClure Insists . that the launches were a 
said, a complaint was made to the soviet the tesi or that. µ.s. monitorinc systems double violation of the arms . limitation 
Union by Ambassador Richard Ellis, the had not functioned properly. . treaty because they Involve a second new 
American · representative on the Special. The test. like the earlier ones, was held at Soviet ground-launched intercontinental 
Consultative-Committee. · night "so that we could not see the ·mobile ballistic missile and because, at the second 

The committee Is a panel set up to deal )auncher," according to one source fainillar test, ."all the telemetry was encrypted.'' 
with Interpretations and complaints under with intelligence data. . SALT II allows only one new strategic 
Soviet-American nuclear- arms treaties. - In Geneva, American representatives at ICBM to both the United States and the' 
Until now the Reagan Administration h,ad· the St.andin& qonsultatlve Commission, . Soviet Union. Moscow has designated the 
used it sparingly to deal with the 1979 arms whi.ch monitors adherence- to U.S.-Soviet ~C-24 <also known at the PL-4> as Its per- ~ 
treaty. . arms treaties, have raised questions about· m1tted weapon. The new U.S. system is the-

,. FORCEFUL RESPONSE' Soviet missile testing, accordinc to Washing- MX.Th t f bids th !al ton sources. · · · e pac or more an part en-
A~inistration officials said.a more force-: And Just days before the May 4 test, the crypting <encoding) of telemetry-the sig-

ful, higher-level follow-up was made by Mr. United States took an unusual step by put- nals s.e~t back by the missile which• e~able 
J:?am with Ambassador Dob~ to empha,, ting a series of guestiona about the two ear- both sides to monitor its range, w~1ght, 
size the seriousness of Amencan concern. lier tests to Soflet Ambassaoor Anatoliy F. number of warheads, type of fuel, warhead
Mr; Dam reportedly • asked for a speecty- Dobrynln. No response has been received, -release methods and performance. · 

, Soviet .reply.. · . according to..-ovemment sources.. The United Sta~ does_ not encrypt telem-
: In both cases, however, the United States, · Answers received 1n Geneva.and,from the etry at all; the Soviet Uruon always encrypt.a 

was reported to h~ve stop~d short of accus- questions elven Dobrynin will be included'in p_art .of it. Strategic missile experts say con- . 
in& Moscow ~f violating the arms treaty. an lnteragency verification committee study s1derably less than 50 percent needs to be 
But in what was described as a tough repre-- ordered by President Reapn and directed left_. unencrypted to permit SALT verlflca-
sentatlon Mr. Dam took some issue withe by national security adviser William p tlons. . . 
previous Soviet explanations of the Feb. 8 Clark. That study Is to determine whethe~ · Defense sources s.ay the PL-5 haa the 
missile tes;,,.officlals said._ , SALT II has been violated, and If so, what same solid-fuel booster as the SSX-24. They 

In response to initial American Inquiries the U.S. response should be. compare the weapon to the proposed U.S. 
back in February, Moscow told the United Last week's test, accordlhg to one conserv- Armadlllo or "Mldgetman" missile, which · 

. States that the Plesetsk- 5 missile was a atlve source on Capitol Hill, was "Moscow's would be an American breach of SALT II lt 
modified version of the three-stage, solid-_ "contemptuous response" to the administra- tested before the treaty expires -on Dec. 31, 
f~el SS-13 missile ~rmltted under the,1979 tlon's questlona. Conservatives have urged- ~985. Armadillo i_s stll~ at the design stage. 
treaty. The Kremlin had already Identified . the administration to go public with lnfor- Soviet ICBMs m existence on May 1, 1979, 
the Plesetsk-4. missile as the one new Inter- mation about alleged Soviet SALT II viola- when SALT II was signed, were the SS-11, 
continental ballistic missile perinitted under tions before new strategic arms negotiations SS-13, SS-16, SS-17, SS-18 and SS-19. 
the treaty. In Geneva. · . · Moscow agreed not to deploy · the SS-16, · 

Mr. Dam was said to have told Ambassa- Under SALT II, both the United States then In the test phase. 
dor Dobrynln that American• analysis ind!• and the Soviet Union. agreed to limit them• The Senate has not ratified SALT II but 
cated the Plesetsk-5 exhibited characteris-- selves to one new ICBM. Although the both the U.S. and Soviet governments have 
tics that exceeded the modifications permit- treaty has not been ratified, both sides have agre~d to observe Its tenns. . · 
ted under the treaty for an old missile--5 said they will respect Its provisions. Moqlfications not permitted under the 
pe~ent change in length, diameter, launch Last October, .the Soviets tested a large, . treaty are more than 5 percent Increases in 
weight and throw weight. and a clear reten- solid-fueled ICBM · which~ Dobrynin later length, diameter; launch weight and. throw 
tlon of a single warhead-and thus It techni- said, i,.ras the one pennitted under SALT II. weight, the addition of a further rocket 
cally constituted a new rni.ssUe. Then on Feb. 8, the Soviets test fired the stage- which Increases -range-or a chan 

· from liquid to solid fueL 
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May 25, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE S 7 453· 
• Th~ SSX-24 had an o.bortive test on Oct. missile program has preoccupied four framework for · gaining congressional 
26, 1982, when its first stage failed to ignite. administrations, drained scarce de- approval of MX deployment. In saying 
This was reported at the time to be a.major · fense C,ollars, skewed American arms this, I do not wish to appear to.be cast-.. 
variation of the four-warhead SS-17, but re- control policy, and plagued Congress. ing•aspersions on the outstanding men 
liable U.S. sources emphatleally denied this· Until very recently, only one point of · who made up the Scowcroft _panel. "It was as different from the SS-17 as MX 
1a from Minuteman," o,ne of these sources agreement stood out like a. beacon Within the realitles which· bound 
told Tlie Washington Times. "It was an en- amid the turmoil and dissensiqn: The them, they have done a superb job. If 
tirely new-weapon:· . highly accurate, 10-warhead, hard- one subtracts the politically driven 

The SSX-24 was successfully tested last. target-killing MX had to be based sur- MX conclusion from the report, the 
December. and So~iet Ambassador Anatoly vivably if Congress was to approve Commission has performed a great 
Dobrynin Informed the State Department funding· for the program · t th N t· -
th t It M "' itt d ICBM · service o e a 10n. a was oscow s perm e new · President Reagan has come to the · 

· When the PL-5 was first launched, British . I sent the members of the Comm1s-
lntelligence described It as a modification of . Congress with !L new recommendatio.n, sion a letter outlining my ideas about 
the SS-16, deployment of which is .forbid- · base~ on ~he fmd!Dgs of the Comm15- how the United States might forge a. 
den under-SALT II. The SS-16 is the triple- ston ·. on Stra~egic ·F'.0rces so ably sound stra.t~gic modernization and. 
warhead ss-20 ca medium-range weapon de- chal!ed by Ge~. Brent Scowcroft. Man~, arms control policy. Leaving aside MX. 
ployed ag~inst Western European and Asian from my ·c?nst1tue!1ts in Vermo!lt !las , I am struck by the similarities between 
targets> with a third rocket stage added to- overwhelmingly-virtually unammous- the Commission's views and my own 
ii;i~ ~~fe1°~~~~!~~l:s ls a permitted l~-<:o;iem~;/ \te t Presrenft d_eci- on th~ future directions _o_fU.S. strate-
modlflcation of the SS-13, a single-warhead Sion.. ey ow .a race rac asmg, gic modernization and !UfflS control. I 
missile. All U.S. · sources questioned agreed interim basing in siloS, and dense pack ask unanimous consent that the text 
that it was a single-warhead weapon,. but have all been proposed and rejected. of my. letter to the Scowcroft ,Commis.: 
Dave SUlllvan, a McClure aide, claims It has Vermonters a.r_e aware that over the sion be printed in the RECORD at the · 
an SS-16-type !Jlunc;her. He sars the throw . last decad_e thlS ~as been the fate of . conclusion of my·remarks. 
weight- <explosive power.-· over· distance> of more than 30 basing modes. . · . 
the PL-15's ls "200 percent" greater than , Now, after more months of study, we> The _PRESIDING. OFFICER. With-
SS-13s, thwi exceedlng.- the SALT-If 5 per- are back to a dressed-up version of the-- out obJectfon, !tis so ordered. 
cent limit. ·· . • President's interim silo basing- option <See exhibit f.> 

The SS-13 was. until last' year, Moscow's ·t 1981 H .. _ t 1 · M LEAHY· Mr. Pr id t ·th· · is 
· only ICBMwilng solidfuel-Ltechnology 20 ° · ~-as~ WI O approve- P acmg- r; •· • es en ,.. '!5 , 

years otd 1n·the--Unit'ed states~ . , . . · 100 M?t- nussiles in vulnerable M1:Dute- ~hy r can, say that the C~mmiss1?n s 
Solid fuel, whfch· has the,con.slstency ·ora.; man.silos. Perhaps in _honor of ·George" fmal report is~ encouragmg,·as 1t is 

pencil eraser; occupies less space and bums 0rwell,. we,ought to·refer to this latest disappomting, . . · · 
in its container, obviating the need for the plan as "long-term interim basing.'' On·the positive side the report con
pumping mechanisms ~hlch move liqul.d · Basing the MX in vulnerable silqs is tains a · 1ucid and · co~pelling analysis 
fuel to the combustion cJ:iamber. J'hls Im- a.s unnecessary, wasteful, and destabi- of the strategic problems · confrontinir 
provement In _propulsion technology makes llzing now. as- it-was when we rejected th u ·t d St •-- 1· t · ff t r· ICBMs much smaller and more effective_ - . . . e . 01 e . a...,.._ · o ers a • se. o 

McClure says that the circumstantial evi- it-in 1981• Notbmg.h~ changed in the- recommendations fo strategic mod-
dence that Moscow ls not telling the full strategic equation. · . . emization and arms, control objectives · 
truth about'ttie PL-5 comes partly from th Why, then, are we p~eparin&: to. vote that, in the main, I can support. 
allegelf second violation-the total encryp- on a funding resolution which will ·1n fact. if we were to subtract an·its -
tlon-and partly !i:~m the !act that, at both open the way to procuremen_t and de- findings except one, the Commission 
launches, the m.LSStie was moved from Its velopment of the- MX in Mmuteman did an important service by exposing 
manufacturing plant at night and launched silos? It is because of the str;,.nge, per- th h 11 f th tch h 
from a camouflaged launcher In a wooded t f th Sc ft C · e o owness o e ca P rase _ 
area. ve:8': ou come O e _ owcro om- "window of vulnerability." For once· 

U.S. spy satellites thus got no clear pie- - mission on 5trategi~ Fore~~- . and for all, they closed the window of 
ture of the launcher, raising the suspicion President Rea~an s dec15ion l~t pe- vulnerability. I applaud the President. 

· that it was not an SS-13 launcher; but one- cember ~ appomt this Commission, in admitting and accepting the fact 
designed for a new weapon. , coming.- on the- heels of defeat of his that in his campaign slogans and the 

On May 12, Dobrynin responded to U.S. dense pack scheme~ was one of the expression he used in 21/a years as 
complaints about the PL-5 tests. The State- most important and sensible things he . 
Department will not reveal the c9ntents of has done in strategic affairs. Though I ~Js1~ent, :e wast ~r~ng, ~~ tha~ 
Dobrylin's .. memorandum but defense . certainly cannot take any credit for ee w_e. ave no a a wm ow o 
sources say he ignored an American query his decision this was a ste I ur ed ' vulnerab1hty. . _ 
on whether the PL-5.. warhead was less than d in th d b t d P k {h Our overall deterrent is sound· there 
50 percent of the missile's throw weight, ur ~ e e a e on ense pac · e is no re3.l!on for haste or panic' in de
which would be a further breach of SALT-- qrainmg experience of the MX debate .. di h t d I 'th th · b- f 
IL • had convinced me of the imperative. Cl ng ow_ 0 ea Wl e p_ro u::m o 

This treaty clause was Intended to en.sure need for a detached, sober, and objec- vulnerable, fixed, land-basecj intercon
that range- Is not· Increased by reducing the tive analysis of our strategic tril1d· and tinental missiles. . 
number o! warheads on a. missile. Dobryn- the future of fixed intercontinental The report also candidly admits that 
In's silence on this point has .raised suspi- ballistic missiles in our deterrent the decision made in the late 1960's to 
clon.s that the Russians may have . put a. force - · take· "advantage" of our temporary 
single ~arhead on a banned SS-16 missile. I be.lieved su h a Co i l h Id technological lead to deploy multiple Official U.S. sources denied a suggestion . c mm ss on s OU • 
that the Rea~an administration was delay- have had a. broade.r membership, in• independently targetable warheads in
Ing open condemnation of the missile as &. eluding representatives from both par- stead of seeking to ban them in SALT 
treaty breach to avoid poisoning the atmos- ties, as well as persons experienced In I was a terrible mistake. The vast 
phere at the stalemated Geneva arms-reduc- foreign policy. growth in the numbers of warheads on 
tlon talks even furth~r. It should have had much more time accurate land-based MIRV'd missiles 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. -President for to accomplish its goals, and wider was the single most destabilizing step 
the opposition, I yield 10 minut~s to terms of reference to examine Ameri- in the sad history of the arms race. 
the Senator from Vermont. can strategic policy and posture; _The The Soviets have ·concentrated on 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank my friend from fact that the Commission was com- land-based MffiV's while we empha-
Mississlppf. posed primarily of "national security" sized sea-based MIRV's. Now, we find 

Mr. President, In Senate Concurrent experts, all of whom had favored the our silo-based Minuteman force in
Resolution 26, which would release MX in the pa.st, did not enhance my creasingly vulnerable to a Soviet first 
funds for the MX, the Senate once confidence in its impartiality and strike. This Is not a.scenario In which I 
again turns to the most divisive and breadth. The political reality, quite place much stock. Nevertheless, it 
difficult strategic issue this country frankly, was that the Commission's must be resolved in the interests of 
has faced since the ABM. The MX top priority was to find a plausible strategic stablllty. 

if 
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1. SOVIET INTEREST EXHIBITED IN CONTINUeD INTERIM RESTRAINT 

A number of recent Soviet actions--including silo destruc
tions, bomber retirements, and cooperative gestures in the sec 
in Geneva--seem designed to underscore Moscow's continuing com
mitment to interim · restraint at a time when the USSR has known 
the United States was reconsidering its own restraint policy. 

* * * 
Since last summer, the Soviets have taken steps apparently 

intended to offset, the effect of new deployments on the overall 
-::::: size of their strategic arsenal as limited by SALT II: 

~ ~ --Earlier this year they completed destruction of 20 
SS-11 silos. In April they announced at the sec, as a 
gesture of "good·will" not required by SALT II, that these 
had been destroyed to offset the deployment of 18 mobile 
missiles {SS-X-25s}. Their response to an ensuing request 
for cl~ification was unusually pro~pt and detailed. ~ 

0 

~ 
~ 

f~ 
~ 

--Since last summer, as they began . deployment of the new 
B·ear H ALCM carrier, the Soviets have retired 35 Bi son 
bombers to an auxiliary airfield. The fact that no 
maintenance has been done on them confirms their retired 
status. While bomber dismanUement procedures were never 
completed for SALT II, it appears that the Soviets are 
offsetting the 40 Bear H ALCM ca~riers currently in the 
force. 

' 

The effect of these actions, from the Soviet perspective, has 
probably been to keep the number of their strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles accountable under SALT II slightly below the 
2., 504 they had when the treaty was signed in 1979. · 

Over the past several weeks the Soviets have also destroyed 
18 SS-9 silos at the Tyuratam test range (before their deacti
vation in 1983, these were considered part of the Soviets' 
operational force}. SALT II would have required the Soviets to 
destroy at least 12 of the silos (six could have been used for 
testing modernized missiles), but only after the treaty's entry 
into force. The action the Soviets have taken, like their 
recent destruction of 10 other test silos, goes beyond their 
obligation under interim restraint. 

In the sec, the Soviets continue adamantly to reject us 
charges of Soviet treaty violations, but in other ways they have 
been more. than usually accommodating. They have signed a long
deferred new common understanding on concurrent SAM/ABM opera
tions proposed by the US, responded positively to a US proposal 
for explicit extension of the Nuclear Accidents Agreement to 
cover terrorist contingencies, and suggested the possibility of 
developing a new SALT ~ommon understanding to clarify treaty 
restrictions on ABM rapid reload, about which we had raised 
compliance questions. 

SECRET /NOFORN 

-


	Withdrawal ID #11294
	Withdrawal ID #11299
	Withdrawal ID #11300
	Withdrawal ID #11302



