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TRANSCRIPT OF REMARKS DELIVERED Vﬁ~/

y, BY
e RICHARD PERLE

o AT THE
GROUPE DE BELLERIVE CONI ...INCE
GENEVA, SWITZERLAND
29 JUN 1985

Mr. Chairman, Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen. I
am pleased and honored to have been invited to address this
distinguished gathering of men and women whose dédiqation
to peace is so admirably reflected in the public lives and
careers of those assembled, from all over the world, in this
place so long associated with the search for peace. There
is no higher calling than the search for peace and freedom;
and there is no path to their attainment more important than
free and open discourse conducted with clarity and candor.
I shall endeavor in these remarks to be both clear and candid.
I should prefer to be diplomatic as well -- in this city of
diplomacy; but in the twenty minutes allotted to me there is no
time to treat, in the gingerly manner customary in international
diplomacy, those ideas and arguments, some of which we have
heard yesterday and again this morning, that are misleading, or
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Gromyko contributed arguments of all three types, and Dr.
Arbatov has done so again this morning.
In a single breath, Professor Gromyko managed to cele-

brate ''the great victory over Japanese militarism in World
War II" while condemning as '"an indefensible, immoral action"
President Truman's use of atomic weapons to bring that war to
a close. The use by the United States of the atomic bomb
against Japan came at a moment when the Soviet army was busy
consolidating its hold over the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe that it continues to occupy to this day. And
it was motivated, not as Professor Gromyko suggests; to impress
upon the Soviet Union that the United States had succeeded in
C loping the atomic bomb, (a charge repeated by Dr. Arbatov

is morning) but to save the lives of the hundreds of thousands
of Americans and Japanese who would doubtless have perished in
the prolongation of a bitter war. Professor Gromyko referred in
his speech to President Truman's desire to exhibit the American
monopoly of nuclear weapons in order to acquire, for itself,
""a special role of world leadership.'" But nowhere did he
acknowledge that, in a manner unprecedented in human history,
the United States never used its unique possession of atomic
weapons to attack, or threaten, or intimidate any other nation.
It is fair to ask whether Joseph Stalin or his successors woul'’
t : 7 would ve be 1

spared with atomic weapons in Soviet hands in 1945.



Professor Gromyko would have us believe that the ¢ riet
build-up of strategic nuclear weapons has been forced upon
them by An :ican efforts to achieve what he calls "unilateral

advantage." But it is the Soviet Union, alone, that today
possesses a force of intercontinental ballistic missiles with
a combination of yield and accuracy sufficient to attack and
destroy he 1 =d military facilities that are essential ele-
ments of the American nuclear deterrent. The United States
has no comparable hard target offensive capability. It is
the Soviet Union alone that has deployed a systeﬁ of anti-
ballistic missile defense. It is the Soviet Union alone that
has a fully tested and deployed anti-satellite system. It is
the Soviet Union alone that has mobile missiles with multiple
wal eads of intercontinental range. And until the North Atlantic
£ liance began a modest offsetting deployment of intermediate

al istic missiles in Europe a year ago, it was the Soviet
Union alone that possessed such weapons, which it continues to
deploy in numbers that vastly exceed the American equivalents.
We know, from Dr. Andrei Sakharov -- a man whose immense personal
courage and internationally recognized scientific and moral
stature stands in sharp contrast to the deplorable cruelty and
isolation he has experienced at the hands of his own Government --
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on the Soviet hydrogen bomb a full year before Presider
Harry Truman made the decision to proceed with the development
of an American hydrogen weapon.

While I am on the subject of U.S. and Soviet weapons
developments let me cite a few examples of the different U.S.
and Soviet trends in weapons development over the past two
decades. The last of our B-52 bombers rolled off the produc-
tion line in 1962, twenty-three years ago; and some of our
active fleet of strategic bombers were built as fér‘back as
1956. We began deploying our newest land-based intercontinental
ballistic missiles fifteen years ago. And during the same year
we began deploying the Poseidon submarine launched ballistic
missiles. We did not field another new strategic system until
1978, when we began deploying the Trident I submarine launched
missiles. Since then we have t jun to deploy air and sea-
launched cruise r”ssiles and to build the Trident I ballistic
missile carrying submarine at the rate of about one a year.

By contrast the Soviet Union has, since 1971, deployed at

least three, and probably four new types of ICBMs, eight
improved versions of existing ICBMs and SLBMs, long-range
cruise missiles, ar ' we are about to see a new intercontinental

bomber. And rh~ ©-~--F 779" g

13, 38, . .c.eosur Lromyko told us



yesterday that the deployment of American medium-range miss: -
in Europe ''constitutes a real threat to African countries'" and
the Middle East. And yet the cfﬁisemmigsilsﬁ to which he
refers are, as I trust he knows full well, targeted on the
Soviet Union. Indeed, their guidance system is such that they
can only be directed against targets that have been surveyed
and stored in their guidance computers. And there will be, at
most, four hundred and sixty-four of them if an agreement is
not reached in Geneva, as we hope one will be, to limit the
¢ s>loyment of medium-range systems by both the United States
and the Soviet Union. |

But can the same be said of the Soviet S$S-20? There are now
well over 1200 warheads on Soviet SS-20s (probably closer to
2400 if one counts re-fire missiles) and the range of them is
twice that of the American cruise missiles. They can reach well
into Africa and the Middle East; and unlike the American cruise
missiles, there is no technical limit on their targeting. And
while the United States would gladly abandon its entire force
of medium-range missiles, as President Reagan has proposed, the
Soviet Union has rejected the proposal to eliminate this entire
class of weapons on both sides. The effort to frighten countries
in Africa and the Middle East by raising the false spectre that
American missiles, reluctantly deployed in Europe, and in the

7 ] 1



[ Hpaganda pu and simple, as is Professor Gromyko's suggestion
that the forces of the United States Central Command m: be
equipped with neutron weapons.

Dr. Arl :ov this morning, even wt ' le invoking the name
of George Orwell, has rewritten post-war history in a manner
that reminds one of Orwell's description of the Soviet Union
as "a place where yesterday's weather can be changed by decree."
I doubt that Orwell's writings are widely available in the
Soviet Union, but Dr. Arbatov is privileged to read what he
likes; I wonder whose political system he thinks serves as 1e

model for Animal Farm or the awesome totalitarian State depicted

in Nineteen Eighty-Four.

Ladies and Gentlemen, we in this room, and most of the
world, accept an image of the strategic relationship between
the United States and the Soviet Union that is characterized
by a spiralling arms race. And yet the facts are significantly
different. The United States has today, deployed around the
world, some eight thousand fewer nuclear weapons than we had
deployed in 1967. And as Senator Stevens indicated earlier,
the megatonnage of this diminished American force is barely
one-quarter of what it was in the late 1960s. Moreover, the
Western Alliance agreed, at a meeting in Canada a little over
a year ago, to reduce further, by fourteen hundred weapons, the

numt of ot nucle r v ¢ ; ,

we have seen in r :xent years consistent additions to Soviet






tracking purpose , - lies and gentl] 1, are orient 1 towards
space, where the objects to be tracked are to be found. The
Radar Krasnoyarsk is not oriented towards space; it is oriented
towards the horizon which is precisely how one would orient a
radar that was intended, in due course, to support the infra-
structure for a nation-wide system of anti-ballistic missile
defenses. The rac : at Krasnoyarsk is °“dent: 1l to a radar
already completed at Pechora, a radar that the Soviets have
acknowledged is for the purpose of long-range detection of
ballistic missiles. And the Krasnoyarsk radar happens to be
situated in violation of the treaty, in the precise:location
that one would have anticipated if one were looking for compre-
hensive radar coverage of Soviet territory. With respect to
space tracking, there are many other radars in the Soviet Union
that can perform the space track function far more efficiently
and effectively than the radar at Krasnoyarsk. Space track
radars, ladies and gentlemen, unlike radars that may become
part of a system of anti-ballistic missile defenses are not
surrounded by thousands of tons of concrete and hardened to
resist the blast over-pressures of a nuclear war.

I was not surprised that Dr. Arbatov reserved most of his
remarks for the American program on strategic defense. And I

must say to you that Soviet comment on the American strategic



an <trave 1t hypocrisy. =t oring of 1983, a few ¢ ys
after President Reagan's speech announcing the initiation of
the American program, there appeared in Pravda, reprinted
elsewhere in other papers around the world, an open letter
from a group of Soviet scientists deploring the American SDI,
¢ yloring the use of science for military purposes, and in

1 s3sing, suggesting that it would not be possible to achieve
an effective result. There was a large number of signers of
the letter; let me recall some of them to you: one was Mr.
P.D. Grushin, who was the Head of the Design Bureau responsi-

ble for anti-aircraft and ABM systems in the Soviet ‘Union.

Another was V.S. Semenkhin, a leading figure in the develo} :nt

of command, control and communications systems for anti-aircraft !

and ABM use. Another was B.V. Bunkin, an important figure in

Y

the development of radars and other key components of weapon \
systems for strategic ¢ fense. I can go on, the list is long.
For among the signers of that letter, ladies and gentlemen,
were the principal architects of the Soviet SDI program, a
program that has been underway since the mid-1960s, at increasing
levels of investment and research following the ABM Treaty of
1972.

The Soviet Union has long been working on directed energy
weapons, on particle beam weapons, on lasers both ground and
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the United State and ""e Soviet Union jreed to abandon
anti-ballistic missile defense in 1972, has increased
significantly ever since. In January, in this city, Secretary
of State Shultz met with Foreign Minister Gromyko. It was
agreed by the Soviet Foreign Minister that there is a Soviet
research progr on SDI and that it will continue just as the
Soviets expect the American research program will continue.
And the Soviet Foreign Minister acknowledged that it is impos-
sible to verify research.

In my judgment, Soviet insi :ence in the various disarma-
ment negotiations now under way that the United States abandon
its SDI research program, as a precondition for progress in
other areas -- something they know we will not do -- is simply
a device for justifying the Soviet's unrelenting build-up of
offensive weapons and Moscow's refusal to move towards satisfactory
agreements limiting those offensive weapons. Dr. Arbatov has
said this morning that it is impossible to overcome the laws of
physics. I assure you, Dr. Arbatov, that we will bear your
advice in mind and instruct our scientists accordingly that they
should conduct their research with the laws of physics firmly
in mind.

I should like to conclude with a few words about arms

control. Throughout the first Reagan Administration, the:r were
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Ac nistrati 1's cc._.itment to ¢ ; cont:i L. I mig : say
in passing that the program of today's event, which describes

the morning presentationsas '"a view from the South,'" "a view

from the East," and '"a view from the West,'" must contain a
typographical error. There is the view from the East, and

you have heard it from the Soviet delegation, but there are

many views from the West. And some of the criticism of the

new Administration's approach to arms control came from within
the West, and questions were raised about the seriousness and

the sincerity of the United States in its approach to arms
control. By now, I think the record of our proposais speaks

for itself. Because on one issue after another, on a wide
variety of issues of disarmament and arms control, the United
States has put forward proposals that we believe could and should
lead in the normal course of negotiation to agreements that are
militarily significant, verifiable, fair and equitable. We believe
that such agreements would achieve greater stability than we
would expect to achieve in the absence of a collaborative effort.
We have, as many of you know, proposed deep reductions in offen-
sive nuclear forces in the START talks. Dr. Arbatov now says
that it will not be possible to reach an agreement along those
lines because the United States is continuing its program on

1

cant reductions in those offensive forces before we announced



our progi of :rategic ' Zense r search in 1983, And I

am sorry to say the Soviet Union seems determined to cling

to its large and growing force of destabilizing inter-

cc :zinental ballistic missiles and has thus been unwilling

to respond positively to the American proposal to reduce to

the still awesome level of 5,000 the number of such warheads on
the ballistic missiles on both sides. In the negotiations on
intermediate nuclear forces, as you know, we have proposed to

elimir e them entirely. And when the Soviets rejected that

proposal, we offered to reduce them to any equal leyel that the
Soviet Union would accept.

With respect to chemical weapons, again in Geneva, the
United States has proposed to ban them completely and the
only thing that stands in the way of concluding a treaty
banning chemical weapons is the difficult issue of verification.
And in this regard we have made an unprecedented proposal: that
inspectors organized internationally should be permitted to go
anywhere, at any time, in order to verify suspicion that one
side or the other is violating that ban. The Soviets reject
this proposal for international inspection.

I think I should say at this point that, much as we might
desire far-reaching arms control, the obsessive secrecy of the

Soviet Union puts real and practical limits on the extent to






-.Lq-

that somé will regai’ >0 explicit for diplor ¢ dialogue;
but I believe we will not get very far in our deliber: iomns
here if we obscure the fundamental differences of fact on
which we and the Soviet Union disagree. I hope that we will
find mechanisms for resolving those differences in fact, and
still other mechanisms, however difficult it may be, for
composing the relationship between us, based on a com 12 under-
standing of what forces are possessed on both sides leading to
a radical reduction of those forces. The world has far too
many nuclear weapons. The reductions that are possible on
both sides could be dramatic; and there is now no obstacle
except the artificial Soviet linkage between reductions in
offensive forces and a demand that the U.S. terminate its

SDI research, that stands in the way of those deep reductions.

Postscript:

Upon reading the transcript of these remarks I am struck
at the apparent absence of hope, or optimism, in my exchange
with the Soviet speakers. I suspect that this derives, at
least in part, from the ease with which Professor Gromyko ai

Dr. Arbatov yielded, in their presentations (whi "1 p1

) tl ir 1 2nce. 1
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like to believe that in the privacy of the negotiations
between us, in Geneva and elsewhere, a more constructive

dialogue may be found and agreements reached.










































means of containing a nuclear arms race
which they see as having *‘doomed us to
nuclear insanity.”

Citing the lesson of history which tea-
ches that “every civi”  iol 1 hed
sooner or later,”” Beerman suggests that
this civilization may be in the process of
making the same mistakes which led to the
destruction of cultures preceding it

Pointing to high investments both 1
U.S. and the U.S.S.R have made in their
nuclear arsenals, Beerman suggests there
is a tremendous irony in developing such
weaponry, stating, *“ For the sake of proteo-
ting their nations, the leaders of the U.S.
and the Soviet Union have been brazenly
prepared to sacrifice more than 100 million
of their citizens on the first day of an alkout -
nuclear war.” What kind of defense is there,__

- really in nuclear weapons, the Rabbi aksli.f‘:

if it leaves half a nationdead and  'future
of the survivors largely in jeopardy?

He also points up the moral choices the
arms race has led to, suggesting that the
billions of dollarss  t on weaponry could
hve been better allocated for food, educa-
tion, and shelter for more than 700 million

people in desperate need around the world.
“How can we pursue human goals, how

can we reckon with the decay of our cities,
how can we care fof the poor and
hungry and the abandoned ...when our
ultimate commitment is not to what is
humane, not to God, but to this super
M | in whose nuclear temple we have
been prepared to sacrifice our children?”
he asks. o

Finally, Rabbi Beerman sees the issue of
a nuclear freeze as one in which Jews in
particular should play an influential and.
positive role, if only because they know so
well what kind of brutality mankind is
capable of Quoting from a Holocaust
survivor, he states, “We have a duty to
reaffirm, in this place and at this time, the
primordial importance of the great values
of Judaism in the continued quest for
survival and peace . .. From where, if not
from us, will come the warning that a new |
combination of nology and brutality
can transform the planet into a crema
torium? Fr~m where, if not from the
bloddiest | 'ng ground of all time, will
come the hope that co-existence between

. enemies is possible?”’ oo
- LN N ey






mceans ol containing a nuclear arms race
which they see as having **doomed us to
nuclear insanity.” |
Citing the lesson of h:story wh -
ches that “every civi  ion p 1
or later,” Beerman suggests that
uus civilization may be in the process of
making the same mistakes which led to the
destruction of cultures preceding it '
Pointing to high investments both the
. U.S. and the U.S.S.R have made in their
nuclear arsenals, Beerman suggests there
is a tremendous irony in developing such
weaponry, stating, *“For the sake of proteo-
ting their nations, the leaders of the U.S.
and the Soviet Union have been brazenly
. prepared to sacrifice more than 100 million
- of their citizens on the first day of an all- out
nuclear war.” What kind of defense is there_,
» really in nuclear weapons, the Rabbi aksk,
if it Jeaves half a nation dead and the future
of the survivors largely in jeopardy? .
He also points up the moral choices the
arms race has led to, suggesting that the
billions of dolars spent on weaponry could
hve been better allocated for food, educa-
* tion, and shelter for more than 700 million

people in desperate need around the world. -
“How can we pursue human goals, how

can we reckon with the decay of our cities,
how can we care for the poor and the
- hungry and the abandoned ...when our
ultimate commitment is not to what is
humane, not to God, but to this super -
Moloch in whose nuclear temple we have
been prepared to sacnf'ce our children?”
he asks. .
Finally, Rabbi Beerman sees the issue of

! - a nuclear freeze as one in which Jews in

particular should play an influential and_
positive role, if only because they know so
well what kind of brutality mankind s
capable of Quoting from a Holocaust
. survivor, he states, “We have a duty to
© reaffirm, in this place and at this time, the
. primordial importance of the great values
of Judaism in the continued quest for
survival and peace. .. From where, if not
" from us, will come the warning that a new |
combination of technology and brutality
“can transform the planet into a crema-
torium? From where, if not from the
bloddiest killing ground of all time, will
come the hope that co-existence between

. cnemxes 1s possxble"” )
" ;-.1:.".;'11 FLITHAI A









































