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CO DENTIAL INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 

I 

. Department of State 
J PAGE 81 LONDON 96437 81 OF 82 2S14S&Z 1999 EUR97S2 

ACTION EUR-H 

ACTION OFFICE UKB-S2 
INFO PMP-81 EUR-BS PMA-81 NE-82 GDR-81 SOV-81 CE-81 SONL-81 

PA-81 PMS-81 PM-81 PP-81 PHD-81 /828 Al 

INFO OCT-88 COPY-81 ADS-80 INR-18 SS-18 CIAE-89 DODE-98 
H-81 
PA-81 

NSC-91 NSAE-89 HA-88 L-83 
ACDA-12 SP-92 PRS-81 /971 II 

TRSE-H PN-99 

------------------245264 2S1S89Z /53 
P 2S14S3Z MAR 83 
FN ANENBASSY LONDON 
TO SECSTATE 1/ASHDC PRIORITY 1431 
INFO USIA 1/ASHDC 2939 
NATO COLLECT I VE 
AMENBASSY DUBLIN 
ANENBASSY MOSCO\/ 
USNNR SHAPE BE 
USDOCOSOUTH NAPLES IT 
USCINCEUR VAIHINGEN GE 
CI NCUSAFE RANSTEI N AB GE .. 
CINCUSNAVEUR LONDON UK 
CINCLANT NORFOLK VA 
HQ3AFRAF MILDENHALL UK 
EUROPEAN POLADS COLLECTIVE 
AMCONSUL BELFAST POUCH 
ANCONSUL EDINBURGH POUCH 

·LONDON 86437 81 OF a2 2S14S8Z 1999 EUR97S, 
ENPHASIZING DETERRENCE AND THE INEVITABILITY OF DEPLOYMENTS 
IN THE ABSENCE OF A GENEVA AGREEMENT. 

S. (UI THE PAPERS TH IS MORN I NG ALL RUN EXT ENS I VE COVERAGE 
OF THE VISIT -- THOUGH IT \/AS GENERALLY PUSHED OFF THE 

/rROIIT PAGES BY THE PRES I DENT'S DEFENSE SPEECH AND THE 
(DARLINGTON BY-ELECTION RESULTS. 

6. (UI COMMENT I NG, THE GUARD I AN STORY NOTED: • (HESEL TI NE' S) 
REMARKS \/ILL BE CLEARLY INTENDED TO SIGNAL TO THE SOVIET 
UNION THAT NATO IS STILL RESOLVED TO GO AHEAD 111TH 
DEPLOYMENT IF A GENEVA AGREEMENT, EITHER ON PRESIDENT 
REAGAN'S ZERO OR A LESSER COMPROMISE, IS NOT REACHED. • 
OTHER PAPERS REPEATED HESELTINE ' S REMARKS ABOUT THE 
NEED TO SATISFY PUBLIC CURIOSITY. THE TELEGRAPH PLAYED 
UP THE SUCCESS OF HMG Ill ARR ANG I NG THE VISIT WI TH OUT 
THE· KN0\11.(DGE AF THE WOMEN PROTESTORS OUTSIDE THE GATE. 
UNDERTHE HEADLINE "GREENHAM COUP FOR HESELTINE " THE 
PAPER ALSO DEALT EXTENSIVELY 111TH HESELTINE'S ANSIIERS 
TO QUESTIONS RANGING FRON FIRST-STRIKE CAPABILITY OF 
GLCM (HESELTINE POINTED OUT THAT THE MISSILES \/ERE TOO 
SLOW) TO REPORTS THAT GLCl1 HAD .RUN INTO DEVELOPMENT 
PROBLEl1S (HESEL TI NE DEN I ED THEM) TO DUAL -KEY (SEE ABOVE I. 

7. (UI ALL THE EVEN I NG NEIIS PROGRAMS MARCH 24 HAD EXTENSIVE 
COVERAGE, 111TH HESELTINE SHOWN AT THE SITE ANSWERING 
QUESTIONS ON DUAL-KEY AND THE INEVITABILITY OF DEPLOYMENTS. 

,p(l 
;Cf 
Jj z. f-' THERE \/AS SOME FOOTAGE OF THE \/OMEN PROTESTORS, A HANDFUL 

C O N F I E N T A L SECT I ON 81 OF 92 LONDON 96437 1 I./ t'.' OF \/HOM \/ERE SHOIIN BE I NG DRAGGEO AIIAY FROM THE GATE AS 

t j ~ THE PRESS BUSES TRIED TO DEPART. BUT IN GENERAL 
E. 0. 356: DECL: OADR ,. ...., . _. _e~ CONNENTATORS CONCENTRATED Oil THE PHYS I CAL CONSTRUCT I ON OF 
TAGS: INF, UK ;J./...,....,-V THE SHELTERS, SUMMARIES OF NATO POLICY, AND DISCUSSION 
SUBJECT: INF: MOD RATES HESELTINE VISIT TO GREENHAM / I, OF DEPLOYNENT PLANS. 

OUTSTANDING SUCCESS -+:o 
. /?"} ' 8. (UI U.S. PERSONNEL \/ERE VERY MUCH IN THE BACKGROUND 
'bfl~ THROUGHOO'T THE VISIT, AND DID NOT APPEAR IN FILMED 1. (Cl SU11MARY: DEFENSE MINISTER HESELTINE'S VISIT TO 

GREENHAM \/ENT SMOOTHLY, ANO \/AS HEAVILY COVERED BY THE ;/, j REPORTS. 
MEDIA. \IE ARE TOLD THAT HESEL TINE IS "VERY HAPPY INDEED" \' ·, J._ ~ <; 
WITH THE EVENT. END SUMMARY. ,) • l 
2. (UI DEFENSE MINISTER HESELTINE, ACCOMPANIED BY 
APPROXll1ATELY 190 NEIIS AND CAMERAl1EN, VISITED GREENHAM 
COMMON 11ARCH 24. HESELTINE ' S VISIT BEGAN 111TH A 
PRIVATE BRIEFING BY THIRD AIR FORCE COMMANDER GENERAL 
CATHEY AND BASE COMMANDER COLONEL THOMPSON (REPORTED 
SEPTELI. HESEL TI NE THEN GREETED THE ARR IV I NG NEWSl1EN, \/HO 
ACCOMPANIED HIM ON A 38-IIINUTE TOUR OF THE GLCM .-LERT 
AND MA I NTEtlANCE AREA. THE AFTERNOON ENDED 111 TH A HES EL TI NE 
PRESS CONFERENCE AT THE BASE . 

3. (U) HESELTINE TOOK A VERY LOIi KEY ANO INFORMAL APPROACH, 
EXPLAINING THE REASON FOR HIS VISIT AS AN ATTEMPT TO 
SATISFY THE PUBLIC CURIOSITY. AS HE SAID TO NEWSMEN: 
".IF YOU HAVE A FENCE. .. PEOPLE AL WAYS \/ANT TO FI NO OUT 
\/HAT IS BEHIND IT. " THE FACT THAT HESELTINE HAD BROUGHT 
HIS WIFE ALONG, AND HAD ADORNED HIMSELr IN HARD KAT, 
CAMOUFLAGE JACKET AND P!N-STRIPED TROUSERS, ADDED TO THE 
GENERAL LOIi-KEY ATMOSPHERE . 

4. (UI ANSIIERING QUESTIONS DURING THE TOUR AND AT A 
SUBSEQUENT NEWS COtiFERENCE, HESEL TI NE \/AS RELAXED AND 
EFFECTIVE. HE NOTED THAT RAF GREENHAM COMMON HAD BEGUN 
ITS NATO SERVICE IN SUPPORT OF U.S. B-47 AIRCRAFT WHICH 
PROVIDED THE NUCLEAR UMBRELLA SOME 38 YEARS AGO. 
RESPONDING TO QUESTIONS ON DUAL-KEY. HE LAID STRESS ON 
THE NECESSITY OF TRUST, POINTING OUT THAT T! E U. S. HAD 
SUPPLIED BRITAIN WITH THE MEANS OF MAINTAINING AN 
INDEPENDENT DETERRENT AS A SIGN OF THE TRUST WHICH 
EXISTED ON THAT SIDE OF THE ATLANTIC. ON OTHER POINTS, 
HESElTINE STUCK CLOSE TO LONG-STANDING HMG POSITIONS, 

TIAL 

~ ·" .. :;~(~£:D 
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D~ ~,1-1-J~-
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TELEGRAM 

PAGE 01 LONDON 06437 02 OF 02 2514582 2001 EUR0753 
ACTION EUR-00 

ACTION OFFICE 
INFO PMP-01 

PA-01 

UKB-02 
EUR-05 

PMS-01 
PMA-01 NE-02 

PM-0 I PP-01 
GDR-01 SOV-01 

PHD-01 / 020 A2 
CE-01 SOML-01 

INFO OCT-00 
H-01 
PA-01 

COPY-01 ADS-00 INR-10 55-10 CIAE-00 DODE-00 
NSC-01 NSAE-00 HA-08 L-03 TRSE-00 PM-09 
ACDA-12 SP-02 PRS-01 / 071 W 

------------------245270 2515002 / 53 
P 2514532 MAR 83 
FM AMEMBASSY LONDON 
TO SECSTATE WASH DC PRIORITY 1432 
INFO USIA WASHDC 2940 
NATO COLLECTIVE 
AMEMBASS Y DUBLIN 
AMEMBASSY MOSCOW 
USNMR SHAPE BE 
USDOCOSOUTH NAPLES IT 
USCINCEUR VAIHINGEN GE 
CINCUS~FE RAMSTEIN AB GE 
CINCUSNAVEUR LONDON UK 
CINCLANT NORFOLK VA 
H03AFRAF MILDENHALL UK 
EUROPEAN POLADS COLLECTIVE 
AMCONSUL BELFAST POUCH 
AMCONSUL 'DINBURGH POUCH 

C O N F I ENT I AL SECTION 02 OF 02 LONDON 06437 

E. 0. 12356: DECL: OADR 
TAGS: INF , UK 
SUBJECT : INF : MOD RATES HESELTINE VISIT TO GREENHAM 

9 . (Cl EMBASSY COMMENT : THE OVERALL IMPRESSION WAS 
OF A DETERMINED AND UNRUFFLED GOVERNMENT CARRYING THROUGH 
NATO POLICY. PICTURE COVERAGE SHOWED THAT GLCM IS VERY 
MUCH A REALITY. WE THINK THE VISIT WILL BE USEFUL IN 
THE PUBLIC DEBATE HERE. STREATOR 

CONF~tNT I AL 
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United States Department of State -

Washington, D.C. · 20520 J ~ J} rfJ 

SUBGROUP 

EUR/P - Steve Steiner,_5t.,r 

Report on March 24 Meeting 

The following actions were discussed and agreed at the 3/24 
meetin~- Please note at end of memo the change in time for the 
next meeting, 3/31-

1. White Paper: EUR summarized the special meeting held on 
March 22 to discuss the proposed White Paper on arms control. 
It was agreed at that meeting that: Ca) it is desirable to 
producE a White Paper; Cb) the draft prepared by EUR is 
adequate as a starting basis; Cc) our target audience should be 
educated opinion leaders who are not experts on arms control, 
but in a position to influence others--e.g., media, educators 
and students; and Cd) since it will be a resource document, the 
present length is acceptable. It was also agreed that we would 
seek to have the document released by approximately the end of 
May. We will need to decide which agency will release it and 
to have a strategy ready for public handling here and in 
Europe. We will look to USIA to play a key role in the latter 
regard. 

Detailed comments were provided to EUR at the 3/24 meeting. 
EUR will try to have a new version ready for interagency 
distribution at or before the March 31 meeting of this group. 
EUR will draft an executive summary, and we will look to ACDA 
to help with the glossary, and DOD to provide graphics. 

r 

JCS noted t ·hat we should be careful in our public statements on 
nuclear testing issues since some policy decisions have not yet 
been m~de in this area. This was agr~ed. 

2- Speakers Packet: It was agreed that as soon as the 
President has given his March 31 speech we will begin to revise 
and upd.~~e the present packet. We will want to take into 

- -ec-<a: eunt'J\I -N-f" - p -er t -o f -t he ..Pi"esi-clef'lt ' s,p-e,ec-h., -ane t -o -ti"-y t o 
eliminate or reduce technical jargon in the present packet. As 
we do this section by section, we will cable new sections to 
posts and commands- EUR and PM will take responsibility for 
starting this process at the beginning of April-

3. US Press Packet: PA presented a proposed packet for public 
use in the u.s. on INF and related issues. EUR will try to put 
this packet into final form and will hold it for final decision 
in the light of the President's March 31 speech- We will also 
produce a one-page cover sheet showing the contents. 
C EUR act i on > 
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4. Netherlands Petition: EUR circulated a petition containing 
over 10 □ ,D □ D signatures of Dutch citizens praising US-Dutch 
friendship. The Dutch sponsoring committee is seeking to find 
an appropriate way to release and publicize this at the White 
House in April. EUR will help to ensure that this gets as much 
attention as possible. USIA was alerted to provide overseas 
covera~e-

5. New GIST on INF: PM will check with PA concerning when 
editing will be completed. We should then hold this for final 
review after March 31-

b- USIA Q's and A's: Comments of other agencies have been 
received by EUR- These are now being prepared i~ final for 
distribution here and cabling to posts and commands. (Here, 
too, we will hold for final review after March 31-) 

7. Size of Arsenal: State distributed two charts and a 
one-page fact sheet prepared in OSD presenting unclassified 
information on the decrease in our overall nuclear arsenal 
compared to the high point in the 19b □ 's• It was noted that 
OSD will soon release more information on this subject. Until 
that is done, this information should be used strictly for 
internal guidance by those in Washington who work on the 
issue . Once we have the new DOD release, we will send revised 
guidance to posts and commands. 

8° Sample Speech: The sample speech was completed, cleared 
interagency and cabled to posts and commands on March 24• 
Copies were distributed at the meeting. A version in speech 
form will also be made available. (EUR) 

9° Italian TV Series: USIA rep-0rted that the RAI series on 
INF will consist of six specia~ programs shown in Italy over 
the period from May to July. USIA presented a draft memo from 
Ambassador Dailey to Assistant Secretary of Defense Catto 
requesting official DOD cooperation. USIA noted that DOD 
cooperation at the working level on the project has already 
been excellent. 

10- UK Publications: USIA reported that USIS London has asked 
HMG to distribute to other Allies the excellent publications on 
ItW i.mi.ctl· t +t,ey · h ave ·g iiv -eTl ··t ~ ttlll! · U -~ . · 1'he <Brit i sh ·re~p·-onc:tecl 
that these are now being reprinted- Once we obtain the 
reprints, we will examine them in the light of the March 31 
speech and then determine what we would like to have 
distributed to other Allies and our posts and commands, and 
whether we would suggest any revisions to the British. 

CONFPf11llii 
7 
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11- USIA Pamphlet: USIA reported that it is preparing a 
pamphlet on INF for distribution to posts in Europe, which will 
then prepare versions in European languages- The pamphlet is 
oriented toward informed lay audiences. It was asked that USIA 
distribute this to other agencies for comment, and that we hold 
off a decision on sending any such pamphlet to posts until 
after the March 31 speech. 

12- USIA Film on Soviet Military Forces: It was asked that 
USIA distribute to other agencies for comment the text which 
accompanies the VTR on Soviet military forces. 

13- Speakers and Opportunities in Europe- USIA distributed an 
updated summary of programs arranged and those being worked on 
now, and agreed to provide such a report every week- USIA has 
noted that adequate cooperation has been received in regard to 
speakers in Europe, and noted that USIA can set up briefings in 
Europe by expert visitors .~ rd even at a few days notice. USIA 
noted, on the other hand, that we are not yet doiny all that we 
could to provide briefings to Europeans in this country, 
especially at the FPC- Frank Gomez, Director of the FPC, 
briefed the Subgroup on how we might make more effective use of 
the FPC- He stated that Under Secretary 
Eagleburger was briefing there the same day on the President's 
3/23 speech, and h~ asked that Deputy Secretary Dam provide a 
briefing upo·n his return from Europe. He also asked for the 
cooperation of other agencies in providing senior level 
briefings for the pre-Ministerial tour of prominent journalists 
from NATO countries, which will be in the u.s. on f(l.£--49 . 
Finally, he asked that in addition to responding to PC 
requests, other agencies also take the initiative to volunteer 
briefings on key issues at the FPC-

14- Briefing Teams: PM reportep that a meeting was held 
earlier this week to move this process forward. The charts to 
be used in the briefings were agreed upon and are ready for 
submission to Visual Services; it was agreed, however, that 
these will be held back now for scrutiny in the light of the 
President's 3/31 speech- PM reported that another meeting will 
be held next week to do further work on the texts of the 
briefings which will accompany and expand on the information 
contained in the charts. 

15- Press Access to INF Basing Sites: EUR distributed the 
cable from Embassy Rome which indicated that for the time being 
the GOI wants no press access at Comiso- The embassy supports 
this GOI position, and EUR recommended that we acquiesce in 
this at least for now. At a minimum, we should wait until we 
have fully assessed the results of the 3/24 press visit to 
Greenham Common before we decide on any next steps in regard to 
further press access to any INF sites- Others agreed with 
this. 

I 
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16- European coverage of 3/31 speech: It was agreed that we 
should facilitate the ability of European correspondents to 
cover the March 31 speech in Los Angeles. USIA and FPC 
undertook to work with the White House press office in this 
regard. 

17- Projects Completed: EUR asked for comments or additions 
to the paper listing the various actions taken by this 
subgroup. USIA asked that, since we are working together as 
one group, the items now listed in the "USIA Annex" be 
integrated into one single report with the other projects. 
This was agreed-

18- USIA Polling: USIA reported that it had provided PA's 
polling data on u.s. attitudes towards the freeze issue to 
posts in Europe. In regard to USIA polls in Europe, USIA 
reported that it has now completed its preparatory work for a 
series of polls in the basing countries on INF issues. The 
project has now been sent to the field, where USIA will conduct 
the polls in the five basing countries in conjunction with 
Gallup Affiliates in Europe. The first of the expected five­
part polling exercise will be carried out over the next four 
weeks, and the subgroup will be briefed by USIA at the 
conclusion of this first part. The data from each part of the 
project will be compared with each new part as we go along, and 
with the most recent data from those countries--which is from 
November 1982- USIA pointed out that, in order to .take into 
account the President's March 31 speech, the first part of the 
polling will not take place until the beginning of April-

19- CBS Series: USIA reported that the VTR on the CBS series 
in February on the militarization. of .Soviet society is too 
short to make it worthwhile to di 'stribute to posts. State 
asked, therefore, whether USIA would distribute to posts the 
texts of the two-part series. USIA agreed to do so. It was 
agreed that it would be desirable to find a prominent 
non-government figure to do a by-liner on militarization in the 
USSR, GDR and other Warsaw Pact countries. USIA agreed to try 
to arrange this-

20- tl-ilari · A1"1rrs -C-ontr-01 ·-s-emiTial" tt1·ay 'b~,>- US ? A agreed to 
prepare a cable for Ambassador Dailey to send to Ambassador 
Glitman asking that Glitman be the u.s. speaker at the Seminar. 

21- Graphics from Presidential Speech: It was agreed that we 
want to make the best possible distribution among European 
correspondents of the graphics used by the President in his 
March 23 speech- FPC Director Gomez agreed to ask the White 
House Press Office to make these available to the FPC· 

NEXT MEETING -- CHANGE IN TIME: The next meeting will be held 
on Thursday March 31 1n the EUR Conference Room, 6226, but on a 
one-time basis will be at 3 P-M· rather than the usual morning 
time. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

JCS MESSAGE CENTER 

PRIORITY ZYUW RUFHOLA7807 0880836 
P 290747Z MAR 83 
FM AMEMBASSY BONN 
TO SECSTATE WASHOC PRIORITY 6186 
INFO USMISSION USNATO 8936 USMISSION GENEVA 9009 

UNCLAS SECTION 01 OF 07 BONN 07807 

FOR us:;mT AND USINF 

E.O. 1:'.356:N/A 
TAGS : l1GOV, GE 
SUBJEc··: LETTER FR04 GEORG LEBER ANO ALOIS MERTES TO 
ARCHBI:iHOP ROACH 

1. MINiSTER OF STATE OR. ALDIS MERTES, CDU , HAS GIVEN 
AMBASS,\DOR BURNS THE TEXT OF A LETTER WHICH MERTES AND 
GEORG LEBER. SPD . VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE NINTH BUNDESTAG 
ANO FOllMER DEFENSE MINISTER , HAVE SENT TO ARCHBISHOP 
JOHN ROBERT ROACH. CHAIRMAN OF THE U.S. NATIONAL CONFERENCE 
or CATHOLIC BISHOPS. (MERTES AND LEBER ARE BOTH CATHOLICS.) 
Cl)IPLETE TEXT OF ENGLISH TRANSLATION. AS SUPPLIED BY 
AUTHORS, FOLLOW~ EMBASSY BONN IS POUCHING GERMAN VERSION 
TO EUR/CE. 

2. BEGIN TEXT : BONN, 14 MARCH 1983 

OR . (H.C . l GEORG LEBER (SPD) 
VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE GERMAN BUNDESTAG 
FORMER FEDERAL MINISTER OF DEFENSE 

DR. ALDIS MERTES (COUl 
MEMBER Of THE GERMAN BUNDESTAG 
STATE SECRETARY IN THE FEDERAL FOREIGN OFFICE 

HIS EXCELLENCY 
THE MJST REVEREND 
ARCHBISHOP JOHN ROBERT ROACH 
CHAIR'4AN OF THE NATIONAL C!JlFERENCE 
OF CATHOLIC BISHOPS OF THE UNITED STATES 
1312 l◄ASSACHUSETTS AVENUE NW 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 
USA 
YOUR EXCELLENCY, 

IN YOilR COUNTRY ANO IN OURS A LIVELY DISCUSSION IS TAKING 
PLACE IN PUBLIC ABOUT THE SECOND DRAFT OF THE PLANNED 
PASTORAL LETTER OF US CATHOLIC BISHOPS OIi THE SUBJECT OF 
"WAR ;,NO PEf\C[". HAVING STUDIED THE DRAFT . WE WISH TO 
EXPRE3S IN THIS LETTER THE GREAT ANXIETY Wf FEEL AS GERMAN 
CATHOLICS AND DEMOCRATIC POLITICIANS . WE ARE WRITING TO 
YOU ON NO ONE'S BEHALF, BUT WE ARE WELL AWARE THAT 
NUMER)US FIGURES WITH POLITICAL , MILITARY AND 
ECCLESIASTICAL RESP()ISIBILITY IN EUROPE SHARE OUR ANXIETY . . 

A PASTORAL LETTER FRO! THE AMERICAN BISHOPS, THE 
POL!iICAL COtlCLUSIONS Of WHICH RESULT IN WAR ANO 

ACTIOW tU .6,7) 
INFO CJCS<4l DJS :(•) NIDSt•) J3 :NMCC(•1 JS/2) 

USCINCCENTLO( 1) PMD· 111 .1 SEC. 1EF : ( • l SECD[f( 9) 
USDP<15l ASO:MRALl21 USDRE(l• GC(l) ASD :PA&E(ll 
ATSD :AE(21 01-S(ll NMICl'l OC-4Al11 AT-X!ll 01011) 
DE(l1 08-38(2) DB-4A!l) 08-5D(ll D8·4E3(1) DIA(l) 

+CSA WASHINGTON DC 
+CNO WASHINGTON DC 
+CSAF WASHINGTON DC 
+NATS PENTAGON WASH DC 
+PTC WASH DC 
+NATS PHH WASHINGTON DC 
+ONA WASHHIGTON DC/ /DOST /STNA/NATA/AOCP.1 / 

. +CMC CC IIASHINGTOll DC 
+OIRNSA FT GEORGE G MEADE MD 

SECTl;l:ALil.• 

52 

TOTAL COPIES REQUIRED 52 

SUBJUGATION IN EUROPE BEC04ING MORE LIKELY . PRESENTS A 
CHALLENGE TO OUR CHRISTIAN CONSCIENCE. 

I 

WE ARE THUS WRITING THIS LETTER AS CHRISTIANS WHO HAVE 
ALVAYS ACTIVELY PARTICIPATED IN CHURCH LIFE ANO AS MEMBERS 
OF THE CENTRAL CCJ4MITTEE OF THE GERMAN CATHOLIC LAITY WHO 
HAVE COLLABORATED IN THE LIGHT OF THE CHRISTIAN FAITH IN 
FORMULATING OPINIONS ON CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS, INCLUDING 
QUESTI()IS OF PEACE, SECURITY ANO DISARMAMENT. 

VITH GRATITUDE WE WELCOIE THE RELI6IOUS STATEMENTS ANO THE 
GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF THE SEC!JlD DRAFT BECAUSE THEY GIVE 
ENCOURAGEMENT TO ALL PEOPLE IN AMERICA ANO ELSEWHERE WHO 
SUPPORT PEACE IN HlJIAN DIGNITY AND JUSTICE AS WELL AS THE 
PREVENTION OF ALL TYPES OF WARFARE . 

BUT WE ARE ALSO WRITING AS DEMOCRATit POLITICIANS WHO, 
AFTER !XPERIENCING TWO TYPES OF TOTALITARIAN RULE ON 
GERMAN SOIL. WISH TO PUT INTO PRACTICE, BOTH IN THEIR 
RESPCTVE PARTIES - THE SOCIAL DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF 
GERMANY ANO THE CHRISTIAN DEMOCRATIC UNION OF GERMANY AS 
WELL AS IN THEIR GOVERNMENT OFFICES - THE NORMS OF 
CHRISTIAN ETHICS FOR A SECURE AND JUST PEACE. 

\IE ARE CO-AUTHORS OF THE ARTICLE "NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND TH( 
PRESERVATION OF PEACE" (FOREIGN AFFAIRS SLMIER 1982, P. 
1157-1170; EUROPA ARCHIV NO. 12/1982 . P. 357-368), 
IN WHICH, OUT OF A SPIRIT OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR PEACE IN 
EUROP( WE EXPRESSED OOR OPPOSITION WITH ETHICAL ANO 
POLITICAL ARGUMENTS TO THE DEMAND OF THE SOVIET UNION ND 
Of INDIVIDUAL AMERICAN FIGURES TO RENOUNCE THE DEFENCE 
OPTION OF A FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS; YOUR DRAFT 
MENTIONS THIS ARTICLE IN NOTE 33. 

WE ASl YOU TO MAKE OUR ARGIMENTS KNOiffi TO YOUR FELLOW 
BISHOPS . FRATERNITY IN THE CHURCH FORBIDS RUTHLESSNESS IN BT . 
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THE PRESERVATION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS. IT DEMANDS 
FRATERNAL DIALOGUE, ESPECIALLY IIHEN , DESPITE CONSENSUS 
ABOUT ETHICAL NORMS , SERIOUS DISPARITIES ARISE IN 
JUDGING THE FACTS, OWING TO DIFFERENCES IN GEOGRAPHICAL 
POSITION , HISTORY AND ESPECIALLY IN POLITICAL AND 
STRATEGIC VULNERABILITY . 

II 

VE VELCCfilE THE PUBLICITY YOU HAVE VISHED IN THE DEBATE ON 
THE PLANNED PASTORAL LETTER. THt US IS ONE OF THE POWERS 
AND THE ONLY SUPERPOWER OF OUR TIMES IN IIHICH THE MORAL 
PRINCIPLES OF RELIGIOUS C()l4UNITIES HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY 
TO INFLUENCE POLITICAL DECISIONS. THE AMERICAN POSITIIJ4 
ON THE QUESTION OF SECURING PEACE IS OF IMPORTANCE TO THE 
SURVIVAL· OF WESTERN EUROPE AND ESPECIALLY OF THE 
POPULATION OF THE NON-NUCLEAR ANO POLITICALLY AND 
MILITARILY PARTICULARLY VULNERABLE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY IIHICH RELIES IN GOOD FAITH ON AMERICAN GUARANTEES 
FOR PEACE AND ITS FREED04. OBVIOUSLY. MANY Of YOUR 
FELLOW BROTHERS ARE AWARE THAT: 

- THE SECOND DRAFT HAS FAILED TO TAKE DUE ACCOUNT OF 
- EITHER THE RELEVANT MORAL CRITERIA OR THE POLITICAL 
· ANO STRATEGIC FACTS BUT HAS PRESENTED ETHICS AND 
· FACTS UP TO NOW IN A RATHER SELECTIVE MANNER; 

· THE DRAFT IS BASED ON A SPECIFIC AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE 
· IIHICH IS INCCfilPATIBLE WITH THE NO LESS LEGITIMATE 
· PERSPECTIVES OF OTHER AMERICANS, OTHER NATIONS AND 

OTHER CONSTifUENT PARTS OF OUR UNIVERSAL CHURCH ; 

- THE DRAFT ABANDONS A PRINCIPLE MAINTAINED BY THE 2ND 
· VATICAN COUNCIL AND ALL POPES OF THE NUCLEAR AGE 
- UP TO NOii : ECCLESIASTICAL TEACHING AUTHORITY CANtlOT 
- SOLVE THE PARADOX WEIGHING HEAVILY Oil THE RESPONSIBLE 
- POLITICIANS . I.E. THAT WAR ANO BLACKMAIL UNDER THE 
- PRESrnT INTERNATIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES CAN OIILY BE 
- PREVENTED BY A DEMONSTRATION , CREDIBLE TO FRIEND ANO 
· FOE , OF THE CAPACITY AND RESOLUTION TO OFFER 
- EFFECTIVE RESISTAPICE TO A CONVENTIIJ4AL OR NUCLEAR 
- ATlACK . 

III 

WE REPEAT : THE EREDIBILITY OF THE US NUCLEAR DEFENCE 
GUARANTEE FOR WESTERN EUROPE IS A PRECON'JITIOll TO THE 
PREVENTIOII OF A CONVENTIONAL ON NUCLEAR WAR IN EUROPE. 
BUT ALSO TO THE PREVEIITION OF POLITICAL EXPANSION BY 
JNTIMIOATIOI:, PRESSURE OR BLi\CPilAIL. THE 
SO'iJ[T ·EUROFEMl ASPECT OF TH( FROuLEM IS MISSIN(i 
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COIPLETELY FROI THE DRAFT ANO THUS AN ESSENTIAL PART OF A 
REALITY WHICH MUST BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN ANY 
RESPONSIBLE POLITICAL CONCE?T . 

THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY INCLUDING IIEST BERLirl 
RENOUNCED ANY CONTROL OVER NUCLEAR IIEAPONS IN 1954 
VIS·A·VIS ITS ALLIES AND IN 1974, AT US REQUEST , BT 
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VIS-A-VIS ALL 3TATES IN THE TREATY ON THE 
NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS . OUR COUNTRY IS 
AFFORDED PROTECTION FRc»4 A POTENTIAL AGGRESSOR OR 
BLACKMAILER ONLY BY THE NORTH ATLANTIC ALLIANCE ANO ITS 
ABILITY, BASED ON THE AMERICAN PRESENCE IN EUROPE, TO 
ACT AS A CREDIIILE DETERRENi US!f«i A STRATEGY OF FLEXIBLE 
RESPONSE . THI.i REMAINS TRUE AS LONG AS NO OTHER VIABLE 
ALTERNATIVE CAIi BE SEEN TO SECURE PEACE AND OUR FREED04. 

IIE REGARD AS UIIETHICAL A DEMAND OF A STRATEGIC NATURE 
WHICH MAKES WAI IN EUROPE MORE LIKELY THAN IN THE PAST. 
THIS IS ESPECI.\LL Y TRUE OF THE TIMH«)RN SOVIET DEMAND 
IIHICH THE AMERICAN BISHOPS SEEM TO IIANT TO MAKE THEIR 
OIIN: RENUNCIATION OF THE DEFENCE OPTION OF A FIRST USE Of 
AMERICAN NUCLnR WEAPONS IN THE CASE OF SUCCESSFUL 
CONVENTIONAL AGGRESSION AGAINST THE ALLIANCE ON EUROPEAN 
TERRITORY . 

THE PRAGUE DECLARATION OF THE WARSAW PACT~ 7 JAt:'JJIP.Y 
1983 HAS REPEATED THIS DEM~D. THIS CONCURS WITH THE 
l!VIOUS POLITICAL AIM 'Of THE SOVIET UNION, TO SHAKE 
IIESTERN EUROPE 'S. FAITH , AND ESPECIALLY THAT OF THE 
NON-NUCLEAR FEDERAL REPUBlIC OF GERMANY, IN AMERICAN . 
PROTECTION AND TO MAKE IT POLITICALLY PLIABLE IN A 
STEP-BY-STEP PROCESS- OF· PREVENT IV[ GOOD CONDUCT. IT IS 
THUS EASY TO UNDERSTAND WHY THE CENTRAL ORGAN OF THE 
SOCIALIST UNITf PARTY·OF ·GERMANY IN EAST BERLIN, "NEUES 
DEUTSCHLAND" , RECENTtY PUBLISHED THOSE PARTS Of THE 
StCOND DRAFT Or THE PASTORAL LETTER WHICH FAN THE FLAMES . 
OF SOVIET PROPAGANDA ANO STRATEGY AGAINST THE NORTH 
ATLANTIC ALLIANCE. AS FAR AS WE ARE AWARE . THE 
FORESEEABLE CONSEQUENCE OF RENOUNCING THE OPTION OF A 
DEFENSIVE f.IRST USE OF AMERICAN NUCLEAR WEAPONS IS 
INCc»4PATIBLE WITH CHRIST!All ETHICS BECAUSE IT ENDANGERS 
PEACE IN FREED04 AND ENCOURAGES PEACE BY SUBMISSlOII IN 
lff!ICH TH£ PREACHING Of THE CHnISTIAN GOSPEL WOULO ·PROBABL¥ 
ALSO SE IMPEDED OR SUPPRESSED . WE REGARD IT AS 
IRRESPONSIBLE TO CONDfMN ESSf~TIAL ASPECTS OF NUCLEAR 
STRATEGY JF THIS rs SURE TO MAK[ CONVENTIONAL WAR ANO 
POLITICAL SUBMISSION MO~£ LIKELY. 

LIFE WHICl i IS THREATENEt BY CONVENTION,\L WEAPONS SHOULD 
NOT BE PROTECTED AN'f ms THM LIFE THREATENED BY NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS . BECA~SE A CONVENTIONAL EAST-WEST WAR WOULD MOST 
um Y BEGIN 0~ THE TmITORY OF OUR DIVIDED FATHERLAND, 
IIE DEMAND STRI:T ADHERENCE TO THE ALREADY EXISTING . 
INTERNATICINAL PROHIBITION OF THE FIRST USE OF ANY WEAPONS 
AT All . nTH THE PAST AND PRESENT FEDERAL GOVERff!ENTS WE 
ADHERE TO WHAT FEDERAL C HAflCELLOR HELMUT SCHHIDl STATED IN 
1978 BEFOF E THE SPECIAL SESSlCiN OF THE UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

ACTION (Ull 
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DEVOTED TO DISARMAMENT . 

"THE PROHIBITION OF THE USE OR THREAT OR FORCE EMBODIED IN 
THE CHARTER OF THE UNITED NATIONS MUST THEREFORE APPLY TO 
ALL WEAPONS, BOTH NUCLEAR ANO CONVENTIONAL. WHOEVER IS 
THE FIRST TO TAKE UP ARMS OF WHATEVER KIND ANO TO RESORT 
TO OR THREATEN MILITARY ATTACK VIOLATES THIS PROHIBITION . 
I REPEAT: THIS PROHIBITION IS Cc»4PREHENSIVE; EITHER IT 
APPLIES TOTALLY OR l>T AT ALL. THOSE WHO TRY TO RESTRICT 
IT TO THE FIRST USE OF CERTAIN WEAPONS MUST ASK THEMSELVES 
WHETHER THEY WOULD CONSIDER AN ATTACK LAUNCHED WITH OTHER 
WEAPONS LESS PROHIBITED . St«llLD A.COUNTRY WHICH IS 
THREATENED BY A NEIGHBOUR HEAVILY ARMED WITH CONVENTIONAL 
WEAPCICS BE LESS PROTECTED THAN OTHERS BY THE PROHIBITION 
OF THE USE OF FORCE?" 

IN OTHER WORDS, WE SUPPORT A Cc»4PR£HENSIVE RENUNCIATION 
OF THE FIRST USE OF ALL WEAPONS AND NOT A SELECTIVE 
NON-FIRST USE OF SPECIFIC WEAPONS. AND INDEED . THE 
HIMANITARIAN INTERNATIONAL LAW OF ARMED CONFLICTS AND THE 
STRATEGIC PLANNING OF THE NATO ALLIANCE HAVE FOR A LONG 
TIME NOW LIVED UP TO IMPORTANT DEMANDS OF THE AMERICAN 
BISHOPS, E.G. THOSE CONCERNING THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN 
CCl4BATANTS AND NON-CCl4BATANTS AND CONCERNING THE 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE MEANS USED AND DAMAGE INCURRED . 

AS CHRISTIANS WE WILLINGLY AND EMPHATICALLY AGREE WITH THE 
VIEW EXPRESSED IN THE DRAFT OF THE PASTORAL LETTEt THAT 
THE SOVIET PEOPLE AND THEIR LEADERS ARE "PEOPLE CREATED IN 
GOO'S IMAGE" . BUT IS THIS NOT EQUALLY TRUE OF EVERYONE IN 
THE PAST ANO PRESENT? DOES THIS BIBLICAL MESSAGE ENTITLE 
THOSE WHO ARE POLITICALLY RESPONSIBLE TO LESSEN THEIR DUTY 
TO AFFORD PROTECTION? WE ARE AGAINST EVERY FORM OF HATRED 
AND Eff!ITY, BUT AT THE SAMf TIME WE ADVOCATE VIGILANCE 
IN THE FACE OF ALL DANGERS WHICH IN THE LONG RUN 
JEOPARDIZE THE FREED04 OF OUR CITIZENS. IT IS OUR BT 
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RESPONSIBILITY TO ANALYSE OBJECTIVELY THE REVOLUTIONARY 
ANO EXPANSIONIST AIMS WHICH ARE STILL OPENLY SUPPORTED BY 
THE SOVIfT LEADERSHIP , IDEOLOGICAL AIMS TO WHICH THEY 
ALSO DEVOTE THEIR MILITARY POTENTIALS. 

IV 

WE ALL PERCEIVE THE DANGER TODAY WHICH COULD ARISE THROUGH 
UNBRIDLED PROLIFERATION AND MULTIPLICATION OF NUCLEAR 
WEAPOIIS . THROUGH TECHNICAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL 
MISCALCULATIONS , IN SHORT THROUGH HUMAN ERROR . EVEN 
WITHOUT AGGRESSIVE INTENT . WE THEREFORE NEED 
PRECAUTIONARY MEASURES AND A STRATEGY WHICH FACES UP IN 
EQUAL DEGREE TO BOTH THE NATURE OF THE SOVIET THREAT ANO 
THE NATURE or MODERN WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION . THE 
WESTERN STRATEGY OF. PREVENTING WAR THROUGH DETERRENCE IS 
NOT , IN OUR OPINION , THE IDEAL ANSWER TO THIS NEED , 
ALTHO!XiH IN THE PRESENT SITUATION THERE ARE NO EQUALLY 
EFFECTIVE , LIT ALllilE MORE EFFECTIVE, ANSWERS. TO BE 
FOUND . THIS STRATEGY OF THE WESTERN ALLIANCE WOULD 
CONFRONT THE SOVIET UNION , SHOULD IT ATTACK , WITH AN 
IMPONDERABLE RISK TO ITS OWN EXISTENCE . IT IS THE 
INCALCULABILITY OF THIS RISK THAT IN REALITY HAS PREVENTED 
ANY BELLIGERENCE - NOT ONLY NUCLEAR, CONVENTIONAL TOO· 
BETWEEN EAST AND WEST . IT MUST NOT BE OVERLOOKED THAT 
THIS VERY RISK OF SELF-DESTRUCTION IF WAR WERE TO BREAK 
OUT HAS FORCED THE POLITICAL LEADERS OF THE NUCLEAR-WEAPON 
STATES TO PONDER THE RISKS AS NEVER BEFORE IN HISTORY . IN 
VIEW OF THE RATIONALITY ANO WILL FOR SELF-PRESERVATION OF 
STATES AND SYSTEMS , THIS AFFORDS gELIABLE PROTECTION OF 
THE PEACE. IN ITS UNDERSTANDABLE CONCERN TO ELIMINATE AS 
FAR AS POSSIBLE , BY THE MOST RIGOROUS MORAL STANDARDS . 
THE DANGER OF NUCLEAR WAR , THE SECOND DRAFT OF THE 
PASTORAL LETTER HAS THE EFFECT OF UNDERMINING THE DECISIVE 
AND LEGITIMEING FUIJCTIOII OF TH£ POLICY OF DETERRENCE · 
THE PREVENTJ(Jj OF ALL WAR . THE AUTHORS CCWCENTRATE OIi THE 
PROBL[M OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH WAR WOULD BE MORALLY 
PERMISSIBLE AN~ THOSE IN WHICH WAR · EVEN AS A MEANS OF 
DEFENCE - CAN NO LONGER Bf REGARDED AS LEGITIMATE. BY 
POINTING TO THE DISPROPORTIONATE AND INDISCRIMINATE EFFECT 
OF TH[ USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS . THE LETTER STATES THAT TO 
usr OR TO THREATEII TO usr THEM IS IMMORAL. BUT THE 
CE~TRAL TENET OF WESTERN STRATEGY IS THE THREAT OF 
CSCALATION . NOT EVEN THE OPTIOII OF THE FIRST USE OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS . INDEED rn THE FINAL ANALYSIS, NOT 
EVEN A GENERAL NUCLEAR Rl!PONSE , WHICH MIGHT RENDER 
IMPOSSIBLE AIIY DISTINCTION BETWEEN MILITARY TARGCTS AllO 
CIVILIANS OR THEIR PROPERTY , CAN BE EXCLUDED . ON THE 
COflTR,m , TH[ CREDIBLE POiENTIAL TO ESCALATl UP TO 
MUTUAL DESTRUCTIOII ENSUm , BY ITS Olill INHERENT LOGIC . 
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THE OBJECTIVE PROBABILITY AND THE SUBJECTIVE CERTAINTY 
THAT M) SHOT WILL BE FIRED. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
INDIVIDUAL DEMANDS MADE IN THE PRESENT TEXT WOULD CALL 
INTO QUESTION THE VERY BASIS OF THE STRATEGY WHICH HAS SO 
FAR BEEN EFFECTIVE IN PREVENTING WAR . THE UNITED STATES 
BISHOPS HOPE THAT MEASURES SUCH AS THE PROHIBITION OF ANY 
PLANNING AIMED AT THE CAPABILITY TO WAGE NUCLEAR WAR, 
PARTICULARLY RENUNCIATION OF THE FIRST DEFENSIVE USE OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS OR THE WITHDRAWAL OF ALL NUCLERWEAPCNS 
FRCII FRONTIER ZCWES COULD REDUCE THE DANGER OF NUCLEAR 
WAR. WE, THE UNDERSIGN£D, IKIWEVER, FEAR THAT THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SUCH PROPOSALS W!XJLD MAKE THE RISl MORE 
CALCULABLE AGAIN FOR THE OTHER SID£ AND THAT WAR WOULD 
THtlS BECOIE MORE PROBABLE . THE PROPOSALS ARE OF A 
TECHNICAL MILITARY NATURE ; THEY IGNORE THE 
ANTHROPOLOGICAL, ETHICAL ANO THEREFORE POLITICAL NATURE 
OF THE PROBLEM IN ITS ENTIRETY . WE ARE CONCERNED THAT THE 
MORAL CONDEMNATION OF A DELIBERATE THREAl TO ENGAGE 
NUCLEAR DEFENCES WILL NECESSARILY MAKE MORE PROBABLE A 
CONVENTIONAL WAR WHOSE DEVASTATING EFFECTS WOULD BE FELT 
ABOVE ALL IN OUR COUNTRY . IN THE EVENT OF A CONVENTIONAL 
ATTACK ON WESTERN EUROPE BY THE SOVIET UNION , NEITHER 
ITS M EXISTENCE NOR THAT OF OUR ALLY, THE UNITED 
STATES, WOULD BE PUT AT RISl . THIS IS ALSO TRUE OF 
TOTAL MILITARY CONQUEST OF WESTERN EUROPE RESULTING fR()t A 
SOVIET CCWVENTIONAL ATTACK. EVEN STRENGTHENING OF 
CONVENTIONAL DEFENSIVE CAPABILITY, WHICH TH[ BISHOPS 
SUPPORT AS A LOG1CAL CCWSEQUENCE Of THEIR REASONING , 
CANNOT ALTER THIS . WE ALSO DOUBT VERY MUCH WHETHER THE BT 
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STATES OF WESTERN EUROPE , BASED ON DEMOCRATIC 
PRINCIPLES , WOULD BE POLITICALLY A8LE TO REINFORCE THEIR 
CONVENTIONAL DEFENCES. THIS l«IULD . ADMITTEDLY . RAISE 
THE COOENTIONAL RISK TO A POTENTIAL AGGRESSOR : THE RISK 
OF NUCLEAR ANNIHILATION , HOWEVER , THE ONLY EFFECTIVE 
BARRIER AGAINST WAR , ~LO BE ELIMINATED . THE REl«>VAL 
OF THIS RISK WOULD INCREASE THE DANGER MJT ONLY OF A 
CONVENTIONAL CONFLICT BUT OF A NUCLEAR EXCHANGE , TOO. 
ONCE HOSTll.ITIES OCCUR BETWEEII THE ~UCLEAR POWERS THE 
PROBABILITY INCREASES THAT THE CONVENTIONAL COIIFLICT WILL 
BEC()ll A NUCLEAR WAR - DESPITl THE P.ENUNCIATIOII OF NUCLEAR 
FIRST USE . THE PRIMARY CRITERION IN A MORAL ASSESSMENT OF 
A POLITICAL STRATEGY MUST BE THE PREVENTION OF VAR . TO 
SIMPLIFY THE VALUE JUO(;MENT : THROUGtl THE THREAT TO USE 
NUCLEAR VEAPONS - IN ITSELF 1"'40RAL VHEN ISOLATED FROI 
OBJECTIVE AND EFFECT - THE CURREtfT STRATEGY ENSURES PEACE 
IN FREEDIJI . A STRATEGY OF RENUNCIATION OF THE THREAT TO 
USE NUCLEAR VEAPONS - IN ITSELF MORAL WHEN ISOLATED FROI 
OBJECTIVE ANO EFFECT - ENDANGERS PEACE ANO OUR FREEDCII . 

V 

IN OUP. AGE OF EVER MORE DREADFUL VEAPONS OF MASS 
DESTRUCTION AND INCONCEIVABLE VANT IN THE THIRD IIORLD . 
THE SEARCH FOR BALANCED DISARMAMENT AND GENUINE DETEtfTE IS 
AN IMPERATIVE OF ETHICS ANO CCJl40N SENSE. 

SINCE THE 19605 U.S. AOMINISTRATIONS , ENCOURAGED AND 
SUPPORTED BY THEIR ALLIES , HAVE BEEN NEGOTIATilli VITH 
THE SOVIET UNION IN AN EFFORT TO STOP THE GROWTH OF MODERN 
VEAPONRY OF THE BASIS Of EQUAL SECURITY FOR BOTH SIDES , 
TO .CONCLUDE RELIABLE ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS AND FINALLY 
TO BRING AROUT DISARMAMENT , WHICH MUST BE BALANCED AND 
VERIFIABLE IF IT IS NOT TO BE AN EMPTY IIORD VITH VHICH TO 
CECEIVE THE NATIOtlS OF THE l«)RLD . VE SOOULD ALSO LIKE TO 
DRAW ATTENTION TO THE EFFORTS OF THE VESTEPN DEMOCRACIES 
BOTH WITHIN ANO OUTSIDE THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE TO ELIMINATE 
THE POLITICAl CAUSES OF TENSION ANO ARMS ACClJIIIILATION . VE 
AGRE£ WITH THE HOLY SEE THAT TH£ REDUCTION IN THE CAUSES 
GF POLiiICAL CONFLICT ANO REOUCTIOIIS IN MILITARY POWER ARE 
VERY CLOSELY INTERT'l/111(0 . 

llONE or THE MAJOR POSTWAR POLITICAL CRISES SINCE YALTA AND 
POTSDAM HAS BEEN CAUSED BY THE UNITED STATES OR ONE OF ITS 
ALLIES , NOT EVEN IN THE AGE OF AMERICAN NUCLEAR MONOPOLY 
AND AMERICAN NUCL(AR SUPERIORITY : THEY HAVE ALL BEEN THE 
CONSEQUENCE Of SOVIET OFFENSIVES AGAINST HlJIIAN RIGHTS ANO 
INTERNATIONAL LAW . 

WE ALSO WISH TO roJNT OUT THAT TIME ANO AGAIN TH[ urmm 
ACTION (I .Mi 
INFO CJCS(4l DJS:<• ) NIDS(•1 J3 :NHCC("l J5(21 

USCJNCCENTLO(ll PHD-111) SECOfF :(• 1 SECDEF(9l 
USOP(15l ASD:MR~L(2) USORE (l l GC(ll ASO :PA&E(l l 
ATSO :AE(Z l DJ-511) NMIC(•) D~-4A(1 1 AT-l(l ) 010(1 ) 
OE!l l 0B-38( 2) OB-4A(t 1 08-5)(1) D6-4E3(1l OIAll ) 

+CSA WASHINGTON DC 
+CNO WASHINGTOII DC 
+CSAF WASHHIGTOIJ DC 
+NATS PENTAGON WAS~ DC 
+PTC WASH DC 
+NATS PENT WASH!flGTOll DC 
+DrlA WASHINGTON DC/ /DOST /STNA INATA/AOCPi I 
+CHC CC WASHINGTOrl DC 
+DJRrlS~ FT GEORG~ G MEADE HO 

!ECTJ QrlALf 11 
TOTAL COPIES REQUIRED 52 

STATES AND ITS ALLIES HAVE MADE RENUNCIATIONS IN THE 
CONVENTIONAL , NUCLEAR AND CHEMICAL FIELDS , TO VHICH 
THE SOVIET UtllON HAS ALL TOO OFTEN RESPONDED BY 
ACCELERATING ITS OWN ARMS BUILD-UP . VE WISH TO RECALL 
THAT NO UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT HAS EVER CONSULTED ITS 
EUROPEAN ALLIES SO ItfTENSIVELY NOR GIVEN SUCH 
CCJ4PREHENSIVE ATTENTION TO ITS ALLIES' CONCERNS PRIOR TO 
PARTICIPATING IN US-SOVIET NUCLEAR ARMS NEGOTIATIONS AS 
HAS BEEN THE CASE DURING THE LAST FEW YEARS . THE DRAFT 
LETTER DOES NO JUSTICE TO THE PRESENT EFFORTS BY THE 
ATLANTIC ALLIANCE FOR A STO? TO ARMS STOCK~ILING , FOR 
ARMS COOROL ANO DISARMAMEtfT VHICH. HAVE BEEN LOYALLY 
SUPPORTED BY BOTH THE PAST ANO PRESEtfT GOVERIIIENTS Of THE 
FEDERAL REPUBLIC Of GERMANY. 

- REALISTIC ANO HONEST VIEW OF THE PRESENT ANO FUTURE 
FRESCRIBES THE CONCLUSION THAT THE EXISTENCE OF NUCLEAR 
iEAPOllS IS IRREVERSIBLE. EVEN IF ALL NUCLEAR VEAPONS WERE 
TO BE SUCCESSFULLY ABOLISHED THROUGH VERIFIABLE 
CISARHAMENT AGREEMEtfTS, THE lNOWLEDGE OF THE SCIENTIFIC 
ANO TECHNICAL MEANS OF REPRODUCING THEM WOULD REMAIN . THE 
ABILITY TO SPLIT THE ATIJI ANO TO PUT ATIJ!IC SCIENCE TO 
MILITARY USE CAN NO LONGER BE ERADICATED . TOGETHER WITH 
THIS lNOVLEDGE , HOWEVER , THERE REMAINS DISTRUST 
BETWEEN RIVAL STATES : THE CERTAIN lNOWLEDGE OF EACH ONE 
THAT THE OTHER RETAINS NUCLEAR CAPA8ILITY AND THE FEAR OF 
BEING CONFROtfTED AGAIN BY A NUCLEAR THREAT - THIS TIME 
WITHOUT I/ARNING. THE NEXT "ARMS RACE" l«llJLD INEVITABLY 
FOLLOW . BT 
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VI 

THE SECONt DRAFT OF THE PASTORAL LETTER CONCENTRATES 
ALMOST EXCIUSIVELY ON THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE ANO THE RISl 
OF MAN'S SfLF·OESTRUCTION . IT IGNORES , HOIIEVER, THE 
POLITICAL mATEGY. OF FENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE , WHICH 
LIES AT THI ROOT OF THE DEPRESSING INCREASE IN All TYPES 
OF WEAPONS . TH£ DRAFT CONTAINS r«l ADEQUATE JUDGMENT AND 
ASSESSMEIIT OF THE POLITICAL IDEOLOOY OF THE SOVIET 
UNION . WHICH LIES AT THE BASIS OF THE MILITARY POIIER OF 
THAT STATE AND IIHlCH IMPOSES ITS BURDEN UPON EUROPE . FOR 
THIS REASON IT ALSO IGNORES THE DANGER . WHICH 11£ REGARD 
AS MUCH l«IR£ REAL , THAT WESTERN EUROPE WILL SUBMIT 
ITSELF POLITICALLY TO THE EXPANSIONIST CRAVING~ OF THE 
SOVIET UNICII , IIHICH OPENLY PROFESSES ITS TOTALITARIAN 
AND HEGEQIC GOALS . NOBODY IN A RESPONSIBLE POSITION IN 
THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE l«)I.DS . AS THE DRAFT LETTER 
MAINTAINS , AN "OBSESSIVE PERCEPTION THAT SOVIET POLICY 
IS DIRECTED BY IRRATIONAL LEADERS STRIVIli INSANELY FOR 
IIORLD COM;ltJEST AT ANY COSTS ." ON THE CCIITRARY , EVERY 
DETAIL OF IIESTERN STRATEGY IS BASED ON THE ASSLMPTION THAT 
THE SOVIET LEADERS ARE l«lT IRRATIONAL ADVENTURERS BUT THAT 
THEY CALCULATE ALL RISKS IN A HIGHLY RATiONAL MANNER . 
THAT THEY C04BINE POLITICAL RESOLVE WITH THE PRESERVATION 
OF NUCUAR PEACE, I.E. WITH THE SURVIVAL OF THEIR POIIER 
AND THEIR COONTRY . THE DRAFT RECALLS THE ONLY USE OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS TO DATE , THAT BY THE UNITED STATES 
AGAINST JAPAN AT THE END OF WORLD WAR II . THIS BEGS THE 
FOLLOWING QUESTION: IIOULD THAT WEAPON HAVE BEEN USED IF 
JAPAN HAD, TO THE lNOlfLEDGE OF THE UNITED STATES , 
POSSESSED THE CAPABILITY TO WREAK IIUCLEAR DESTRUCION ON 
SAN FRANCISCO ANO LOS ANGELES? THE DREADFUL DESTRUCTIVE 
POIIER Of NUCLEAP. WEAPONS , PARADOXICALLY , HAS THE 
EFFECT OF PREVENTING VAR BETWEEN STATES ANO ALLIANCES 
WHICH POSSESS IT . 

VII 

WE CONSIDER THE JUXTAPOSITI(JI OF MORALS AND POLITICS UPON 
WHICH THE US BISHOPS ' PASTORAL LETTER IS BASED TO BE 
UtlJUSTIFI/;BLE ANO THEREFORE ERRONEOUS . BECAUSE INTER 
Al.IA IT !►' PLIES THAT IN SHAPING THEIR STRATEGY TO SECURE 
P[ACE IN IREEDOI THE GOVERtflENTS AND PARLIAMENTS OF THE 
Wl:STERN D[MOCRACIES DISREGARD MORAL CRITERIA. SUCH All 
l ►IPLICATIOti -IS UNFAIR AND ARBITRARY . IT DOES NOT 
CORRESPOND TO REALITY. WE WHO WRITE THIS LETTER TO YOU . 
MOST REVEREND ARCHBISHOP, UNDERSTAND POLITICS TO BE BOTH 
A CONSEQU[NCE OF ETHICS ANO THE PRACTICAL ART OF THE 
FDS5IBLE . 

Ai:T!Otl ( I.M i 
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BUT THE PARTICULAR REQUIREMENT AND DUTY WHICH ANY 
POLITICIAN IS BOOND TO FACE IN HIS ACTIONS CAN BE STATED 
AS FOLLOWS : MORAL VALUES SUCH AS PEACE, FREEDOI ANO 
JUSTICE ARE THEORETICALLY IN HARMONY BUT IN PRACTICAL 
POLITICS FREQUENTLY C04PETE WITH EACH OTHER. THE 
RESPONSIBLE POLITICIAN IS THEREFORE FREOUENTLY REQUIRED TO 
WEIGH UP EQUALLY VALID MORAL PRINCIPLES . ESTABLISH HIS 
PRIORITIES AND ACT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THEM. 

THE CATHOLIC POLITICIAN MUST ALSO TAlE ACCOUNT OF THE 
BINDING CHRISTIAN ETHICAL STANDARDS. AT THE SAME TIME, 
HOWEVER, HE MUST MAl£ A PROPER ASSfSSMENT OF POLITICAL 
CIRCLMSTANCES · A RESPONSIBILITY OF WHICH THE 
ECCLESIASTICAL HIERARCHY CANNOT ABSOLVE HIM . 

AS POLITICIANS, WE EXPECT A GREAT DEAL FROI THE CHURCH : 
EXHORTATION TO EXAMINE OUR COIISCIENCES RIGOROUSLY ; 
PROCLAMATION OF THE IMPERFECTION OF MAN ANO THE BIBLICAL 
MESSAGE OF SALVATION: ENCOURAGEMENT TO TRUST IN GOO 'S 
HELP; MORAL SUPPORT IN MAKING' VALUE JUDGMENTS. THE 
RIGHT OF THE STATE TO DISPOSE OF THE LIVES OF OTHERS TO 
PRESERVE PEACE ANO TO PROTECT ITS OIIN NATION AS WELL AS 
ALLIED COONTRIES VEIGHS l«IRE HEAVILY ON THOSE IN POVER IN 
THIS NUCLEAR AGE THAN EVER BEFORE . BUT THE CHURCH CANNOT 
TAlE FROI THE POLITICIAN HIS DUTY TO DECIDE ON HOW TO ACT 
IIHEN FACED WITH A MORAL DILEltlA . EVEN THE CHRISTIAN WHO 
IS AWARE OF THE l«IRAL DUTIES STEIIIING FROI' HIS FAITH IS 
OFTEN NOT SPARED THE CHOICE BETWEEN A GREATER AND A LESSER 
EVIL. HIS INSIGHT IS NO GREATER THAN THAT OF HIS JEWISH 
OR AGNOSTIC BRETHREN VHO EXAMINE THEIR CONSCIENCES 
EARNESTLY ANO OBEY THE RULES OF GENERAL ETHICS. BEFORE 
GOO AND HIS OWN CClilSCIENCE , HE MUST · IF HE IS A 
CHRISTIAN· TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CONSEQUENCES OF 
HIS DECISION IN THE LIGHT OF HIS CHRISTIAN FAITH AND HOPE . 

WE VANT PEACE , BUT PEACE IN FREE004 . NOT ONLY 00 WE NOT 
WISH DESTRUCTION BY WAR ; WE 00 NOT WISH SUBJUGATION BT 
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BELOW THE THRESHOLD OF WAR EITHER . THE RIGHT AND THE DUTY 
OF THE MEMBER STATES OF OUR ALLIANCE READS "NEITHER RED 
NOR DEAO" . 

WE REGARD IT AS NECESSARY TO POINT OUT NOT ONLY THE DANGER 
OF AT04IC SUICIDE TO THE PEOPLE OF AMERICA . VHICH HAS 
GUARANTEED PEACE IN EUROPE FOR 38 YEARS NOW AND HAS 
SUCCESSFULLY DEFENDED WEST BERLIN AGAINST TWO BLACKMAIL 
ATTEMPTS BUT ALSO TO POINT OUT THE NO LESS REAL AND MUCH 
GREATER DANGER OF EUROPE'S GRADUAL POLITICAL 
CAPrTULATIOIL A MORALL \' AND POLITICALLY RESPONSIBLE 
JUDGMENT MUST TAKE BOTH THESE DANGERS AND THEIR CAUSES 
INTO ACCOUNT , AS THE LEADERS OF THE UNIVERSAL CHURCH 
HAVE ALWAYS DONE UP TO NOii . 

WE THEREFORE ASl THE UNITED STATES BISHOPS TO EMPHASIZE 
MORE CLEARLY IN TH£ FINAL VERS ION OF THEIR PASTORAL LETTER 
THE SPECIFIC TASKS AND ALSO THE SPECIFIC LIMITATIONS OF 
THE CHURCH AND OF POLITICS AND THEREBY TO TAlE ACCOUNT' OF 
OUR EUflOPEAN CONCERNS IN A SPIRIT OF FRATERNAL 
CONSIDERATION . THE CONSTRUCTIVE DIALCXiUE ON PEACE IN THE 
IIORLD MUST NOT BEC04E A DESTRUCTIVE ARGIJ4ENT WITHIN THE 
CHURCH . 

IN GRATEFUL ATTACHMENT TO THE CATHOLIC CHURCH IN THE 
UNITED STATES. VHICH WAS ONE OF THE FIRST C()IMUNITIES IN 
YOUR COUNTRY TO EXTE ND TO US THE HAND OF BROTHERLY 
RECONCILIATION AND HELP AFTER IKlRLD WAR II , WE CONVEY TO 
YOU OUR MOST SINCERE AND WARMEST GREETINiiS . 
WOESSNER 
BT 
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The Honorable 
Lawrence s. Eagleburger 
Chairman, International Political Corranittee 

The Honorable 
Peter H. Dailey 
Chairman, Public Diplomacy Committee 

ci:iarles Z. ·wicV;P'd' 
Director {/, ,,r...,'-

Status Report No. 8 - Arms Reduction and 
Security Issues (Week of March 21 - 25) 

Eagleburger Briefing at the Foreign Press Center: 

Under Secretary Lawrence s. Eagleburger gave a March 24 briefing at the 
Washington Foreign Press Center an the President 1 s speech of the previous 
evening to a full house of resident foreign correspondents. The event was 
videotaped by ORF (Austrian 'IV ) and ARD (West German 'IV) for overseas 
satellite transmission. In addition, the Agency supplied tapes of the 
briefings to COC (Canada ), TF-1 (France ), Fuji 'IV (Japan) and 'IV Glol:o 
(Brazil). The Foreign Press Center reports that Under Secretary 
F.agleburger expertly handled many complex questions during the briefing. 

On March 22, Amba.ssador Peter Dailey and Director Charles Wick met with 
the USIA Security Issues Working Group. Ambassador Dailey, recently 
returned from visits to several INF basing countries, briefed the group on 
his views of the effect of our activities and programming. Ongoing and 
new initiatives and programs were then discussed. 

USIS Brussels reports that a Foreign Press Center-organized tour for six 
Belgian journalists was an outstanding success . Commending the Press 
Center for the 11 flawless organization and substance of the program", 
Brussels corranents that the journalists obtained a "view of USG (arms 
control and security) policies which was coherent and representative of 
the Administration as a whole, in contrast to the disarray that is so 
often depicted in the press". One journalist commented that the trip will 
"enable me to write more authoritatively about the U.S. approach to INF 
for several months to come". Another found the briefings "at just the 
right level, by authoritative and expert officials". Brussels reports 
that the first two articles written by participants in the trip are 
accurate and positive. 

CLASSIFIED BY: Charles Z. Wick 
CONF~ 

7 OFFICE SYMBOL: US I A- D .___ 

DECLASSIFY {OR D01/WG!°l1\G~) ON: 

OADR , ___________ _ 



CONF~ 
7 

-2-

Stanislaw Kirschbaum, a -Canadian professor of international relations at 
Glendon College, York University, has told our Consulate in Toronto that an 
Agency-organized regional project on st_rategic and theater arms negotiations 
in which he participated was a "1Jeautifully planned, incredible experience". 
Kirschbaum wrote Ambassador R:>binson to say that the tour will substantially 
assist him in preparing a paper on Soviet-American strategic relations which 
he will present at York University in May . Peter Oesterricher, Deputy 
Director of Britain's unilateralist Committee for Nuclear Disarmanient, also 
had words of high praise for the tour. He said that on his return to the 
U.K., he would write a letter to the Soviet Ambassador, challenging the 
u.s .s.R. to organize a similar open visit . 

A group of six European journalists, an academic and a parliamentary foreign 
affairs advisor are currently participating in a regional project entitled 
"Atlantic Security--Cllallenge of the 80 ' s " . At the Department of State, the 
group has met with James Dobbins, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Western 
Europe ; Richard Haass, Deputy for Policy Planning, European Bureau; and R:>lJert 
Dean, Deputy Director, Bureau of Political-Military Affairs; as well as with 
George Bader, Deputy Director for European and NA'IO Policy at the Department 
of Defense. On March 25 , the group is scheduled to leave Washington for two 
weeks of visits ·to U.S . military installations . 

UsiD:J excerpts from several Agency:--supplied items, as well as "Soviet Military 
Power" , USIS Bonn has produced a German-language brochure on Soviet military 
pr03rarns, 7,500 ropies of which have been distributed to key government, media 
_and univers ity rontacts. 

Final arrangements have been made for speaking appearances by Under Secretary 
Ea~eburger in Austria fran April 26 to 30 ; and for Alexander Vershrow, State 
EU SOV, who will visit Belgium, the Netherlands , France , West Germany, and 
the U .K. from April 25 to May 6 . 

UpcomiD:J press briefings at the Washington Foreign Press Center include 
Ambassador Richard Kennedy on nuclear non-proliferation and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, an March 30. R:>lJert McFarlane of the NSC has lJeen asked 
to present a background briefing on the President's upcoming speech on arms 
control , scheduled for March 31. In addition, Secretary Shultz has lJeen asked 
to give a breakfast backgrounder on INF to selected resident corr espondents 
from the NA'ID basing countries. 

The Washing-ton Foreign Press Center has rornpleted facilitative assistance 
pr03rarns for Christian Kind (Neue Zuercher Zeitung) ; Bridget Bloem (The 
Financial Times); and Andrew Walker of the BBC. Kind will meet with Under 
Secretaries Fagleb.lrger and Ikle , as well as with Helmut Sonnenfeldt and James 
Schlesing-er. Bloom and Walker met with William Hoehn, Principal Deputy 
Secretary, Department of Defense . 

The Foreign Press Center is now working an pr03rams for Gerry Northam (BBC) ; 
Jen Connell (Lon::lon Sunday Times ) ; and Lucien Meysels (Wochenpresse, Vienna) . 
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Eric Gysling, swiss TV, will interview Assistant Secretary of Defense Richard 
Perle am Eugene Rostow for a television production on U.S. defense and arms 
control policies planned to air in Switzerland in late April . Gysling will 
also interview Peter Swiers, Deputy Director, Bureau of Political/Military 
Affairs, Department of State. 

A team from PAI-2, Italian television's second channel, will be in the U.S. 
fran April 9 through 30 to film for an ambitious six-part series on defense 
issues scheduled to air in Italy starting May 30. Estimated audience is four 
to five mi llion. RAI-2 contemplates separate 60 to 90-minute segments on-­
topics such as the nuclear revolution in warfare; :NA'ID and Europe; the .threat 
to :NA'ID' s southern flank; differences in U.S., northern European and southern 
~opean peace groups; arms control and U.S. INF policy; and the future of 
weapons development and arms control. The Agency will assist this effort with 
interviews and other material. The PAI-2 team will return to the U.S. in 
mid-June, and has requested interviews with Secretaries Shultz and Weinberger 
for that period. 

During the week, the Agency's Wireless File carried the texts of two important 
news conferences: that of Assistant Secretary Burt in Brussels on March 18 
and Defense Secretary Weinberger in Spain on March 24; as well as a speech by 
Deputy Secretary Dam in Oslo on March 21. 

USIA will supply packets containing the charts and photographs used by the 
President in his March 23 speech on U.S. defense to posts worldwide • 

. In response to many post requests for background information on Soviet 
strategic thinking, the Agency supplied through the Wireless File, a byliner 
by Wolfgang Leonhard entitled "Soviet Foreign-Policy: Motives and Objectives". 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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TEXT OF STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

The East Room 

Last week, when I addressed the American people on this 
Administration's defense program, I expressed our determination to 
reduce our reliance on the terrible power of nuclear weapons to 
assure the peace. 

Today, I want to say a few words about this critical aspect of our 
security policy -- our· efforts to drastically reduce the arsenals 
which burde n the live·s of our own citizens, of our friends and 
AlliPs , and, yes, of our adversaries as well. 

As you know, . over the last year-and-a-half, this Administration bas 
undertaken a comprehensive and far-reaching arms control program· 
designed to achieve deep reductions of nuclear arms, to rid the world 
of chemical- weapons, and· to cut the size of conventional forces in 
Europe. I will be saying more about these initiatives in ·my speech 
tomorrow. ·- ---=- ,= < -- - . 

But this morning-, let . me . focus on one . of . these negotiations. I have , . 
just met with the Arnbas·s _adbrs of the countries of the North · Atlantic 
Alliance. we · invited them- here because the citizens of their 
countries share with Americans a profound hope for su_ccess in the 
Geneva negotiations·.· on intermediate-range nuclear-- missiles • . 

. 
The forces being discussed in the I.N.F. negotiations directly affect 
the security of our Allies. As I told you last. week, the Sov~et 
Union has deployed hundreds of. powerful, - new -· SS-20 missiles, armed 
with multiple _ warheads· and. capable. of striking the cities and defense- : -· 
installations· of · bur Allies in Europe, and of our friends and Allies 
in Asia as well. > : The Soviets -have built up these ' fo.rces ·· eventhough ·· 
there has been·· no' comparable thr~at from· NATO·. -· · They · have deployed 
them without . let~up· -~ there pow are more than.· 3S0 · SS-20 missiles, · 
with more than· 1-, 000 nuclear warheads. • NATO wi-11 begin deploying a 
specific deterrent t6 this threat late· this • y~ar, unless, as we hope, 
an agreement. to eliminate such weapons would · make this deployment 
~nnecessary. ~- .. 

The 'United States, with the full support of our Allies, has been 
negotiating in Geneva _. fbr more than .a year to persuade- the Soviet 
Union that ·it· is a · far : better course for both. of . us to agree to 
eliminate totally · this entire category of weapons. Such an agreement 

·would .be .fair and .far-reaching ·. .It would enhance the security of the 
..... ~.,;Soviet Union as -well·.:'.as._ ;the .sec.ur.i.ty_· of . NATO •. · =---And .it .. would .ful£ill 

the aspiration of ·people . throughout :.Europe and ·Asia•::for · an end ·to the 
threat posed by - these missiles ; _ · 

So far, the Soviet Union has resisted this proposal and has failed to 
come up with any serious alternative. They insist on preserving 
their present monopoly of these weapons. Under their latest 
proposal, the Soviets would retain almost 500 warheads on their SS-20 
missiles in Europe alone, and hundreds more in the Far East, while we 
would have zero. Their proposal would actually leave them with more 
SS-20 missiles than they had when the talks began in 1981. In 
addition, the Soviets have launched a propaganda campaign aimed 
apparently at dividing America from our Allies, and our Allies from 
each other. ·· 

more 

,.. 
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From the opening of these negotiations nearly 18 months ago, I have­
repeatedly urged the Soviets to respond to our zero-zero proposal · 
with a proposal of their own. I have also repeated our willingness 
to consider any serious alternative proposal. 

Their failure to make such a proposal is a source of deep 
disappointment to all of us who . have wished that these weapons might 
be eliminated -- or at least significantly reduced. But I do not 
intend to let this shadow that has been cast over the Geneva 
negotiations further darken our search for peace. 

When it comes to intermediate nuclear missiles in Europe, it would be 
better • to have none than to have some. But, if there must be some, 
it is ~better to have few than to have many. 

' , . 

If the Soviets will not now agree to the total elimination of these 
weapons, I hope they will at least join us in an interim agreement 
that would substantially reduce these forces to equal levels on both 
sides. 

To this end, Ambassador Paul Nitze has informed his Soviet 
counterpart that we are prepared to negotiate an interim agreement in 
which the United States would substantially reduce its planned 
d~ployment of Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles 
p rnvided the Soviet Union reduced the number of its warheads on 
longer-range I.N.F. missiles to an equal level on a global basis. 

Ambassador Nitze has explained that the United States views this 
proposal as a serious initial step toward the total elimination of 
this class of weapons, and he has conveyed my hope that the Soviet 
Union will join us in this view. Our proposal for the entire 
elimination of these systems remains on the table. 

We have suggested that the negotiations resume several weeks earlier 
than originally planned. The Soviets have agreed to that and talks 
will resume on May 17th. 

I hope this initiative will lead to an early agreement. We remain 
ready to explore any serious Soviet suggestions that meet the 
fundamental concerns which we have expressed. 

I invited the NATO Ambassadors here today not only to review these 
developments but to express my appreciation for the firm support 
which the Allies have given to our negotiating effort in Geneva. And 
I can assure them of my personal commitment to t~e closest possible 
consultations with them on I.N.F. 

This consultation process has already proven one of the most 
intensive and productive in the history of the . North Atlantic 
Alliance. It has made the initiative announced today an alliance 
initiative in . the best sense of that term. 

Over the past months, we and our Allies have consulted intensively on 
the I.N.F. negotiations. I have been in frequent and close contact 
with other heads of governments. Vice President Bush had very 
productive discussions with Allied leaders on I.N.F. during his trip 
to Europe. Secretaries Shultz and Weinberger have exchanged views 
with their counterparts . from Al~ied _governments. And the NATO • · 

·special consultative group has met regularly to review the 
negotiations and consider criteria which should form .the basis for 
the alliance position in I.N.F. The very thoughtful views expressed 
by the Allies in these consultations have been a significant help in 
shaping this new initiative. 

This process is a model for how an alliance of free and democratic 
nations can and must work together on critical issues. It is the 
source of our unity, and gives us a strength that no one can hope to 
match. And it gives me great confidence in the eventual success of 
our efforts in Geneva to create a safer world for all the Earth's 
people .. 

# # # 
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REPORT BY THE CHAIRMAN 
NATO SPECIAL CONSULTATIVE GROUP 

The NATO Allies welcome and strongly support the new American 
INF negotiating initiative announced by the President today. 
It represents a significant step designed to move the INF 
negotiations toward conclusion of an equal, fair and verifi­
able ar~s control agreement. 

On March 25, the Special Consultative Group met in Brussels 
to con.sider suggestions for a new Alliance initiative in the 
INF negotiations. This was the most rec~nt of a series of SCG 
meetings over the past . few months, in which progress in the 
negotiations has been reviewed, and possibilittes for further 
movement has been explored. The new position is a product of 
this thorough review and of the continuing process of close 
consultations between the Allies. 

At the March 25 meeting, the chairman not~d that U.S. suggestions 
for progress had been de~eloped in light of c r i te ria agreed by · 
the Allies during these consultations. He expressed appreciation . 

. for the continued strong support the Allies have given to the ... 
U.S. negotiating effort in Geneva. 

Allies exchanged views on .the desirability of proposing at 
Geneva, as a first step towards final agreement on total 
elimination of the entire category of U.S. and Soviet longer­
range, land-based INF missiles, an intermediate agreement 
that would provide for a specified equal level of such forces~ 
The U.S. is prepared to agree to an equal level of warheads 
substantially below the number planned for deployment in the 
1979 NATO decision provided the Soviet Union would · reduce its 
warheads on land-based- LRINF missiles on launchers to the · 
same level. 

Allied representatives considered that such a proposal was · 
consistent with the criteria developed in the 1979 decision 
and in subsequ~nt consultations, and with the criteria cited 
by the President in his spee·ch of February 22, 1983. They 
agreed that the United States should put forth this proposal, 
which has now been presented, in the Geneva negotiations in 
the near future. · 

The SCG reaffirmed that the President's proposal of November 18, 
1981, for the complete elimination of the entire category of 
longer-r?p ge , __ _;L an9= bas~.9_-_ _I_N_~ __ l!liss il~s .. ~emain_s the optimal 
solution, and expressed the hope that this• outcome can be 
achieved. . 

Allied representatives expressed their satisfaction with the 
close Alliance consultations on INF, and noted the important 
and effective contribution which the SCG makes in this 
regard. This progress will continue. The next SCG meeting 
will be held in April. 

They reaffirmed t hat in the absence of a concrete arms 
control agreement, deployments will proceed as scheduled in 
accord a nce with the 1979 decision. They expressed the firm 
view that it is now incumbent upon the Soviet Union to 
respond constructively to the new proposal and to join with 
the United States in an intensive effort to reach a militarily 
significant, equitable and verifiable agreement in Geneva at 
the earliest possible date. 

# # # 
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Today, the President announced that the United States has put 
forward in Geneva a new proposal for an i~terim agreement under 
which the United States would substantially reduce its planned 
deployment of Pers~ing II and Ground-launched Cruise Missiles · 
provided the Soviet Union reduced the number of its weapons on 
longer-r~nge INF missiles to an equal level on a global basis. 
The United States views this proposal as a serious initial step 
toward the total elimination of this class of weapons, and hopes . 
that the Soviet Uriion wi11 join us in this view. 

In December ,1979, the ~ATO countries agreed on a two-track 
approach to Intermediate-range Nuclear Force (INF) issues. In 
response to the increasing Soviet INF threat, especially the 
deployment of new Soviet SS-20 missiles, the Allies agreed to 
deploy 108 Pershing II ballistic missiles and 464 ground-launched 
cruise missiles (GLCMs) in Europe. At the same time, the Allies 
also called for_ arms control efforts to limit these and 
comparable Soviet INF missile systems. 

On November 18, 1981,. following Alliance consultations, 
President Reagan made a far-reaching proposal as the basis for 
the US position at the INF negotiations which began on November 
30, 1981. This proposal called for the total elimination· of the 
entire class of US and Soviet land-based, longer-range INF 
missiles, in other words zero missiles of this type on either 
side. The United States continue~ to believe that this would be 
the best and most moral. outcome to the negotiations. Security 
would be enhanced for both East and West. 

Unfortunately, the Soviet approach to the negotiations has been 
very different. They have so far been adamant in their refusal 
to give serious consideration to our "zero-zero" proposal, or to 

_ __ come,_uP-wLth-an:y-..acceptable alternative. The Soviet position in 
the negotiations would preserve their present monopoly of these 
weapons. Under their latest proposal, the Soviets would retain-
486 warheads on 162 SS-20s retained in Europe alone, while the 
QS would have zero· missiles. Hundreds of warheads on Soviet 
SS-20s in the Far East would be completely unconstrained. 

The NATO assessment of the current Soviet .position in Geneva · is 
reflected in the NATO Defense Ministers' communique issued on 
March 23 following their most recent meeting in Portugal: 

"The Soviet proposals have not substantially changed since 
the beginning of the negotiations. In fact, their most recent 
proposal would ·leave the Soviet Union with more SS-20 missiles 

r than they had when the negotiations began, deny NATO the right 
to modernize its means of deterring ±his threat, allow them to 
have an unlimited number of mobile SS-20s east of the Urals 
which still pose a threat to NATO Europe and almost totally 
eliminate from the European continent United States aircraft 
which are indispensable to NATO's conventional defences. · The 
result would be to preserve the Soviet monopoly in the field of 
land-based LRINF missiles, to erode seriously the linkage 
between the United States' strategic deterreni and the defence 
of NATO Europe and to further the Soviet long-term aim of 
dividing the Alliance." ✓ 

more -
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"The new U.S. proposal was made after extensive consultations 
with our NATO Allies and discussions with other friends 
including Japan. It was offered on March 29, at the concluding 
session of the negotiating round. In presenting this proposal, 
the U.S. asked the Soviet Union to give it careful consideration 
during the recess _between rounds and suggested that the 
delegations resume negotiations several week earlier than 
previously envisaged. The Soviets have agreed to resumption on 
May 17. 

The new U.S. proposal meets the criteria for an agreement _ laid 
down by the President: 

( ~"I. 

- equality of rights and limits between the U.S. and the 
u.s.s.R. 

- no compensation for third country forces; 

- global ceilings; 

no adverse ·· 1mpact on NATO's c .:..nveui:jonal defense 
capability; and · ~ 

- effective measures for veri£i6ation. 

In continued discussions of this proposal, the United States 
will continue to be as flexible as possible in searching for 
agreement at Geneva within the criteria ident~fied above. 

The United States views the new proposal as an interim step 
toward the total elimination of _US and Soviet land-based, 
longer-range INF missile systems. If- a ~ interim agreement is 
reached, the United States considers . that negotiations should 
continue with the goal of achievin~the i tota~ elimination of 
such systems. · While offering this new initiative, the current 
U.S. proposal to eliminate the entire ·class of land-based, 
longer-range INF missiles remains on the table in Geneva. The 
United States remains convinced that zero missiles on both sides 
would be the best outcome on these negotiations. 

# # # 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: , I thought I woulc! make a few opening 
comments and then we can j ust · have the question:; we wish. I have been 
trying to think to ~yself what is this really a l l about. And ob­
vi ously it is abcut reductions in nuclear ~rms, particularly a parti­
cular class of armaments in Europe that are highly destabilizing and 
therefor~ especially dangerous. And clearly we have been in the 
position, the President has, of wanting to see ~hat whole class of 
weapons eliminated globally . . We continue to think that is the best 
solution. 

We recognize that this is a negotiation and the soviet Union 
has rejected that . And so the President has made another proposal. 
The new proposal you will have so I won't repeat it other than to say 
that it is a further effort to negotiate something that still aspires, 
although it isn • t a condition:, to get to elimination of these weapons 
but is willing to take as an interim step some finite number somewhere 
between zero and 572 warheads. on both sides, and according to specified 
criteria. that has been set out. 

So partly this is about that. But I think that in the full 
perspective of things we tend: to ·mis :·.ead ourstilV'!S if w~ cr,ncentrate 

, overly on the weapons a ; ~~c~ ~:.~ this ·p:c.::>lem. ~:,'.'ld it is ·~ ~act that we 

If have had an extensive,ric .1 co c~uJtat~~e J rocess ~ith our ~ ~: ies on the , 
.1 on the original 1979 .:>u,l l . Trac::t C>ec: i.:aon, in t:h E.; first pla,.:t?, then on 

the elimination opt i on, i., the i;ec:oz,,) place ·, ;:inC: now on the President's 
most recent proposal . · 

And we have had really sort of an alliance view throughout. 
It is very unified and strong and determined. So I think that raises 
a question of how i s it possible to get so many countries that are 
geographically spread around and who have varying interests on many 
things to be so unified on something of this kind. And I think you have 
to come back to the values that these countries share in a detenaination 
to be able to defend those values aga i nst a very clear threat to them. 

And it is ref3l.ly that, that underlies the unity that we have 
and the fact that we ·are unde•rtaking both to confront the Soviet Union 
wi th the strength i ~plied by the First Track and the Dual Track Dec i sion, 
but at the same t i me hold out to everyone the prospect of a reduction, or 
in our basic proposal, elimination of these very destabilizing weapons. 

So the persp ~::ct i v-~ that I want to lend is the strength of the 
alliance and the · reasc,r- f ., ".' : :.'lat, namely our jointly held values as 

• •· : ,.,t:.eally the underly.Lr.g sc i~.:t.·•:: ;, of strength. Arid I don't say that in any 
·,v ~ way to neglect the i:t1r,..;r•:!';., .,~.~ ~, f. tll~ particulars of the arms reduc.t i on 

nego1: i ation and the weap,::,n~ .... : ~,;:r-:1 t. ems and all that.. 

Period. 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: . So, do you lia°'ve any questions be tore 
I lP.ave? 

Q: Sir? From Moscow recently we have heard frOftl Andropov 
and we have had some journalists reporting on the temper of the talk 
over there. And the general feeling seems to bE· that the Russians 
have had it up to here, if yoa will, with dealir.g with the Reagan 
Administration. Is that, do you find that is their reading? 

1 
SECRETA.tlY SHULTZ: · There have been !;ome very sharp state-

ments made, and I think it is . fair to characterize the o.s-soviet 
nship as, as not a particularly good one right now. It is 

At the same time, I think it is important to point out that 
discussions going on with the Sovi<it Union in tvo fora in 

GenP.va t-hat include both the · INF and the S".:'ART t.alks also kind ot 
adjoining each one of those talks about confidence-building measures. 

There is a continuing discussion in Vienna and NBFR talks. 
We .ire engaged with them across a range of Helsinki Final Act and 
disarmament issues in Madrid. And we have auite a number of other 
settings in which there are from time to time meetings, for example, 
meetings that I have with Dobrynin, Ambassador Dobrynin. 

I 

So there is dialogue. And it is our feeling that the 
important element here is to see and to probe and to find out whether 
there are areas of importance , where substantive agreements can be 
made. That is, tone reflects 1substance, not the other way around. 
And there are a great many substantive matters where we are in deep 
disagreement with the Soviet Union, and that is the essence of it. 

So we need to work : at the substance. And if it turns out 
that the substance can be improved, then I think the tone of the 
relation~hip will ~mprove. 

Q: Mr. Secretary, there is some very shar~ differences in 
statements with the President made over a period of some weeks, very, 
very har.sh denunciation of the Soviet Union and what everyone seems to 
feel is a very constructive proposal at this ~ime. Why is there such 
a qreat variance between the President's rhe;tc:·ric on some of these 
very, these occasions when he speaks so sharply and so strongly of 
th~ Soviet Union, the focus of all evil, anci then 111ade movement toward 
this kind of substantive thing? Because ~.h4: fi:.~·7e :Jtatements almost 
indicate that it wouldn't matter ,what. ·r.e~:.•tiatiu;.~ ·~e had, we wouldn't 
trust them to carry it out • . Anet it woi:!..~· •be al111vr.-.. ;;.mpossible to 
negotiate. • : 

Is there a pla1, ~1e::1!? Is it by ,.,ceident? Why are these, 
these enormous differences · in tone? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think that if we didn't feel that 
there was a reasonable possibility of arriving at significant agreements 
in these discussions we wouldn't be having them. So the fact that they 
are going on, at least from our standpoint, shows that we think there 
is~ chance that things can improve and that the improvement can be 
genuine in the sense that it can be built on substance. 

Now, the range of lssues that one can discuss is ouit• 
broad. And, of course, on inany of them, particularly when you are 
talking about something like arms ·control, I think that it is not so 
much a matter of trust .as it is verifiability, that you are going to 
aspire to an agreement that is inherently capable of being carried 
out because you can know on both sides, they as well as ourselves, 
that it actually is being carried out. 

MORE 
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So the key here is the subject of verifiability . --
Q: Do you get any indication from the Soviets at all of a 

shift in their position on verifiability? Are they movinq toward a 
more acceptable position as far as we are concerned? Is there any 
shift in that whole area? . 

SEC:RETARY SHULTZ: Well, our negotiations are ongoinq in 
various .areas, and I think that the notion that an agreement ouqh. to 
be verifiable is a~ accepted notion. The question of vbAt it takes 
~o satisfy yoursel! on that is where all of , the argument co-•• 

MORE 
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For example, the President feel~ that the Thr~hhold Test Ban Treaty 
is ca~>able of considerable improvements in the area of verifial:lility, 
and the Soviet• feel -- have told us that they do not agree vith that. 
The Soviets have a difference of opinion there. It is not over whether 
verifiability is a proper concept -- it is over the il:lplementation of 
the concept. 

I 
O Sir, given that you have said that the tone tor 

that~eetinq reflects substantive disagreements betw.en us and the 
Soviet Onion, wherein lies the oossibility for an improveaent or a 
chance of an a~reement on improvement of the relationship? Why do 
you think there miqht be such a !thina and do you think there is any 
orosoect of a summit meetina before the end of the first tera in this 
administration? . 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: :I think you have to review all of the 
issues and then aprise them one :by one and see what the pros99cts mi~ht 
be 9iece by piece, so if you say ~any agreement• that can cover a 
broad ran~e. The focus of attention ri~ht nov is on the major arm■ 
reduction ne9otiations and particularly today the INF negotiations. 
But there are a lot of other things. 

' 

I 
The President has said, and as far as I can read it Mr. 

Androoov has also said that in principle they are prepared to ~ave & 

summit meeting but only on the oasis of the prospect that something 
really si9nificant could be achieved in the meeting. So the idea ot 
a simple qet-acquainted meeting -doesn't seem to be in the cards. 

O :-ii". Secretary, you have C!Xpressed the wonder -- the 
pleasurable wonder that at the 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, I didn't express any wonderment. 
I insist that it is remarkable and that it is icportant and then I 
tried to ~ive -- I tried not to have wondennent but rather to give you 
an answer, namely our shared values. 

O Isn't it true thoti~h. sir, that President Re&Q&n 
would h~ve stayed on his oriqinal zero-zero option had it not been for 
or~jsurc from our allies in Europe? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: The President has said -- and this has 
been an Alliance proposition all alonq as I u~derstand it. I am rela­
tively new to it but the 1979 decision -- the original proposal -- has 
been an Alliance proposition all along and it has been discussed con­
tinously about what ,osition we should take and what our negotiating 
strateay should be, and so on. And there have been lots of discussions 
within the U.S. qovernment as well as within the European governments I 
and arnon9 us. And I think it was a shared view that the timing is ri~ht '. 
nowt~ make this change _in our position. So I ~on't think it is a I 
question of pressure this way or that way. It is a question of a con- 1 

tinous process of consultation and I think there emerQed a very broad 
consensus in our qovernment and in the governnents abroad that this was i 
the time to make a change, as the President • has done. ·! 

0 You didn't find, sir, a reluctance in the Penta~on 
to make this change? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: No. We had lots of discussions of this 
over quite a -- oracticallv ever since I aot here -- I was reminded this' 
morninq nine months ago. · Some.body implied that it ou~ht to be time for I 
me to ·croduce somethin~. (Lauqhter.) . . . I 

0 Mr. Secret3ry l isn't there ",)erhaps a considerable 
danger that offerino the interim croposal at this point shortly after 
the hurdle of the West German elections will suqaest or be interpreted 

HORE 
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·- .. .. --~----· ·· 
' ' 

--
as meaning that the administration was not terribly intent on :ero• 
zero option to begin with, that once the political hurdle had been 
cleared we throw out a more specific bargaining position and that this 
might tend to undercut the substaeee of zero-zero? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: ,I don't think there is really any legi­
timate que:9tion about what the President feels and for that matter •·•,at 
our allies feel is the best outcome. It is the elimination of these 
weapons. We think so, we continue to think so, and I think that that 
position has a kind o! broad appea~ to mankind in a sense. It is support­
ed by the Japanese. The Chinese think that it is the right proposal, 
and so on. There is a world-wide acceptance of that. I think there 
i.s al :;o a .recognition of the reality that we are trying to bring about 
arms reduction and that in the process of conducting this negotiation 
we nef~d to try out other options, and so we have. 

I think it is worth pointinq out that the way the Presi­
dent has constructed this 9roposal, he did not substitute some number 
for zero. Be rather said in effect that there are a variety of numbers 
that are conceivable and we are saying to the Soviet Onion that we are 
will i nq to seek an interim number. And if they would acceot this ccn­
ce~t maybe there are some numbers that they think are better than other 
numbers. Obviously you cannot just pick any number for a vhole bunch , 
of reasons. But I think it is an effort to put this forward in & manner = 
that is -- maximizes the potential for ne~otiation and for s0111e reality 
of the prosoect of aetting some place as much as -- We cannot do it, 
of course. It takes two sides to make an agreement. 

O Does this put the onus on the Soviet Onion nov to 
come up with a number -- an acceptable number -- and is it, in ten1a 
of the pu~lic relations battle of this, is the ball nov to be perceived 
in thP. Soviet court? ! · . 

I 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think that the ball has always been 

in the Soviet court because we have tabled a complete and very 9ood 
proposal in what has been called the zero option, and I ~ess you could 
sa·, that they have made a response but the response is so far out of 
t~~ billl 9ark that I don't thin~ anyone really took it that seriously. 
B~~ at any rate, certainly this . is another effort to put forward some-
thinq as they have said very clearly that they do not accept the idea 
that they will have none of these weapons. 

i 
so· this is another ·way of trying to get at it consistent 

with ~he orinciples that have been implicit in the President's posi­
tion and the Alliance position all along and has been enunciated most 
recently in his American Leqion , spe~ch 'ind again- by Paul Nitz■ in 
Genev<'I. 

O You are askinq in effect 
Soviets in effect, what number will you take, 
you read it? 

you are saying to the 
Is that the way that 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: It leaves it open to the 
to say, well, you think this number, we nught think that 
we can get the thina into that ballpark then it seems to 
is a big advance. I don't know :whether the Soviets will 
way, but at any rate I think that our position is a good 
good ultimate object i ve and it is a ne~otiating position 
stronq Alliance SU?port. 

neqotiators 
number, but if 
me that that 
resoond tbat 
one: It has a 
and it has 

i 
. I 

! 
' i 
i 

O Mr. Secretary ; we arr. truly trying to maximize the I 
prosot!cts of coming up with an aqreement. Csn' t there-- . .,ill there be ) 
some way to take account of the fact tt1c1t tht- 3ritish and tho French are : 
modernizing their stratec:ic ni.:clear forc:es .ir. a significant way and eith~r 
in •ttus neaotiation or in START ,might we cScco1umodate that fact somehow? ; 
Because it doesn't see~ to me from the !;oviet ;>erspective A priori crazy 
to i ncist that these forces be factored in this tabulation of forces . 

HORE 
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SECRETA~Y SHULTZ: You used -- I will just focus on the 
·, : .•c:,t -- the neqotiations we are talkinc:, about. You used a good word, 

;:ratcqic," and these are intermediate-range missi Les that we are 
1lkinq about. We are talkinq about land-based missiles, and we are 
1l%i:,q about the U.S. and the Soviet Union. I don't think that it 
•: re.1sonable to consider -- we should not consider a proposition 

, ,:oad Ly that equa-li ty consists of adclinq up the armed forces of every 
~ountr:-y in the world and then saying that tho Soviet Union has to have 
~he same as everybody else combined. I think this problem that we have 
~as to be put in ter:ns of the U.S. and the Soviet Union and equality 
and capacity to deter on our part based on that notion. As you know, 
the overwhelminq number of UK and French systems are sub:llarine-based so 
that they are not land-based systems -- I believe only a very s111all 
:nwt>er of the French systems are land-based. So strateqic l&nd-based --i 
~hose are national systems. They are not NATO systems. So I don't j 
think that they should be counted, let alone taken into account in 1 
~his ne9otiation. I 

I 
I need to extract myself here and let you get -- 1 

i 

I 
Q I wondered if . the United States would feel that the 

1 

numcer of SS-4 and SS-5 missiles that the Soviet Union has, if they 
eliminated those would this be a realistic approach to the thin91 I 
Because the Soviets have never qiven an indication in their history ·I 
of eliminating a new weapons system. 

I 
\ SECRETARY SHULTZ: , You must be kidding. 

I 
0 Well, no I am: not. 

i 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: ' You must be kiddino. 

' 
O The soviet Union has never eliminated an ooeratinq 

weapons system. They have only ; gotten rid o! the olu obsolete systems, 
and they haven't given any indication in these negotiations, I am sure, 
~hat they wish to dismantle any• of the SS-20's. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: : well, we cannot a~praise proposals 
:1ccordinq to what the Soviet Union would like. t·le nave to appraise 
?roposals according to what would be sensible and .reasonable from the 
standpoint of our allies and which one would think would be reasonable 
for them. If they f~el, as it has been said so often, that they are 
threatened, then why isn't it reasonabl~ to s~y let's just eliminate 
all of these weapons ~nd then they don't thre~t~n anybody. 

O I wasn • t t.J lk i!l9 abol t,: W~lL ": wa,s rfJ~Scnable --

SECRETARY SHULT.:: I think that there 3re 311 sorts of 
responses to these thinqs, uut to think that we ·could accept -- the number 
of SS-20 warheads now deployed, , I think, well exceeds 1,000 and not 
have anythino to confront that and to be used as a comconent ot our 
deterrence would be absolutely ridiculous. . 

I will leave you in 
I 

i 

I 

the hands of my better peers. 

tND 10: 30 A.M. EST 
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Today, the President lDade ' a major· public ~;~t:•!Dent. on ams control 
before the World Affairs Council ::eeting .in u>• Angeles~ The maia 
element was an ·outline of the~nev a.s. proposal at.he ne90tiat.ionc 
~ intermecliate~range nucle~ :i.t:.siles, ~ Se also bi:iuly reviowed 
t.he D.S. approach to the Strategic Arms Jteduetions•~lks and 1.· 

other ~nas control negotiations, and raiterat:-~d.- his oppositioa to 
a free~e. · 

!n JS s"iort ad.dross on \redr,esday, th~ Pz'.~dcent: an.nounctod t;hat th• 
United States has put fon'llrd in C~nevn a new proposal for an 
intcrfm · agreement under which l:::he Onite1 States would $Ubstant.iall1 
redue~ its plarated_. d~pl.llyment of PF.rshinq Ii and . Ground-l~1unch~ 
Cruis.e ltissiles pz:ovided the Soviet. Union re-duced the n~r of its 
weapons on· l0n9er"'range Ir!P' ir,-(.s~Uers to en equal level on .a glob~l 
~G~i::.· ~-~f.s. has previouslr propo~-! :t.!'I~ ~~I!! .eliJul).at.iOD of 
All such missiles, ··or :exo. · OD both aid-es. la lfof!nes:ay•• St.&tesirent~ 
12cle be!ore a gathering of the Alabos:ador. c•! vbe varioc.a• ~ • .. 
nations in the Ea.st R.oom of the White House, the Pr:e~idont stat~ 
that the OJ>.ite:S Statei. proposal to eli.r.rinate this entire class ·· 
ot W(!apons 1:_ega,J.n.s the optimal outcome for the :t;2F' -negotutiODa, 
and· tl:at the ·zero-zero proposnr . reiuin~ OJ> tlle t;a.bl.e ·i.D Geneva. 
Further., he ~at:ed. that "the tJ.S. vie~"S.-°tlti, new proposal u & 
seric,us init.ial &tep toward the t;.ota.l el~inetirui o1. ~ cJ..a•• of. 
'16"Cllf<lnC, arui hopes that the Soviet Union will join uG in this YiW • 

.. . l'n today's r=-rJ:s, .he provid~ tha broad .;anus control context. 
: ::~ -~ithin which th•--~IP f'll"OPOSal vu a..de. 

~:: To provide this cont~~~;. the President revi.e,,i-ed the record of r:r.£. 
• · a:z::a5 control initiatives · since tM Barui:-h l'lan., Zlnd includizag · 

.. ,. th1.c Adm.in.ist.rat:ion • c Dread agenda o( 1ULjoz: 2.rm.s control effort.a. 
: · !~ . . • . • • .. - • • ... ·~ ._. ..: -

In the Strategic A%lllS .Reductions Talks (STAJtt)_iD_, .. 
(.eneva, we have proposed a 50 percent cut in bAll.1at1c 
1Diasilea and a one-thirc5 cut in their "'a.rlle.ads. ·::· 

• ! -. 

In th• lntermeaiate-.Ran9e Nuclear .Force (I1'r"P) ne<JOt:ia• 
't.ions,we heve made the far-reaehin9 proposals de■cribed 
above. 

ln the ~utuel and naLanced Force Reduction (>lBnt) 
negotiations in Vienna, we and our Allies are ceeltin9 
reduced and e~ual ceilings on NATO and ffarsaw P•ct 
mili~ary forcec. 

At the Committee on Oisarmaaw:at in Gcnevar Vice Preaiden~ 
Bush on behalf of tho o.s. Gove%nr.ient recently propo .. 4 
negotiations on a total and verifiable ban on che,aical 
weapons, weapons "''hich. t.ogether -with toxins are bein9 
used by Sovie~ forces and their allies in Afghanistan, 
Laos and ~arnpuchoa • . 

lwa and our Allies ha~• proposed a Conference on Diunu-
lllDnt in .Europe. . 

Wa are working "'i th our Allies t:o a$::ure eomprehen■ive 
internotion~l saf~ouaras th~t ~~uld prevent nuclear 
proli!~ration. · 

• 

I 
! 
j 
I 
I 

I 

::..-



Ne have prot.10sed to the Soviet Union ~h•~ we i~prcwe 
the verificati~rovisiona of t-.."O a9rt!2menec liaitl.n9 
nuclear testlnq. - ---· :-=---
We hava pro?Qsed a series of conlidence-huilding 
measur~s to reduce the risks of conflict froft ai.8• 
calculation or accident and are consulting wit.b di1• 

.tin9uishE:d, senator• (including Senators: N\!.nn, Jackson 
and Warner) on ecdi~ional JJ,easures. 

W~i le .,..e have pursued these arid :ot~or initia1:ive~ in 9ooJ t&ith, 
there have been J11any di~appointraents ln th• pa5t. Soviet milit•ry 
~rse.n~.ls have contin'D&d "to q:-ow · far br~yond defe.n.siva .needs. and the 
Sovie<.~ continue u, resist purst£inq tJ11:1~a an,i eubstanti.31 re-du<:tionc 
and etfective verification ~eacure•. At the s.ame ti111e, the Prosident 
ca.\ltic,ned that: there are incr c,3sin9ly :i,~riou; 9rounda tor qoest.1011-
irs.g tl,e Soviet: Union• s compl.i e.nce with ·the a :1llB cn~trol a:c;reU1Cinta 
that t:bey have already signed, ~nd said that he nr.i.ght addxess thia 
iS$U,e furtl-,er .in the near future. iu o:12r cf forta t.o achieve ~en1ain• 
a.rins control, he caid we sGek re..duction.s to ,,qual en4 ~lanced · 
levelr., "4/hich pr01110te stabil1ty ~d which ar~ affl!Ctively verifiable. 

The Jl-::-esi-6ent. lade clea.r the AdJfli-niatr&tion• s oppo21iti~n to a f.reeN, 
whicb v~ld pr•-rv• today•• hi¢ and u'l)equal lnv~ls of n11Cl-.r 
fore~~; ·and elWnat@ Soviet incent1wa to n~~tiite tor real 
re--Juct.iona. ·. It vocld pull the ru9'. out froa undur our .negotiator• 
in Ce':"ll?'Va.:. C.0Dtrary to the porception that a. free:ie would be easy 
to ag:i:ce on. t.h• .President pointed out that . reaching ~greemect 01l 
~hat ~ould be. fro:en and bov it : voald be v•rified "'0uld rai .. 
eno:nn,>usly ooapl.a,t problf:Jl\s. In addition. i::ariy U.S. nuclea.r ey•~-­
have ~en · .i.D use for many yeers .and ar• now obcoleta and badly nA 
need ~f ·aoderni~atioa. 
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' April 1, 1983 

Revised Pr ess Guidance 

SENATORS' LETTER ON TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

Q: Do you have a ny comme nt on the l etter to the President from 
the f i fteen Senators con cerning the r eduction of Ame rican 
t actical nuclear weapons in Europe? 

A:--The Department appreciat e s the concerns expressed in the 

letter. Without commenting on its points in detail, I would 

note that in the March 23 communique of NATO's Nuclear Planning 

Group, allied defense min i st e rs stated that in present 

circumstances, both sho r t- and interme diate-range nuclear 

forc es continue to pl a y their necessary role in maintaining an 

unbroken spectrum of deterrence. They also reaffirmed NATO's 

longstanding policy that the overall size of its nuclear forces 

should be at the lowest level consistent with the Alliance's 

agreed deterrence strategy. 

-- The composition of the NATO nuclear stockpile is under 

constant review by the Alliance. NATO's High Level Group is in 

fa ct currently conducting a detailed study which addresses this 

que stion among others. 

--While we do not comment on the specific makeup of the 

stockpile, I would like to emphasize, as does the letter, that, 

as t he r e sult of the 1979 NATO d e cision on INF mod e rnization 

and arms control, we have alr eady withdrawn 1,000 warheads from 

Europe. 

--The 1979 NATO decis i on stipulated t hat the I NF deployment 

would be e f f e ct ed on th e bas is of a one-for - one r e placement of 

existing wa r heads . Th e refor e , there will be no incr ease in the 

s i ze of the stock pil e . 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

BACKGROOND BRI EFIN3 ON GROMYKO PRESS CONFERENCE 
SATURDAY, APRIL 2, 1983, 11:07 A.M. 

MODERATOR: Good morning. The statement is ON THE 
RECORD. It is a Department of State statement that you 
have. I hope you've had time to read it; it was put out 
here a few minutes ago. 

Briefing material is attributable to senior officials. 

Obviously, you have seen what is here in terl1V3 of 
the statement. I think these officials may want to talk 
about it a little bit. And, in fact, why -don't I, instead 
of going on, say that that statement is ON THE RECORD from 
the Department. The President, of course, has also spoken 
ON THE RECORD previously, and I think the speakers have an 
opening remark and then we'll take questions. 

Q Before we begin, I don't usually make a 
point of this sort of thing, but I wonder (inaudible) should 
not be ON THE RECORD. 

MODERATOR: As I say, the statement is _an official 
statement. It is ON- THE RECORD. The President's statement 

, .. is ON THE RECORD. And this is going to be ON QCi:GROOND. 
But I take your point. ~ ·· 

Q The statmeent is anonymous, by the way. 

MODERATOR: This statement is an official state­
ment issued by the Department of State. You're going 
to waste your own time in terms of some people having deadli­
nes in Europe they've got to make. 

Q But it's a matter of some importance. If the 
Soviet Foreign Minister is ON THE RECORD, there's no reason 

... 

why these official who go on television, make speeches around the 
country, can't be ON THE RECORD answering these questions. 
There's no sensitivity involved in this. 

MODERATOR: I take your point. The briefing will 
be ON BACKGROOND. 
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O Can we attach your name to the statement? 

MODERATOR: It's a Department of State statement~. issued 
by the Department. 

Q 

composition? 
No -- did the Secretary participate in its 

.. . 
MODERATOR: This is a Department of State state­

ment. We do that frequently. 

O I know, but when you speak for the Department 
of State you still have a name. You areAlan Romberg Spokesmaff for 

/ ·the State Department. 

MODERATOR: Do you want to say that I made · 
available to you~n. official statement? Is that all right with you? 

Q It would make a difference to us if Secretary 
Sh'ul tz prepared the- statement --

MODERATOR: All right. 
- · 

O -- or if the 12th Assistant D_eputy · ·Assistant 
Secretary to the Deputy Assistant who prepared it. 

MODERATOR: No. This is an official statement. If 
you want to say that I issued the statement on behalf of 
the Department, you can do that. I'm not going to go into 
the drafting process. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL. The answer to your 
question is yes. The Secretary of State is aware of the 
statement and he, of course, did participate. All right? 

Q Thank you. I appreciate it. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I just have a few brief 
remarks to make and then ( the oth·er officials) will ba happy to 
answer your questions. 

The statement does speak for itself, so I'm not 
going to try to summarize it. I will point out to you 
though that it . addresses both the specific points that the 
Soviet Foreign Minister raised about the INF negotiations 
and our position in those negotiations as well as make some 
broader points about u.s.-soviet relations. 
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I wanted to just make a few specific points about 
the Foreign Minister's statements concerning the INF 
negotiations. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister had three principal 
arguments about the interim proposal. 

The first was the familiar concern about the 
British and French forces. 

The second was the absence of aircraft limitations 
in the interim proposal. . . 

And the third concerned the Sovi~t position on 
forces deployed in the Asian portions of the Soviet Union. 

In each one of these three objections, we believe 
we have a strong case forche approach we have chosen, and I ~ 

/ ' thought I might make that case. 

First of all, onthe question of aircraft, the 
Soviet Union has wanted to include aircraft in overall 
reductions. We have never ruled out altogether INF 
agreements limiting aircraft. In fact, we have called our 
negotiating approach .. a phased approach. We have wanted to 

.. concentrate in the first stage of these negotia~iQ..ns on the 
most destabilizing weapon systems and where the ·g·reatest 
disparity in forces exist -- which is, clearly, the 
land-based Long-range intermediate forces where the soviet 
Union , a .s the statement makes clear, has some 1300 
warheads and the United States has zero. 

However, if you look at the overall balance in 
nuclear-capable aircraft, you arrive at some very 
interesting conclusions; and that is that the Soviet Union 
has a substantial advantage, together with its allies, in 
nuclear-capable aircraft able to deliver nuclear weapons 
against targets in Europe in contrast to the United States 
and all of its allies. · 

Last year NATO examined this problem and put 
together what it called a force-comparison study, which 
sho~ed that the Soviet Union, together with its allies, had 

some 2500 nuclear-capable aircraft that could be used today 
against targets in Europe, while the equivalent figure for 
the NATO Alliance was some some~ aircraft.* 

1 t v 
So it is difficult to take the Soviet charge 

seriously on aircraft because of the substantial advantage 
they enjoy. Nearly ~e3- --or more than ~ -- to-one 
advantage is in this category of systems. J 

l ~Ol'E: T~e correct figure ~or NATO Alliance nuclear-capabl~ 
ircraft ~f 800. The 450 figure refers to U.S. only nuclear-_) 
pable aircraft. · -
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Secondly, in the British and French forces area, 
we have said all along that these forces, which are almost 
entirely sea-based ballistic-missile forces, do not have the 
same role or function as the U.S. and Soviet forces. It . 
should not be included in these negotiations. However, 
again, looking at the numbers, it's important to make a 
point -- which is if you take existing levels of Soviet 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles, wh·ich are some 950 
submarine-laun·ched ballistic missiles, and you look at 
existing levels of U.S. submarine-launched ballistic missi~ 
les -- which I think are, roughly, 550 -- _and you add the 
British and French submarine missiles -- what, 144? -- most 
of those are 162 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: 162. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: -- to minus 18, you find 
thta the Soviet Union still has a substantial advantage over 
the United States, Britain and France in the category of 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles. 

/ Of course, .submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
-- the ones that are deployed by the United States and the 
:soviet Union -- are limited in the strategic arms ··category 
and are under discussion right now in thbe START negotiation. 

Finally, on the Asian systems, the Soviet Union, 
of course, wouJdlike us to ignore the substantial SS-20 for­
ces ,they deploy in Asia. There are a couple of points worth 
making here. 

First, a good fraction of those Asian forces can 
reach targets in Europe where they are now deployed because 
of the range of the SS-20s. 

Secondly, those forces, because the SS-20 is 
a mobile and transportable missile ,, can easily be moved 
from East to West. In fact, a number of the Soviet SS-20 
bases have been constructed in areas close to rail links and 
other transportation centers. am our studies indicate these 
t hese missiles can be moved very quickly from one portion of 
the Soviet Union to another. So we obviously have to take 
into account these forces. 

And, finally, we have to take into account the 
threat that these systems pose to our Asian friends and 
allies. We simply cannot ignore those threats. And this is 
why we h_ave been willing to limit worldwide our deployment 

·l\ of intermediate-range nuclear forces. _ Qihile our existing 
\ plans call for only deploying these systans in Euro~ ~e 
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would be willing to reduce and eliminate altogether ·these 
forces anywhere in the world; and all we are asking the 
Soviet Union to do is take the same step. 

And I think all three of us would be happy to 
answer these questions, but I think we need to get to the 
guts of the Gromyko argument; and when we get to the guts of 
that argument, we find that it doesn't stand up -- that 
there is no reason why the Soviet Union should not eitner 
agree on our bold version of arms control eliminating these 
systems -- and if they're unwilling, as they have been, then 
agree to take a step in that direction to agree to equal 
levels of U.S. and Soviet warheads. 

O Despite the substantial disagreement, can you ~ 
~, take an overall view of this agreement? Is there a basis 

for negotiations now? In other words, as important as the 
details may be to you, aren't you arguing details with the 
Soviets now and isn't the net result that you've made mutual 
progress toward arms control -- or is that not so? 

FIRST SENI·OR OFFICIAL: 
~these "details," they are 

O Important. 

I think that when you call 
i 
t '', -

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL -- they are important details. 
Nevertheless, I think there is, and the President has come 
forward, with a proposal that does provide a basis for 
progress and negotiation in Geneva. 

Q And Gromyko didn't kill it today? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I think, as we point out 
in the statement, we found it somewhat restrained. 

Q Isn't it true that the last time that Gromyko 
responded directly to an American proposal was in March of 
'77? 

. FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I'm not too sure if that 
is true. I know I have asked some of our Soviet historians. 
That was a famous presentation he made. But he gives press 
conferences and responds to disarmament and other issues 
every year in New York --

0 I know in New York. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: at the General Assembly. 



Q But in terms of a U.S. proposal and and an 
immediate direct response by Gromyko, isn't this comparable 
to 1977? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I think it is comparable. 
Whether this is the first time since '77 he's done that, I 
just can't say. 

Q (Inaudible) your statement said that Gromyko 
has rejected this proposal as well. I mean, is it assumed 
here that it is rejected or not rejected? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: The statement says it ·was 
rejected. What I said in my statement is that the 
President's proposal does provide the basis for a 
negotiation. 

Q Well, "rejected" is a special word in diplo-
, matic language. I mean he may have rebuffed it. "Rejected" 

' is really to say no way. Do you take that as saying no way? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: Again, I think the statement speaks "for 
itself. 

,. Q The statement uses the word "unacceptable" at 
several key points: · 

~ ... . , .. -
FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I think Mr. Gromyko used 

the word "unacceptable." 

Q Yes, that's what I mean. 

Q What we are trying to find out is are we 
still engaged in a process of negotiation with the Soviets 
based on the proposal that the President has made most 
recently or are we checking that out somehow? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: The negotiation -- let me 
just -- Paul Nitze, at the end of the last round, laid out 
the ideas that the President publicly discussed. We are not 
now in formal negotiations with the Soviets. That formal 
negotiation will resume on May 17. What we a·re saying is 
that we think this proposal provides the basis for nego­
tiation and we hope that the Soviet Onion does as well. And 
we hope that when we return to the negotiating table on May 
17 some progress will r 'esul t on the basis of the 
President's proposal. And in the statement, I think, as you 
can see, we call on the Soviet Union to seriously examine 
this proposal and not to reject it out of hand. 

O Thank you. 
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THIRD SENIOR OFFICIAL: I' 11 just add there's a 
history here of things being rejected at one moment and 
ultimately accepted. The Soviets rejected the concept of 
negotiation about these forces until the December 1979 deci­
sion, after which they agreed to negotiate. What they 
regard as unacceptable today they may not regard as unaccep­
table tomorrow and they have every reason to be concerned 
about conveying the impression, which Gromyko's remarks have 
begun to do, that they are unwilling to enter into any 
ag.reement that would be based on equality of the relevant 
forces, which are the warheads on long-range missiles • 

... . 
Q Directly after the President's speech, you 

gentlemen held a briefing at the White Ho~se, at which it 
was said that there might be another American proposal of 
specific numbers if indeed the Soviets turn this one down. 

I presume that-we are not in a position now where 
_,,.' the United States is preparing that and the initial posi­

tion has been rejected, killed -- or whatever word you want. 
There's still some life in it, right? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: We certainly do be1ieve 
th~re's life in it, and this is why we have called on the 
Soviets to examine ·this carefully; and we're not going to 

.. negotiate in public. We want to hear what the -!Sq,.iiets have 
. · to say when we return to Geneva to the negotia~ing table. 

Q Isn't this about what you expected? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I don't want to comment 
because I think there was more than simply this possibility. 
I think my own view is the Soviets could have come out with 
a much stronger and tougher line than they did, but that's 
my own personal view. 

O In one of the briefings this week it was said 
that the Soviets were asked not to reject the proposal out 
of hand and to think about it seriously and come back to the 
table. Had you specifically wanted them not to issue this 
kind of statement? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: No, I wouldn't say that. 
I think that we expected some type of statement from them. 

O Could you address Gromyko's allegation that 
Japan and the waters surrounding Japan are stuffed full of 
nuclear weapons and the Island of Okinawa is an enormous 
nuclear weapons base. South Korea is a complex of nuclear­
weapons bases, the Indian Ocean -- blah, blah, blah -­
Diego Garcia stuffed full of nuclear weapons, the Persian 
Gulf stuffed full of nuclear weapons? 



FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I think those allegations 
are somewhat ridiculous. It is very clear -- and my 
colleagues may want to comment on this -- it is very 
clear that over the · last ten years the Soviet Union has 
engaged in a massive military buildup in the Far East and 
they have deployed nuclear-capable aircraft to the area. 
They have deployed thei~ SS-20 missiles -- which can reach 
targets in Japan, South Korea and elsewhere in Asia -- and 
we nave not engaged in any kind of major military buildup in 
Asia. Our desire there has been to maintain and preserve 
the balance. 

O But could you take it step by step? 
~ -

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: No. I'm not going to com-
ment on the whole question. We never do on the question of 
nuclear-weapons deployment. You know that. 

THIRD SENIOR OF:FICIAL: What he seems to be 
referring to is the fact that we have nuclear-aircraft 

,' carriers that -move throughout the oceans of the world. 
They sometimes have on board small numbers of nuclear 
weapons, and I suppose he counts them every time they move 
from one ocean to another. 

The fact is in the Pacific the Soviets have an 
overwhelming advanta~e in nuclear weapons and have had for 

.. some time, and that is an advantage that has be~.n­
increasing. We have deployed no new weapons iri the Pacific. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: If you're going to compare 
forces -- I mean what he's talking about are basically tac-

/( 

tical aircraft that are deployed on aircraft carriers ~r in 
Jap@or with U.S. air force units in Korea, which are of course 
in no way comparable to missiles, strategic weapons with 

· thousands-of-miles range that can strike and destroy whole 
cities. 

O So what you're rejecting then is the word 
"base," when he says there are bases -- "base" meaning --

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: No. We're just saying 
they're not comparable. You're talking about some tactical 
aircraft that have the ability to deliver nuclear weapons 
and you're trying to compare them with awesome strategic­
capability systems like the SS-20s. 

O Their major growth has been just in the 
SS-20s --

FIRST OFFICIAL: No. 
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THIRD SENIOR OFFICIAL: As my colleague said, it's 
been across the board. But I did want to underline that 
when you talk about what we are focusing on in INF -- which 
are these intermediate long-range missiles of the SS-20 type 
-- they have deployed 324 warheads or 108 systems to Asia 
already, and there may be more on the way. We don't have 
any comparable system in Asia at all. So for them to raise 
this issue is really almost incomprehensible. 

I think they are referring, as my colleague said, 
to a few ships. they have lots of ships of their own that 
we believe carry nuclear weapons. 

O On that figure, you know, ~•ve seen 90 to a 
hundred. You're saying 108 now. 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: Yes. 

O _ What is the current rate of new SS-20s 
about one a week? about one a month of them going to Asia? 
351 was the last one. Where are we today? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: Roughly, we will stay and 
have stayed with this rough estimate that they deploy one 
new SS-20 a week; and they allocate, I think, one out of 

. three or one out of four SS-20s to Asia. ; .... , .. -
Q So they're building up the Asian forces as 

well as the European forces? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: Yes, they are. 

Q O.K. 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: Clearly, but it's a 
little misleading to say one a week or whatever. They came 
at different times. That kind of figure is more from 
looking at the overall number and saying it would be an 
average of one a week. 

0 All right. 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: We have seen recent 
deployments in Asia, and it continues to build up in Asia. 
There's a lot of emphasis on Asia. 

O You are also concerned about mobility. Is 
there any evidence that SS-20s are shifted at all from 
either side of the ~e~ ~rals? .... 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: They don't need to shift 
them now, because they have deployments in the eastern and 
western parts of the Soviet Union --

.. 
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Q Yes, I know . 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: -- but what there is evi­
dence of, in exercises and the way they produce the weapons 
and they trans·port them, is that it's an easily transpor­
table system and they have the capability to transport it 
over a great distance. · 

O A small point on the SS-20s in Asia. I'm 
curious that many of those can reach targets in Alaska, 
since he flatly says that none of them can reach American 
targets. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: O.K. Let me give you my 
best estimate, and again our expert -- maybe my colleague -­
may want to comment on this specifically. 

And, again, his_point about mobility or your point 
, about mobility -- they are· mobile. They can shift them very 

.,, quickly. If they did ship them, without question, they 
could; where they are deployed right now, it depends on 
which range estimate you buy·, and there's been a difference 
of a small number of about 500 kilometers in terms of 
estimating in various range estimates. 

If you tak~ one estimate of it, they can, clearly. 
-·If you take another estimate, they can, barely ;.. .. But, you 
know, this is a very small part of Alaska right now in the 
current deployments. 

MORE --

r. 
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Q What are the parameters? What are the range 
parameters you are talking about? 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: Let's see -- I don't 
think these are classified numbers: 4,400 to 5,000 kilome­
ters in range -- much longer, by the way, than the Pershing 
II or the GLCM that we're talking about; and those ranges 
are 1800 kilometers and 2400 kilometers. Theirs is almost 
double the range. 

.. . 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: One thing you should bear 
in mind with the SS-20 is that while we werry about the 
threat that it poses to our allies in Europe, where it is 
deployed it has the capacity to cover the entire Middle 
East, large portions of northern Africa, the Indian 
sub-continent, and all of China. 

THIRD SENIOR OFFICIAL: And the United States. 

O What is the rate of dismantlement of the 4s 
and Ss -- are the Russians doing much along those lines? 
An,d secondly, what about the Chinese missiles? The Soviets 
have raised this as ·an argument, that the Chinese have 

-· I RBM-type missiles. How do you answer that, ttlat.- they would 
need some in Asia to counter Chinese weapons? ~ 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I can answer that; my 
colleague might want to do the -4s and -Ss dismantlement. 

The Soviet Union has substantial nuclear capabili­
ties to use against countries in Asia, including China, 
without the deployment of the SS-20s, and no one would try 
to suggest that there is anything approaching~ regional 
nuclear balance between the Soviet Union and China. But we 
make the point in the statement that we cannot accept the 
principle that we have to enter into arms control agreements 
with the Soviet Union that provide an outcome that gives the 
Soviet Union equality with all of its potential adversaries 
combined, because what that means is that the United States 
enters an agreement in which it accepts inferiority with the 
Soviet Union. 

I think the President has been very clear -- and 
the Alliance has been very clear -- that the only basis that 
we're prepared to negotiate with the Soviet Union is on the 
basis of equality. 

.. 
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SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: Do you want me to just 
add, on the -4s and -Ss, those numbers do ~hange. Right now 
they are in the 240-250 range, closer probably to 240. They 
have decreased a little bit as these SS-20s have built up in 
large measure. 

With regard to China, they have a very small, 
strategic missile program; the Soviets have a huge one. 

period? 
Q They have decreased from what, over how long a 

It's just never been made clear. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I think .their figure was, 
roughly, 600 four , or maybe 5 years ago, so they are gra­
dually reducing that force. They have said that they were 
retiring that force, come what may. We should not view this 
as any kind of concession.' After all, we're talking about .-

/~ missiles that -are well over 20 years old. 

THIRD SENIOR OFFICIAL: It's worth putting a 
couple of these numbers into perspective. Since the late 
1960s, the United States has been reducing the number of its 
de?loyed nuclear weapons to the point where we now have 
de'ployed today the -lowest number of nuclear weapons we've 

.. .had deployed at any time in the last twenty yeait;'s"'" and some 
8,000 fewer nuclear weapons than we had in the ~mfa-to-late 
1960s. 

By contrast, the Soviet Union has been steadily 
adding nuclear weapons over the whole of this period. If 
you look just at Europe, the United States, in December 
1979, unilaterally removed 1,000 nuclear warheads from 
Europe. And we are pledged under the terms of the December 
1979 agreement to remove an additional 464 nuclear warheads 
from Europe as the ground-launch Cruise missiles are deployed. 
So we will have actually reduced the total number of weapons 
deployed in Europe, even if we were to carry out the full 
planned deployment by over 1,000 weapons. 

The Soviets have been adding weapons at the rates 
that we've been discussing, both in Europe and the Far East. 
In addition to the longer-ranged weapons that we've been 
talking about, they have been making significant additions 
across the spectrum of shorter-ranged systems, and they con­
tinue to do that. 

O Even though you're not talking numbers at this 
point, in our proposal· is the Cruise-Pershing mix 
negot i able? 
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FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: What is negotiable are 
reductions in both the ground-launch Cruise missile numbers 
and the Pershing II numbers, that. we have said this week 
that we would deploy, if we deployed a reduced number, a mix 
of both Pershing II and Cruise missiles. In other words, 
we're not talking about dropping the Pershing II. 

Q Why? What is the reason? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: Because we think there are 
sound military reasons £or maintaining a ballistic miss~ile 
and cruise missile mix. 

O What is the military reason for the mix? 

FIRST SEN! OR OFF! CIAL: Because there are dif- ~ 
, ferent defens~s against the two types of systems. They have 

-~ different. capabilities, and in the analysis that was done by 
the NATO military authorities during 1978-1979, it was 
agreed that a mix was more militarily appropriate. 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: Could I just add on one 
point there, too? .A~ you compare these systems, in which the 
Soviets, as you know, have over 1,050 warheads ,ri~ht now, 

. ··-ss-20 warheads, all of those warheads or miss i:ies .. in their 
351 systems move at the same speed as the Pershings. We've 
often heard people talking about the short flight time · of 
the Pershing compared to the Cruise. All on the Soviet side 
are the same flight time as the Pershing. 

Q I got a heated phone call one day from someone 
in Alabama claiming to be an expert who took vigorous excep­
tion to the notion that the Pershings can reach the Soviet 
territory in six minutes -- you've seen 5 to 8, 6. He says 
it's much slower than that. 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: It's roughly 15 minutes, 
which is, by the way, the same flight time as some Soviet 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles against targets in the 
United States. 

Q I've never seen a published account of those. 
I keep seeing 5 to 8, or 6. That's flat wrong, right? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: That is flat wrong. 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: It matters where it is. 
Some people are talking about how much warning time they 
might have. There are a lot of variables involved. 
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FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: One question we need to 
ask ourselves is why is it somehow unacceptable to threaten 
the Soviet Union from Europe with a ballistic missile, but 
it is perfectly all right for the Soviet Union to threaten 
our allies with an even more destructive ballistic missile? 

Q While we've got you, · I 'd like to ask you about the 
demonstrations in Europe this weekend -- what effect you 
think they might have on the Soviet statement here and what 
effect you think they might have on our negotiating position 
in Geneva. 

. 
FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I would only on your first 

question say that I think it would be a mistake for the 
Soviet Union to view those activities as somehow repre­
senting a lack of commitment or will on the part of the 
Alliance to go forward with the December '79 decision. I 
think the response of the European governments to the 

/ 'President's proposal demonstrates that there is very strong 
support for continuing preparations for deployment in 
order to achieve an arms control outcome, that the Alliance 
has remained united behind this issue since the December '79 
decision was taken, and it is as united as ever right now. 

In terms of our negotiating position,~ we recognize 
... the concerns of Europeans, and Americans for tn:at.-matter, for 
reducing the risks of nuclear war. What is clear is that 
you will not reduce the risk of nuclear war if we do not 
either get an acceptable arms control outcome or are unable 
to deploy, and the Soviet Union is left with a total mono­
poly in these weapons. Unilateral disarmament is certainly 
not a solution to this problem. 

Specifically on this question, from my 
special perspective -- someone who worries about Europe -­
that is one of the major problems with the freeze, that what 
the freeze would do would be to lock in the United States 
and its allies into a massive inferiority in the area of INF 
systems. It would preserve the Soviet 1300-to-zero advan­
tage. 

Q I haven't been to all the briefings this week, 
but the question has come up in my office which goes 
something like this: If there is no agreement, the U.S. 
would be deploying over several years 572 new warheads; the 
Soviet Union has some 1300, plus or minus, some over this 
period. The interim proposal calls for both sides to end up 
with equality of warheads. So in other words, the U.S. is 
asking the Soviet Union to give up in the negotiations 
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something the U.S. is not willing to do on the ground -­
that is, we're not willing to deploy the number that would 
bring us to equality with the Soviet Union warheads, but yet 
asking them to come down to equality on their own. 

The question just is this: Is this a logical 
proposal? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: I think it's completely 
logical. And you might look at our position in the Vienna 
negotiations on conventional force levels. 

I think the important point is that the Unite"d 
States and its allies cannot formally agree to codify or 
institutionalize inferiority. In December '79, we took a 
specific decision, and that decision was to deploy 572 
systems. We are not at this stage going to revise that 
decision because our concentration is, at this stage, 

, to implement ~hat decision. That is what we intend to do. 

But we are not prepared to codify Soviet 
superiority, or to institutionalize it, within an agreement. 
The purpose of these systems, of 572 systems, is to 
establish, in the face of the Soviet SS-20 buildup, a clear 
link between the d~f~nse and security of Europe and the 
defense and security of the United States. We 1believe that 

. ··· the December '79 decision, which includes the $72-systems, 
will do that. 

Q Have we settled on the number of 572 with the 
Allies, because their traditional deployment in Europe, the 
Soviets, was around 600 warheads? How have we arrived at that 
number? 

FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: No. There were a number 
of factors that led to the 572, everything from looking at 
overall military requirements, targets, the countries 
involved. For instance, the Pershing II numbers, part of 
that 572 -- 108 -- each one of the Pershings will replace a 
shorter-ranged Pershing, and that figure was already set, of 
108. So I think there were a number of factors, and no one 
was predominant. 

MODERATOR: Let's take one more. 

Q You, obviously, can't answer this in detail, but 
to pick up on your point that we cannot afford to codify 
Soviet superiority, they are still deploying. At what point 
do you have to reevaluate your own strategic position in 
that regard, because obviously, if they deploy 500 SS-20s, 
572 GLCMS and Pershing IIs don't really have very much to do 
with the strategic balance. 
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FIRST SENIOR OFFICIAL: My colleague may want to 
add a point td this because he is the fellow who is respon­
sible for working with the Allies in looking at· NATO 
requirements in the future; and that's a future-oriented 
question. 

Our problem right now is to implement the decision 
we have already taken, and that is the focus of our effort. 
It would be counter-productive, in my view, to begin raising 
questions about that decision. Our purpose now is, in the 
absence of an agreement, in the absence of eliminating ·these 
systems altogether, or in the absence of achieving an . 
agreement on the basis of the President's · interim proposal, 
is to deploy all 572 systems. 

SECOND SENIOR OFFICIAL: Let me just add one 
,' point, which !s that the numbers the Soviets have already 

.,, deployed make no military sense to us. The number greatly 
exceeds any reasonable scenario for the employment of those 
weapons. There are so many more weapons than there are 
targets that one wonders why the Soviets go on deploying 
them, unless it is to create a political effect. But we 
can't justify even .t!'leir current number. 

While they could, of course, go on b1i°il-aing to the 
sorts of numbers you suggest, it seems to us a terribly 
ill-conceived deployment plan and a wasteful one. 

(The briefing concluded at 12:43 P.M.) 




