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Points for Inclusion in
State Department Statement on
Gromyko's Remarks at his Press Conference

Foreign Minister Gromyko's remarks suggest that the Soviet
Union is not yet prepared to respond to-the positive proposals to
reduce armaments and to resolve US-Soviet disagreements in other
areas that President Reagan has put forward. We regret this Soviet
attitude, but we will persist in seeking to put the US~Soviet
relationship on a more stable and»secure_tooting, based on respect
for each other's interests and_restraint iniinternational conduct.

In pursuit of these objeetives, the United States hasylaunched
the most comprehensive program of arms control initiatives ever
undertaken. We have put forward proposals in the talks on

strategic, intermediate- range, and conventional forces. that seek

Asubstantlal reductions in the level of East West military

bconfrontatlon. We have also proposed a total and verlflable ban

P

on- chemlcal weapons, and a w1de range of~

easures to reduce the

risk of war from accident or mlscalculatlon.; We hope that Moscow

will give serious con51deratlon to our~ proposals. At the same,

time, we have made clear that we will ensure a stable military
balance,through appropriate defense efforts.

In addition to our arms control 1n1t1at1ves, we have sought to
engage the Soviet Union in an 1nten51ve dlalogue on the many other
problems in US-Soviet relations: human rlghts, Sov1et expans1onlsm
beyond its frontiers, eoonomic relations and other bilateral
issues. We have made clear -- not only .in words, but in deeds --
that we will leave no stone unturned in the search for mutually
acceptable solutions to these problemst

We are disappointed that the Soviet Foreign Minister has
spoken so critically of the President's proposal for an interim
agreenent to reduce intermediate-range nuclear missiles on an

equal basis. Mr. Gromyko seems to be saying that no egual level




of intermediate-range missiles could form the basis for a
satisfactory agreement. The President's offer coﬁld produce
tangible progress in the Geneva negotiations toward the ultimate
goal of eliminating those weapons entirely. Our Allies in Europe
and Asia strongly support it. |

The Soviet Union owes the world a'more positive response; we
‘hope:that during the recess between‘rounds of the INF talks,
taking into ‘account the concernsiof;otﬁer nations, the Soviet
Union will take a more flexible view}’.éé‘the President's proposal
makes clear, we intend to return to Geneva in a constructive
search for a solution which provides for equality at reduced
levels. As he said, "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
ibeve_many,' ‘

[If explicit rejection on INF: ftﬁie%ﬁhfortﬁnate that the Soviet
Union has chosen to reject our ne§ éroposal even before exploring
it with us in Geneva. We hope that this 1n1t1a1, hasty and
negative response will not stop the SOV1et Union from considering

our proposal carefully, and returning to the bargaining table in
“.Geneva next month prepared for serious:negotiations.]

[If door left open on INF: We are'hopeful that Gromyko's comments
on the President's proposal mean we can look forward to serious

negotlatlons when the Delegatlons reconvene in Geneva next month.]

[If threat of INF counterdeployments: We note that Mr. Gromyko has

repeated previous Soviet threats of countermeasures in the event
NATO's INF deployments proceed on schedule. Such threats do not
contribute to the tasg of negotiating a fair and equitable INF
agreement, and obscure the fact that the USSR has an overwhelming
advantage in missiles that threaten U.S. friends and Allies in

both Europe and Asia.]



[START: We cannot agree with Mr. Gromyko's characterization of'the
status of the START negotiations. The United States has proposed
equal, substantially reduced limits on the various'categories of
U.S. .and Soviet strategic forces, with particular focus on reducing
those systems most destabilizing for the strategic balance.
Moreover, the U.S. Delegation has made a conscientious effort to
move the negotiations forward, including the tabling in the latest
round of a draft of the basic elements of a. Treaty on the
~comprehensive reductions of strateglc arms.‘ We call upon the USSR

to take a similarly constructive approach to the negotlatlons ]

[TTBT/PNET: We are disappointed that Mr. Gromyko has reaffirmed
the Soviets' negative response to the U.S. proposal to negotiate
verification improvements to the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful
Nuclear Explosions Treaties. Based on exhaﬁstive analysis, the
U.S. has concluded that we cannot adequately verify conpllance
“w1th the 150-kiloton limit, and that the ver1f1cat10n measures of
these treaties, even if 1mp1emented, would do no more than
marginally imbrove the 51tuat10n. if the Sov1ets refuse to engage"
in discussions on improved verification measures for these
treaties, we would be forced to question the siﬁcerity of their
commitment to effective limitations on nuclearytesting.]

[CTB: A comprehensive test ban remaihsha long-term goal, but we
believe that, under present circumstances, conclusion of such a
treaty does not appear realistic. There are continuing, serious
difficulties with respect to verification. Further, we believe
that a comprehensive test ban should be considered in the context
of deep and verifiable arms reductions and expanded confidence-
building measures.]

[BMD: We regret that Mr. Gromyko has once again repeated previous
distortions of the substance and intent of the President's proposal
to initiate a major review of technologies and other areas related
to ballistic missile defense systems. The President made clear




that his aim is to explore the possibilities for reducing reliance
on destabilizing offensive ballistic missile sysfems, and not to
"disarm™ or gain unilateral advantage over the USSR. We seek a
more stable military balance, which will enhance the security of
the United States, the USSR, and all other natioﬂs.

The President has stated explicitly.ihat the effort called for in
his speech will be conducted consistent with our obligations under
the ABM Treéty, which does not'prohibit research into ballistic
missile defense concepts. Indéed there is only one nation which
has a deployed ABM system, which is carryin§ out an intensive
research program in this area, and which has a demonstrated
capability to attack unarmed satellites -- the Soviet Union.
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PM PRESS GUIDANCE April 1, 1983

INF

Q: Is the U.S. going to propose a'specific number in the
INF negotiations?

A: The President has put forward a proposal for egqual levels
of warheads on land-based, longér—range INF missile
- ‘launchers which demonstrates maximum U.S. flexibility,.
If the Soviets are seriously interested in reaching
agreement, the ball is now in their court. For 18
months,.the Soviets have insisted they will not accept
2ero-zero. Now we are asking what egual level they will

accept.

Drafted: PM/TMP:0Grobel:dlj
4/1/83: Ph. 632-3136
WANG § 1124P

Clearances: PM - RDean ,
' EUR/RPM - BBurton.
0SD - RPerle
NSC - Gen. Boverie
JCS - Col. T. Giles



EUR/RPM - Press Guidance April 2, 1983

INF: Gromyko's Press Conference

Contingency 1 - Gromyko rejects the President's new INF
initiative in highly categorical terms which 1nd1cate that the
Soviet Union sees no p051t1ve elements in it:

Q: In his press conference today, Soviet Foreign Minister
Gromyko made it clear the President's new INF proposal is
completely unacceptable to the Soviet Union. Any comment?

"A: We regret this unconstructive initial Soviet reaction, made

less {han five days after our proposal was introduced. There
has not even been time for a fuli discussion of the proposal at
the negotiating table in Geneva. While making clear that we
continue to regard the elimination of the entire class of
land-based longer range INF missiles as the best soiution,“éﬁe
President has offered to negotiate an interim agreement calling
for reduced and equal levels of warheads on both sides. This
is an eminently fair proposal which demonstrates very great

flexibility and takes full account of the security needs of

both sides. It has been strongly and unanimously endorsed by

the NATO Allies. The US position is based on the principle of
equality. As the President said, with regard to Ehese
missiles, it would be bepﬁer to have noﬁé than to have some.
But, if there must be somé, it is betteﬁ to have few than-tp
have‘many. By contrast, as is clear from Mr. Gromyko's
statement, the Soviets remain attached to their goal of
preserving their unacceptable and destabilizing monopoly on

longer-range land-based INF missiles. ﬁ:. gromyko seems to be




saying that no equal level of LRINF missiles could form the
basis for a satisfactory agreement, By turning their backs on
our open-ended proposal, the Soviets contradict ﬁheir own
claims to be negotiating seriouély.

Ambassador Nitze presented the new US initiative in Geneva
March 29. He will be.pursuing it when the talks feconvene May
17. We hope the Soviet Union, despite this initial reaction,
will consider our proposal carefully>during this period and
will return to the bargaining table prepared to negotiate
seriously to achieve an agreement in the interests of the

security of all nations.




Contingency 2 -- Gromyko sharply criticizes the President's

initiative, but appears to stop short of a final and
unconditional rejection'

Q: Do you see any positive elements in Gromyko [S statement on
the President's INF initiative?

A: We are not surprised at Mr. Gromyko's allegations, which are
both familiar and ill-founded. At the same time, we hope the
Soviets are giving the President's newfinitiative the most
serious consideration. The President has put a significént new
cffer on the table, demonstrating great flexibility. He has
reaffirmed that we continue to eee the complete elimination of
the entire class of land-based LRINF missiles ae the best
solution for both sides in Geneva. At the same time, he has
offered to negotiate an interim agreement- providing for reduced
and equal levels of warheads on both sides. As the President
said, when it comes to intermediate nuclear missiles in Europe,
it would be better to have none than to have edme. But, if
there must be some, it is better to have few than to have

many. Our offer is an equitable one wﬁiEh takes accdunt of the
legitimate security interests of both sides. It is é
demonstration of our flexibility, and has been sfrongly and
unanimously endorsed by the NATO Allies} We hope the Soviet
Union'will take this into'account, and;return to the baréa%ning

table ready to negotiate seriously when the talks resume May

17.



Q. Why is the United States not prepared to accept the Soviet
demand that they be compensaied for British and French
nuclear forces in the INF negotiations?

A. The Soviet Unioﬁ has raised this demand not as a serious

negotiating objective but as an obstacle to reaching agreement.
-- The Soviets, of course, know that British and French

systems are different in type an@:function from the U.S. and

Soviet systems under negotiation.

-- They know that British and French éystems are nationally-

baseq.strgtegic deterrents, desianed go'defend France and
Britain, not to deter attacks upon the other countries of NATO.

| -~ They know that only new American INF missiles can offset
Soviet SS-20's, and ensure retention of the necessary link
between American strategic power and the security of Eﬁgbpe-

-- They know that the British and French forces consist
almost exclusively of sea?baséd, submarine-launched strategic
missiles, not land based INF missilés like.the $s-20, Pershing
IT and the Ground Launched Cruise Miséile.

-~ They know that their own nuclear fbfces are a hundred
times more powefful and their nuclear weapons are eighty times
more numérous than those of the UK and France combined.

--’They know that, in addition to their strategic forces
taréeted upon the United States, they have a very substantial
superioxiﬁy in nuclear forces targeted upon Europe, a
superiority which more than offsets the British and French
forces. : e

-~ They know that the United States has rejected these same

Soviet demands for compensation for British and French systems



in the SALT I»and SALT I1 negotiations. Like the SALT ;aiks,
the INF negotiations are bilateral, de neithef France nor

pritain would permit its forces to be included.
| -- Finally, the Soviets must realize that their demand
to be allowed nuclear forces as large as every other country
of the world combined is tantamount éo,a demand for effective
military superiority, and thus global heqemOny;A

We hope that the Soviet Upio§)in responding to President
Reagan's latest initiative)wiil drop this artificial barrier
y :

to progress in the negotiations and bargain seriously on the

basis of U.S.-Soviet equality, which is the only reasonable
foundation for arms control agreements_ between our two . =

countries.

T
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Apr 1, 1983

How is your new proposal better than the Andropov -proposal -

for reductions to 162 missiles?

We are proposing equél limits for the US and USSR, covering
all land-based, longer-range INF missile systems on a

global basis.

Under tpeir latest proposal, the-Sbviets would retain over
800 warheads on SS-20 launchers and theré would be more for
the US. Of these Soviet warheads, there would be 486 in

Europe and the 324 currently in Asia. 1In addition, Soviet
SS-20s in the Far East would be completely unconstrained,

and the excess in Europe (currently 243 warheads) could
simply be transferred to Asia. Their proposal would o

actually leave them with more SS-20 missile; than they had

when the hegotiations began in 1981.

As NATO Defense Ministers said in their communigue of March
23:

"The Soviet proposals have not substantially changed
since the beginning of the negotiations. In fact, their
most recent proposal would ;eave the Soviet Union with more
SS—iD ﬁissiles than théy hdd when the negotiations began,
deny NATO the right to modérniie its means of deterring
this threat, allow them to have an unlimited humber of

mobile SS-20s east of the Urals which would still pose a

-




threat to NATO Europe and almost totally eliminate from the
European contineﬁt.United States aircraft which are
indispensable to NATO's conventional defences.. The result
would be to preserve the Soviet monopoly in the field of
iand-based LRINF nissiles, to erode seriously the linkage
between the United States' strategic deterrent and the
defence of NATO Europe and to further the Soviet long-term

aim of dividing the Alliance."




INF: Press guidance
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AFGHANISTAN

Have you detected any Soviet willingness to withdraw troops

from Afghanistan and to seek a negotiated settlement of the
conflict there?

We have detected no real change in the Soviet bosition in
Afghanistan. The Soviets continue to press ﬁilitary
operations within the country and have given no clear sign,

in any channel, that they are réady'to discuss a settlement.

The U.S. goal remains constant and is shared by many other
countries: to achieve a political soiution that will get
Soviet troops completely out of Afghanistan, provide for
self—determinatioh for the aAfghan people, create an
independent and non-aligned Afghanistan, and lead to t?e'

return of refugees in safety and honor.

We have éxpressed our support for the UN process undertaken
by Under Secretary Cordovez as a way of realizing these

objectives and implementing UNGA resolutions on Afghanistan.

If the Soviets are serious about a settlement, they
certainly have been given an opportunity to show it. The
world community awaits some tangible sign of movemenﬁ

toward a settlement from Moscow.

1117m



. START NEGOTIATIONS  —

The Soviets claim that no progress is being made

in START., 1Is that a correct assessment.?

Detaiis of tﬁe Geneva.negétiétions are kept confidéntial.
It isAéerﬁainly correct to’say-that thefe are many
seribps differences getween our posifﬁon.and that of

the Soviets. However, given the complexity of the
issues, the exchanges have-begn useful and we continue
to'believe that.a sound equitable agreement is possible.

Unfbftunately, achieving such an.agreement does not

depend on us alone.




~ ' START NEGOTIATIONS

Does the U.S. proposal limit bombers?

We have made clear to the Soviets that we are

willing to accept limits on heavy bombers.




START NEGOTIATIONS

Q. " Does the U;S. proposal limit cruise missiles?
- A. Our proposal places highest priority on ballistic
) miséiles -- the most destabilizing systems. Never-

theless, the President has stated that "everything

is on the table."



Is it true that U.S. proposals would have a one-sided

impact on Soviet forces?

Because the Soviets have forged ahead in certain -

.areas, particularly ICBMs, ‘some- of their reductions

must be greater than.ours in order to achieve an

eéual oﬁtcome. However, it is importaﬁt to understand’
thaf out*proposa} would reqﬁirg substantial reductions
in-U.S. forces as well. For example, we would be
required to cut our deployed‘ballistic missiles by
abouf cone-half apd the warheads con those misciles by

about one-third.



March 29, 1983

SOVIET VIOLATIONS.OF SALT IT

Ha§:the Soviet Union violated SALT II Treaty Ban on

no more than one new type of ICBM?

—j-_The;Soviets.tested a missile on'february 8, which
is Aifﬁefent from a new type ICBM tested earlier. ”
TheéFebruary 8 missile may also be different from
ICBMfs cufrently deployed. We are evaluating the pre-
liminary data on this test -- the U.S. monitors
compliance with existing arms control agreemeﬁts on

a continuiﬂg.basis gnd evaluates all relevarnt infbrma—
tiop. As the fresident said, however, we "don't have the
full answers on that oﬂe yet." |

- _Based on the information we no& Ba&e, we do have
cbncerns-about the cénsistency of this new missile with
SALT II Treaty provisions,:buﬁ final‘qonCluéions must

wait until analysis is complete.



~ SALT II -

0. Why don't we ratify the SALT II Treaty?
Al The SALT II Treaty contained serious flaws which

wguld not be ;h our interest as a legal obligation. These
are graphically illustrated by the uncertainties surrounding
thé recent Soviet missile tésts and continuiﬁg concerns about
encryption of missile télemetry data.

Therefore, I have chosen to place our emphasis and

our energies toward .achieving real, significant reductions

in START.

G BAS
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A.

CBY Qs & ks .

\

You mentioned new Confidence Bu11d1ng Meesures (CBMs) in
vour speech. VWnat ¢id you heve in nind?

We heve spent & good deal of time consulting with meumbers

Uf Congress in putting together & peckege of CBMs which

zre designed to reduce the risk of zccidental nuclear war.

We have solicited inputs from ell zrees of -governwent in

putting together this conpreherns

i a
.

[N

ve packege. The details
of our propeszl will be unfolding in the next few weeks,

1 will cay this, the propesezls are ‘broazd in scope concerning

.

-
-~

s nunber of potential egreenents. }

Did you prOﬁose a Crisis Control Center 2s part of your CBM
peckege?

V"e have revicewed 2 large nunbter of initiatives from State,

N

Defense and Cengrossional sources that were dc51gned to

reduce the riek of nuclear war., A proposal on 2 Crisis
Control Center wes part of that review,

Ezve you been working with Congress in the development of
your CBM package?

Yes, we have been working key neubers of Congress for several
months on this cowprehensive packzge of proposals of all

pcssible»initiatives'for improving the containwent and con-

trol of the use of nuclear WCcPuﬁS particularly guring

time of crisis. In particu}a:, we have been working with

Cerators Runn and Jeckson.,



KY

—_— _

Whzt does the ioministretion think of the Congressionsal
CBM proposeal? ' -

We heve closely examined all r7ie pCyuTer éongressiénal

. ; / )
proposals:and zeny have specizl merit. We heve incor-
poratec several of their propesels and, as ;'result; 1
feel the Adninistration's package is étronger and brosder.
bised and:will'have a great icpact on lowering, still

further, the risk of accicentzl nuclear war.

how does!thé Congregsional CoM paékage differ from yaurs?
The Admiﬁistration eand Congressionsl proposels share a |
coroon goel--1o reduce; the rick of sccidental nuclear

var. We have teken parts of the Congressional proposal
which had.special merit end folced them into our .own, o
Ezve you subzitted your CbM rcportito<éopgresé?' 0
No, we haven't submitted our report to the Congress as yet.
Jt is currently at the White louse for review zfter which
it will be éeut to the Cdngreséﬁby Sec:etary.Weinberger.
The report will be submitted in response to Section 1123(a)
of Public Law 97-252 of the DoD Aughofiiation Act, 1983,

vhich directed SecDef to conduct a.complete study.




- to achievefsubstantial, equitable and verifiable reductions

. _ et

Press Guidance r.arch 22, 1983
COHEN-NUNN PROPOSAL

Q. Do yéu have any comment on the proposal by Senator

Cohen for a "mutual, guaranteed nuclear arms build- —_—
down!" under which the US and USSR would eliminate
- two old warheads for any new warheads deployed?

A. Senator’ Cohen's proposal qgs a number of interesting
features;';We-ahre the spirit and the intent of his proposal --
in nuéleaqfarnsenals while azllowing for necessary woderniza-
tion and maintenance of deterrent forces. In tﬁis sense, it

is consistent with the objectives of our arms control pro-
posals at the START and INF negotiafions in Geneva. Thg
proposal will have to be considered with reépect £o itéx'

effect in enhaﬁcing stability and equality of forces.
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Cence builceinc mezsures woih the Soviets., Wnet ic
The stetus of thet dnitiztive?
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RUNN-JACKSOR 1'HUPOSLLS

€ .

Q: what 060 you {think of ihe valriooes propcsels for conf{idence-
buildinc wsesures (inclusing propesals for crisls control
centers) which heve been edvenced by pJOMJﬂcnt leoislators
suvch 2s Sermetors Kunn en @ Jscrson?

At Wwe share the concern Scnatours Xunmn, Jackson and others

L.ave expressed over the need to yeduce as moch &s possible the

35&5 of OCCJCthal nuclear war. In our study of this issue we

Lave intensively examined the Scnztors’ proposals, and have in-

corporated nany of their iéeas into -specific concepts which will.

Le reported to the Congress - 1n the nhnr future.




‘HOTLINE UPCELDL

Are you planning to propocse zny chances tc the Botline
link between Weshinogton &né Muscow?

The Fresicdent notedfin'his aGlrecss df NOvembef 22
that "the existing hotliﬁe ic depenceble and rapia
uitﬁ botﬁ'ground zné satellite }inksi But becauée.
3t 1s so0 important, I've zlso directed that we care-
fpllyféxéminE'any possible improyements to the existing
ﬂogjiﬁe system.”™ Ve are lJooxing at.inmproverents very
cafefﬁ]ly annd will annocnce the resvlts of that study

in the ncar future.

SOVILT CORFIDERCE-BUIILING MERLSURES

Héve {he Soviets_pro?osed zny confidericc-building
ricesures in START? '

Yeé, the Soviéts h;ve propesed several neésures in the
STLRKT talks. These mcasurés, along wiih thé proposals
set for;h in Novenber,.are—brcsentlf under discussﬁon-.
in Geneva. ilf precssed &s to US-response to Séviet
pr0posai§: We do nbt COmmeﬂt on the substance of

ongoing reygotiations.’)




/‘-\
ADMINISTRATION REACTION

Q: What is the Administration's interpretation of the
Soviet response not to join in negotiations to
improve TTBT and PNET verification?
We arefbe;y disappointed in the Soviet fesponse.
Ve will be discussing this with them more in the future.
If they continue to refuse to discuss our concerns, we
would be forced to question how genuine their commitment

is to effective limitations on nuclear testing.

e e R




~ TREATY PROVISIONS —~

What are the provisions of the Threshold Test Ban _
Treaty? Of the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty? -
The Thresﬁéld Test Ban Treaty, signed in July 1974,
established a5nuclear\"threshold" by ﬁrohibiting
ﬁhderground nuclear weapoﬁs tests having a yield
exéeeding 150 kilotons (the equivalent:of one hundred
fifty thousand tons of TNT). Underground nuclear exélo—
sions carried out for peaéeful purposes were speci-
fically exempted .however.

The.Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, signed in

May 1876, governs all nuclear explosions carried out
at 1oca§ions‘outside the weapons tests sites specified

under the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. The PNET obligated

_the US and USSR not to carry out any individual.huclear

>

explosions having a yield exceéding_lSO kiioténs;4not

to éarry out any group exploéions'(coﬁsisting of a number
of iﬁdividual explosions) having an'aégregate yield
exceeding 1,500 kilétohs; and not to carry out any group
explosions unless the individual explosions in the group
could be identified and measured by agreed verification

procedures.
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Q. Is it tru” “that the Soviets have vi” ‘ated their
undertaking to observe the 150-kt limit? '

A. Because of uncertainties in monitoring techniqﬁes,
we cannot cbnclude‘with certainty whether Soviet tests
have expeedeé,the 150~-kt limit. However, certain Soviét
. tests haye been of sufficient magnitude to ;ai;e serious | - =
qdéstionsi <ﬁhen'questioned, the Soviet Union asserted that
it has not- tested above 150 kt. These ambiguities in the
test measuremehts clearly demonstrate the need for improved

verification procedures for those treaties.
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U.S. TESTS ABOVE 150 ki

Does the U.S. intend to continue to abide by the
150-kiloton limit of the TTB and PNE Treaties?

We have no current plans to test above this

i



EXISTING VERIFICATION PROVISIONS

Q. Why are the. verification provisions of the TTBT and
"PNET lnadequate°

A. Since 1976, our estimates of the-fields‘of a number
of—Sovietigests Have led to serious concerns regarding whether
" the Soviets are obser&ing the threshold.

We havé determined that if we. were to implement the
provisionsgof'the Treaties, the improvements in oér ability .
to monitorlthé yield of sSoviet nuclear tests over the
existing situation would be marginal.

Thus, we believe that the verification measu;es of

these treaties need to be improved.
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Q. Why have you decided not to resume the Comprehensive-
Test Ban Treaty negotiations?

A-. While we éontinue to view a comprehensive.test ban
as a long-term goal, under presept circumstances conclusion
of such a treaty does not appear realistic, --

There are cbntinuing, serious difficulﬁies with
resﬁect to verification -- thus yé support further discussion
of ways to improve verification related to CTB in the Committee
on Disarmament in Géne§a. |

We believe that a comprehensive test ban should be
considerea in the context of deep and verifiable arms reduc-
tions, expanded confidence-building measures, and improved
verification capabiiities;

. Nuclear.testing plays a very importanﬁ role ip:?hépring
the continped credibility of our deterrent apd in maintaining
our expertise in nucleér weapons technology. In addition
to the development and certification of new ﬁuclear weapons,
the U.S. emplcys nuclear testing to ensure the continued
reli;bility.of existing weapons agd'io incofpofate modern

safety and security features.




Non-Proliferation Talks with the Allies

How and when will the President discuss non-proliferation
with our Allies?

The President is scheduled to meet with the leaders of
other Western nations at the Williamsburg economic
summit in May. Non-proliferation is likely to be

one of the many issues addressed at that meétingﬁ



Non-Proliferation Policy

The President's speech raises non-proliferation as an
issue of great concern to the U.S. Can you summarize
the Administration's policy in this area?

—- President Reagan héé committed the US to a strong.
and éctive'nOn-proliferation policy, coﬁcentrating on
realistic means to pursue more effectively our goal of
preventing the spread of nuélear weapons.

—-- By helping friendly nations to meet their legitimate
security needs, we are seeking to reduce motivations that
can lead countries to seek nucliear weapons.

-- In close consultétion with other nuclear suppliers,
we are wofking'to improve internat;onal export controls on
nuclear eguipment, materials, and technology and to.
étrengthen the system of IAEA safeguards on ﬁuciéé;:
facilities.

;; We are workiﬁg to restore our reputation as a
reliable partner for éeéceful nuclear cooperation in

order to secure more effective cooperation with our

“allies in coping with proliferation problems.

-- We are continuing efforts to encourage more

countries to ratify the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

~under which 116 countries have already renounced

acquisition of nuclear weapons, or to adhére to the Treaty
of Tlatelolco creating a nuclear weapons free zone in

Latin America.

PENRIRESE
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Non-Proliferation Policy and the Allies

What does the President mean when he speaks of the special
respon51blllt1es our Allies bear in the non—prollferatlon

area?

Our Allies include most of the technically.advanced
coun&ries wﬁich are the principal suppliers of nuclear
technology.' The supplier nations have a special respoﬁsi—
bility to take steps to ensure that the facilities,
materials, and equipment they érbvide are used only for
peaceful purposes and are adequately safeguarded‘ggainst
misuse. Ve are working closely and cooperatively with
other nuclear suppliers to improve nuclear export controls
and to strengthen the International Atomic Enefgy Agency's
;afeguards system. We are also urging other suppliers

e 7 ’.‘

to require safeguards on all of a country'é nuclear

activities as a condition of significant.new nuclear supply.



March 29, 1983

U.S. INITIATIVE DN CHEMICAL WEAPONS ARMS CONTROL

The Unlted States has tabled in Geneva what it calls its

detailed views on the contents of a- chemical weapons ban.
What are these?

-= The document we tabled at the Committee on Disarmamenf
on Febrﬁary.lo is a new-U.S.fchemical weapons arms control
initiati§é. It outlines 1in detﬁil our views'on all aspects
of aséomplete, effective and verifiable chemical veapons’
ban. fThése proposals include a framework for systematic
international verification, including on-site inspections,
so that all nations could have confidence that the ban would

be faithfully observed.

!
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March 29, 1983

CBW Arms Control and Soviet CW Use

Isn't it inconsistent for the US to be sitting down
to negotiations on a chemical weapons ban at the very

time the Soviets and others are using chemical and toxin —.

weapons in violation of existing arms control agreements
cqvering these weapons?

~-- No. Evidence that existing arms control arrange-
ments are inadequate makes it all the more important +o
cdonclude agreements which contain effectivé provision
for verification and compliance. We seek to céﬁclude a
verifiable and effective international agreement which
would tétally éliminate chemical weapons from the
arsenals of 'all states. We also supported the UNGA
resolution calling for a meeting of the states parties
to the Bioiogical Weapons Convention to Stréngthen

its verification and compliance provisions. .



March 29, 1983

Multilateral versus Bilateral CW Arms Confrol

Why - is the U.S. supporting multilateral negotiations in —
the Committee on Disarmament (CD) on chemical weapons,

rather than its traditional course of bilateral arms

control negotiztions with the Soviet Union? Isn't this

‘really just proof that the U.S. is not seriously interested

in concluding a chemical weapons ban?

—-fNo; Chemical weapons arms control direétly affects -

the interésts of a large number of countries - not'just the

U.S. and USSR. Any state with a chemical industry, in fact,

has the'means to éevelop a chemical weapons capability.
-~ To be truly effective, a chemical weapons ban mus{:
have the widest posSibie international adherence. To secure
this, negotiations must ensure that the diverse concefns‘of
the vérious potential parties to the future agreement‘have
been fully taken into account -'not'justjthdse of the U.s.
and USSR. ‘ : ' .‘ | .
;—-The 40-nation - Committee 6n Disafmament‘provides-the
best foruﬁ today-for“carrying out this téSk. The U.S. and
USSR are members of this body angd, therefore; wili bofh be
participants in the CD negotiations on chemical weapons.
| - The;posSibiiity of.resuminé bilateral US/SoViét
negotiations on a chemiéaljweapoﬁs convention also remains open.
However, the Soviet Union must demonstrate genuine readineés)ta
negoti&te effective verification ;pé compliance arrangements,
and to abide by their obligations under existing agreements.

Withdut‘this, théré can be little~hope that such bilatéral talks

would be productive.

M
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March 29, 1983

MBFR NEGOTIATIONS

How do yoﬁ see the course of the MBFR negotlatlons

in the ‘months ahead?

iast year, the US and its Allies undertook a major
iﬁitiativé'in MBFR by tabling a draft £reaty‘designed
to take legitimate Eastern security concerns into
account. We hope the East will give that initiative
éhe constructive response it deserves. Our goal in

MBFR is to enhance security and.stability in Europe

through:

e significant manpower reductions to equal levels
e a verifiable agreement to ensure that the reduced

levels are maintained.

.
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MBFR NEGOTIATIONS

-~

What is your response to the new Eastern initiative

proposing an informal agreement on US and Sov1et
w1thdrawals by mutual example?

We are studying the new proposal which has not been
fﬁliy speiléd out. However, it does not seem to include .

adequate verification measures and guarantee significant

reductions to equal levels.




il will &2, LDO>O0JS

CDE

What are the prospects that a Conference on Disarmament
in Europe (CDE) will take place?

-- That is one of the guestions which was -
being discussed at Madrid in ‘the latest round of

-

the Conference on Security and Cooperation in

Europe (CSCE).

-- We are seeking a balanced outcome in

Madrid.

-- We are loéking for real progress on human
rights not. just security issues, but if wé.do‘geﬁ;'
progress in both areas, then the prospects'for a

CDE are good.

#
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CDE

Thé‘neutrals have proposed a comprémise on all
areas, including human rights. Can we accept?

The most important factor in our evaluation of

this compromise will be the need for balanced

piogress including progress in human rights. -



—_ " NUCLEAR FREEZE —_

Q. wWhy doe; the Administration oppocse a freeze on testing,
production, and deployment of nuclear weapons?

i

A. We share the concern about the risk of nuclear war

andwé‘are'doiﬁg~everytning‘posSible to reauce thét risk.

-- A freeze at éurrent }gvelé would sericusly handicap
our efforts to négotiate arms reductions because it would
lock in existing Soviet military advantages, and prevent us.
from carrying out necessary modefnization of our nuclear
forces..'

- It would thus reduce Soviet incentives to discﬁés
seriously,proposals for cucs in nuclea; arsenals.

- Although a freeze appears simple, because of its

broad coverage; it would require extensive and lengthy nego-

.tiations to agree on the terms. This would divert us from

the task of seeking reductions. Moreover, a comprehensive

freeze canpnot be effectively verified.

f
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NUCLEAR FREEZE - 47‘

Q. The House of Representatives will soon be voting on
a nuclear freeze resolution and it is expected that
it will be approved. What is wrong with the resolution
and why does the Administration oppose it? '

A, Thé.House of Represeqtatives-voﬁéd against a nucleaf .
freeze prgstal.last year by a narrow margin'and voted

instead for a resolution that called for deep reductions in

the leve;s of nuclear forces. The~matter is again before' the
House of5§epresentatives although this year's resolution is

o

more ambiguéué with respect to a nuclear freeze and what a
freeze wguld cover.

The Réagan Administration has made clear its reasons
for opposing a nuélear freeze. A freeze would preserve =
today's high and unstable levels of nuclear forces and. .
would undercut ouf negotiations wﬁiéﬂ seek deep reducfiﬁns
in nucléa; wéapons levels. A freeze wollld not be ﬁerifiable
and a freeze would presérve the SOViets,in:a position of
m;litary'advantége while preventing the United States from
replaciné obsélete and deteriorating military equipment.'

The House of Represenfative; should consider these
serious drawbacks to what has been and is a superficially

attractive, simple and wrong solution to our arms control problems.




. NUCLEAR FREEZE _ 4%
Q. What would be the effect of passage o. a freeze resolutlon
in Congress on our START and INF negotiations?

A

A. That would aepend on the kind of resolution passed.
There are overja dozen resolutions on nuclear-a;ms controi
and the freeze beforé the Hquse now: all of these resolutioné —=
are non-binding. The effects of the two majé: freeze proposals
on our ongoing negotiations would be very different. A free;e
at current levels could undermine'thg START and INF negotiations
and hampér our efforts to achieve a sound agreement by reducing
Soviet incentives to negotiate for reductions. It could undo
the progreés we have already made in convincing the Soviet
Union to negotiate for substantial reductions.

The proposal. for a~freeze after reductions tolgqual and
verifiable levels supports the goals we are seeking in the nego-

tiations, and would contribute to their achievement.
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NUCLEAR FREEZE -

Why shouldn't we freeze first and then negotiate
reductions? .

Becauseia freeze would allow the Soviets to preserve
their. current nuclear advantages. They would have
little incentive to discuss reductions. Moreover,

although a freeze sounds siﬁple, reaching agreement

on the elements to be frozen, verification measures, etc.

wouldfbg lengthy and difficult, thus delaying negotiatiocns

for actual reductions. We can do much better by con-

tinuing to negotiate vigorously for reductions.
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