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NATIONAL. SECURITY COUNCIL. 

,January 29, 1985 

Don: 

I'm grtting tired of the int,-..rnecine 
squabbling that is really hamparing our 
technology transf<~r pfforts. 

Without corunenting on the validity of 
Walker's ussertions, I find the Assistant 
Secretary of Treusury direct to Bud channel 
quite unusual. 

'J'hr Treasury Executive Secretariat tells me 
that, since it had kicked around for 12 
yearr;, it was felt that it could wait until 
thr Baker-Darman team cume in. Walker 
apparently disagreed and, fru!";trated, WPnt 
ahead and sent this in. 

I'm inclined to send this hack tn TrPasury, 
Executive Sec:retariat, and ask if this is a 
Treasury position. That way, Baker-Darman 
can take a position . 

What do you think? 

f 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220 

JAN 2 5 1985 
THE HONORABLE ROBERT C. McFARLANE 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 

FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

0690 

Subject: Export Controls and Enforcement in Austria 

The Departments of Defense , Commerce , State and Treasury 
(Customs) have reached an impasse regarding a response to an 
Austrian proposal which would establish an official export 
enforcement liaison with the Government of that country. On 
November 26, 1984, the Austrian Government proposed an 
extension of the scope of the existing Mutual Assistance 
Agreement between the Austrian and U.S . Customs Services which 
would have enabled the Austrians to answer many of our export 
enforcement concerns. On January 22, 1985, the Departments of 
Treasury (Customs) and Defense agreed to a Department of State 
prepared draft response to the Austrian proposal. As of the 
close of official business on January 25, 1985, the Department 
of Commerce has made no response to this proposal. 

Because of the intransigence of Commerce on this issue and 
the lack of any response from that Department which could be 
used to resolve the outstanding issues, multi-agency negoti­
ations between the two Governments scheduled for January 29 
and 30, 1985, may have to be postponed. As the attached 
chronology indicates, the two Governments have been engaged in 
intensive discussions on this matter for much of the past year. 
U. S. Government concerns regarding the movement of U. S. and 
Western technology through Austria to the Soviet bloc date back 
to, at least, 1980 and are unresolvable given the current 
impasse. 

National Security Council action is necessary to establish 
a clear and firm response by this Government to the Government 
of Austria. The State draft (also attached) should be accepted 
as the official U.S. Government position on this matter. 

Your immediate attention to this important subject would, 
in my opinion, be appreciated by all involved Departments. 

Attachments 

hn M. Walker, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary 
(Enforcement and Operations) 
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In January of 1984, the Austrian Government requested that 
it not be denied access to exports from the United States 
under the Department of Commerce's (DOC) Distribution 
License (DL) procedures. 

In February of 1984, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Richard Perle met with Austrian State Secretary Lacina 
to discuss the need for an Austrian export enforcement 
program as a condition for their continued access to DL 
licensed U.S. exports. 

In June of 1984, Assistant Secretary Perle repeated these 
concerns to the Austrians. 

During the week of June 25, 1984, multi-agency, bilateral 
discussions with the Government of Austria occurred 
relative to DL issuance and U.S. enforcement requirements. 

On September 26, 1985, Austrian Minister of Finance 
Vranitzky met with U.S. Treasury Secretary Regan and noted 
that U.S. export enforcement requirements were achievable 
by means of U.S.-Austrian Customs ·cooperation. 

In October 1984, the U.S. Government learned of Austrian 
plans to amend the Austrian Foreign Trade Law to cover 
unlawful technology exports from that country to the East 
bloc. 

On November 15, 1984, Assistant Treasury Secretary Walker 
and Commissioner of Customs von Raab met with Austrian 
Government officials relative to export enforcement 
cooperation between the two Customs Services. 

On November 26, 1984, the Austrian Ambassador delivered to 
the U.S. Department of State a letter containing a 
proposed extension of the scope of the existing agreement 
between the U.S. and Austria concerning mutual assistance 
between our Customs Services. 

In December 1984, the Austrian Legislature passed their 
amended Foreign Trade Law which provided for enforcement 
by Austria against the reexportation of U.S. licensed 
technology. 

In December 1984, and January 1985, the Departments of 
Commerce, Treasury (Customs) and State had several 
meetings on the proposed wording for the diplomatic note 
which would modify the U.S.-Austrian Customs Mutual 
Assistance Agreement to cover violations of the Austrian 
Foreign Trade Law. 

On January 22, 1985, Treasury (Customs) agreed to a State 
prepared draft response to Austria's November 26, 1984, 
proposal to extend the scope of the U.S.-Austrian Customs 
Mutual Assistance Agreement. 
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On January 23, 1985, Acting Department of Commerce 
Assistant Secretary Archey advised Customs Assistant 
Commissioner Shaver that his Department had "severe 
problems" with the State draft and concerns that agreement 
with that language allowed no latitude for future U.S. 
DOC/Austrian Trade Ministry negotiations on export 
enforcement. The DOC would not agree to the draft absent 
such assurances. 

Nothing in the proposed State dra f t would prohibit the DOC 
from concluding their own arrangements with the Austrian 
Ministry of Trade. 

The Departments of Defense and Treasury (Customs) have 
agreed that negotiations with the Austrians scheduled for 
January 29, and 30, 1985, in Vienna should not take place 
without a forthright U.S response to the Austrian proposal 
of November 26, 1984. 



The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Austria 

refers to the Agreement between the Republic of Austria and the 

United States Regarding Mutual Assistance Between Their Customs 

Services (signed September 15, 1976), which the Ministry 

proposes be supplemented to expressly involve the Federal 

Ministry for Commerce and Industry in the scope of assistance 

activities contemplated thereunder, patticularly by Articles 2 

and 6(2). Specifically, the Ministry proposes the following 

supplementary understandings with respect thereto: 

(i) In addition to the areas of mutual assistance between 

the Customs Services of the United States and the Republic 

of Austria as provided for in Article 2 of said Agreement, 

the scope of such assistance shall include assistance 

pursuant to regulations that are enforced in Austria by the 

Federal Ministry for Commerce and Industry in the framework 

of the Austrian Foreign Trade Law. 

(ii) If a request according to Article 6(2) of said 

Agreement is transmitted to the Federal Ministry for 

Commerce and Industry, the Ministry shall execute this 

request according to the provisions of the Agreement and 
req uest if\~ 

communicate the results to the r egulating Party. 
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If this supplement is acceptable to the Government of the 

United States, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs proposes that 

this note and the reply of the Embassy of the United States 

affirming this modification shall constitute an ·agreement 

supplementing the above-mentioned 1976 Customs Agreement, which 

shall enter into force on the date of the Embassy's reply. 



JI-J~ 3 I 1985 

INV 6-03 E:INV:S 

Dear Mr. Archey: 

Pursuant to your telephone convers.?1tion of January 30, 
1985, with Assistant Treasury Secretary John M. Walker, Jr., I 
have instructed my staff to prepare the following language 
relative to export enforcement in Austria. As you are _well 
aware, we view arrangements for the improvement of export 
controls and enforcement in that country very seriously due to 
our concerns that U.S. technoiogy is continuing to move 
illegally to and through Austria to the Soviet bloc. 

w~ agree, and vill in.£0:rm the DP.part.ments of Stl'.te l'\nd 
Def~nse and our own Customs Attache in Bonn, Germany, that 
nothing in the draft language proposed by the Department of 
State as an enclosure to their letter of January 17, 1985, 
relative to an: •Amendment to the u.s.-Austrian Customs 
Cooperation Agreement• shall be interpreted as precluding the 
continued contact by Department of Cot:1merce officers in Austria 
with the Austrian ?-t.inistry of Trade. Commerce shall maintain 
the lead in the conduct of pre-license and post-shipment checks 
in that country and we will make no effort whatsoever to 
impinge upon CO!tlmerce discussions with the Government of 
Austria at senior levels rel.ative to trade between our country 
and theirs and U.S. foreign poiicy controls. 

We now expect Commerce concurrence to our proposal to 
establish an office in Vienna first requested of you in my 
letter of December 21, 1984. The stationing of Customs 
officers in Vienna offers the best chance the U.S. Government 
has of making the most of the opportunity presented us to 
improve export controls and en£orceme.nt in that country. 

M.r. William 'I'. Archey 
Acting Assistant Secretary 

for Trade Administration 
Department of Comnerce -
~~~ 1/31/85 

Yours faithfully, 

(4 

RRO 013085/1-SIDl 
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February 1, 1985 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

v , ror,,c:., • JU 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
International Trade Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR TRADE ADMINISTRATION 

John M. Walker, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary of Treasury 
(Enforcement and Operatfiions) 

William T. Archev ~f 
Acting Assistant'Ye~retary 

for Trade Administration 

Austria-Export Control Enforcement Arrangements 

Pursuant to our phone call of Wednesday, January 30, and your 
memorandum (undated) to Mr. McFarlane on the same matter, I want to 
explain the position of the Commerce Department regarding the 
proposed amendment of the Mutual Assistance Agreement between the 
Austrian and U.S. Customs Services. I am also in receipt, as of 
late yesterday morning, of Commissioner von Raab's letter to me on 
the same subject. 

As I mentioned to you on the phone, your memo to Mr. McFarlane 
disturbed us. It noted that the Agreement amendment has not been 
able to go forward because of the intransigence of Commerce. In 
addition, you attach a chronology that ignores the Commerce 
Department's pioneering and key role. and the State Department's 
strong support in persuading the Austrian Government to tighten up 
its export controls and to pass laws that would accomplish that. 

Under Secretary Olmer. Deputy Assistant Secretary Ted Wu, and myself 
have been pivotal actors - in the negotiations with the Austrian 
Government on this matter. Indeed, as our chronology indicates 
(attached). it was at a lunch on February 27, 1984, in the Commerce 
Department that Under secretary Olmer and I told the then Austrian 
State Secretary Ferdinand Lacina that the lack of any progress by 

Classified by: 
Declassify on: 

William T. Archey 
OADR 

CONFIBQlTIAL 
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the Austrian Government in tightening its export controls may 
require that the Commerce Department not permit any U.S. companies 
to sell any U.S. technology to Austria on a distribution license. 
This point was then specifically stated in Vienna by Tom Niles. the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. and myself 
to senior Austrian officials. Representatives from U.S. Customs 
were also at that meeting. Our chronology also does not include at 
least three other trips made by Under Secretary Olmer to Austria in 
the last year whereby he conveyed to Ambassador von Damm and to very 
senior Austrian officials the U.S. Government's concern and resolve 
in this matter and that we were serious about eliminating Austria 
from distribution license privileges. 

The above is preliminary. but nonetheless very important to the 
discussion of the Mutual Assistance Agreement. As you know. we have 
had several interagency meetings over the past month or month and a 
half where I have explicitly stated that the Commerce Department 
encourages amendment of the Mutual Assistance Agreement and 
increased flow of information between our Customs Services. 
However. our concern was. and remains. that Customs channels not be 
the sole conduit or vehicle by which export control enforcement 
related information or assistance is exchanged between the two 
countries. our position is based on a desire to have the best 
possible program for enforcement cooperation in this area between 
the two countries. Amendment of the Mutual Assistance Agreement 
should go forward. but should explicitly allow the direct exchange 
of information and assistance between the Federal Ministry for 
Commerce and Industry in Austria and the U.S. Department of 
Commerce. Our position. which is a reasoned one. is based on the 
following considerations: 

o The January 1984 Memorandum of Understanding between Commerce 
and Customs lists Austria as one of the six countries in which 
Commerce would deal directly with foreign export control 
authorities. in this case. the Federal Ministry for Commerce 
and Industry. the export control policy arm of the Austrian 
Government. 

o Commerce has had an investigator on-site in our Embassy for 
more than a year in Vienna who is presently working very 
closely with Austrian officials and who has received the 
endorsement and praise of our Ambassador. Consistent with the 
enforcement MOU between Customs and Commerce. he is the persoP 
primarily responsible for ensuring that U.S.-Austrian export 
control enforcement cooperation succeeds at the working level. 

o In a number of the cases we are presently investigating. the 
information is being provided by the Federal Ministry for 
Commerce and Industry. 

'" 

CONFIDENTIAL 

/) ' 
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o We presently have 15 open investigations directly targeting 
Austrian companies, all of which represent the probable 
diversion of significant high technology. We have a 
substantial number of additional cases which implicate Austrian 
firms. 

o Our analysis, attached, of the proposed amendment to the 
Agreement would make U.S. Customs the sole channel for the 
exchange of information and assistance under the Agreement and 
would prohibit direct contact by not just Commerce 
investigators here in the United States, but by our Commerce 
investigator resident in Vienna. Not only would extensive 
coordination be required to receive or provide information, it 
would then delay that flow and would further undermine an 
already proven and productive relationship between this 
Department and the Austrian Government. 

As you know, John, the MOU between customs and Commerce required 
protracted and difficult negotiations. Austria is one of six 
countries in which Commerce deals directly with its counterpart in 
the export control area. The amendment to the Agreement would 
undermine the spirit and thrust of the MOU and would not serve the 
U.S. Government's interest in enhancing export control cooperation 
between the United States and Austria. 

In order to enhance both the Customs role in Austria and to maintain 
our excellent working relationship in the export control area with 
the Austrian Government, we feel it is critical that the enforcement 
cooperation relationship already established between the Department 
of Commerce and the Federal Ministry for Commerce and Industry be 
placed within the legal framework of the Agreement. Our amendment 
to the Agreement allows the counterpart export control enforcement 
agencies, i.e., U.S. Department of Commerce and Federal Ministry for 
Commerce and Industry, to request and provide enforcement assistance 
information directly, rather than through an intermediary, and to 
deal with one another on the same practical and legal footing as the 
two Customs Services. 

The body of our amending note would read as follows: 

1. In addition to the areas of mutual assistance 
provided for in the Agreement with respect to 
Customs laws enforced by the Customs Services 
referred to in Article 1(2) of the Agreement, the 
scope of such assistance shall include assistance 
with respect to regulations that are enforced in 
Austria by the Federal Ministry for Commerce and 
Industry in the framework of the Austrian Foreign 
Trade Law and with respect to the enforcement by 
the United States Department of Commerce of its 
Export Administration Regulations. 

ffltfJOENTI~ 
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2. For purposes of assistance with respect to 
the laws and regulations referred to in the 
foregoing paragraph, requests may be made 
directly by and assistance and information 
rendered directly to the United States Department 
of Commerce and to the Austrian Federal Ministry 
for Commerce and Industry in all respects as is 
provided in the Agreement with respect to Customs 
Services and customs laws. 

I believe the above language satisfies your interests and ours. In 
its practical application, it enhances the U.S. and Austrian 
Governments' ability to enforce its respective export control laws 
and to aggressively and effectively work together .in ensuring that 
the United States and other COCOM countries' technologies are not 
diverted to the Soviet Union or other prohibited destinations. I 
think we can resolve this matter quickly, and I look forward to 
meeting with you in the very near future. 

Attachments 

cc: D. Fortier 
s. Rosen 
T. Niles 
S. Bryen 
T. Wu 
c. Hunt 

CONrfflENTfA[ 

IJ 



Commerce Export Control and Enforcement 
Initiatives Involving Austria 

ATTACHMENT A /7 

GO.NftflENTIAL 
,,;,'..., ... 

o on October 26, 1982, Commerce's DAS for Export Administration 
met in Vienna with Austrian authorities to discuss obtaining 
a written agreement from the GOA that would provide 
protection against the diversion of sensitive U.S. 
technology. This meeting was also specifically related to 
the pending AMI/Voest Alpine joint venture which represented 
a proposed transfer to Austria of strategic U.S. technology 
for a semiconductor manufacturing plant. 

o In February 1983, after considerable negotiation by Commerce 
and state, the GOA and the USG exchanged letters formalizing 
an agreement whereby Austria would implement procedures for 
protecting and supervising the import, export, and reexport 
of sensitive U.S. technology. 

o Commerce also negotiated with the GOA a revision to the 
Austrian Import certificate for the AMI/Voest Alpine project 
that provided for strengthened GOA protection against illegal 
diversion. 

o On May 4 and 5, 1983, a U.S. delegation headed by Commerce 
DAS for Export Enforcement Theodore w. wu met with Austrian 
officials in Vienna to discuss USG export control and 
enforcement concerns. DAS Wu obtained GOA agreement to a 
written statement that outlined procedures for the conduct of 
pre-license and post-shipment transaction checks, to include 
on-site visits by Commerce and other personnel at Embassy 
Vienna in connection with U.S. exports to Austria under 
validated licenses and covered by an Austrian Import 
Certificate. The GOA stated that information from these 
checks would assist the Federal Ministry of Trade and 
Commerce in determining compliance with the terms of Austrian 
Import Certificates. 

o On October 5, 1983, DAS wu met in Vienna with Austrian Trade 
Ministry officials to obtain their agreement to widen the 
scope of pre-license and post-shipment checks to include 
proposed transactions under the Distribution License 
procedure. 

CON Fl OENTIAL CLASSIFIED BY: 
DECLASSIFY ON: 

Multiple 
OADR 
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o on December 30, 1983, Otto Masche, Austrian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, Economic Affairs Section, informed the 
Deputy Chief of Mission at Embassy Vienna of a change in GOA 
policy with regard to the conduct of Commerce pre-license and 
post-shipment checks. Masche stated that this GOA policy, 
cleared at the highest levels of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, would allow pre-license and post-shipment checks for 
transactions under the Distribution License procedure which 
do not require an Austrian Import Certificate. 

o In January 1984, U.S. Ambassador to Austria, Helene von Damm, 
established an Export Control Unit at Embassy Vienna, staffed 
by Commerce FCS and Office of Export Enforcement (OEE) 
personnel, to handle the increasing export control and 
enforcement workload in Austria. It was the Embassy Export 
Control Unit that conducted the post-shipment check and 
inspection at the AMI/Voest Alpine plant to assess compliance 
with the special terms and conditions governing the transfer 
and use of u.s. technology. At the request of the 
Ambassador, Commerce posted a permanent Special Agent to 
Embassy Vienna as the Export Control Attache. 

o On February 27, 1984, then-Austrian State Secretary Lacina 
met at Commerce with Under Secretary Olmer and other DOC 
officials to discuss our concerns regarding technology 
transfer and other export control issues. Commerce 
identified the export conrol and enforcement shortcomings in 
the Austrian export control structure and obtained Lacina's 
agreement to hold bilateral discussions on ways to improve 
the system. 

o On March 21, 1984, Commerce Deputy Under Secretary ·Wethington 
met in Vienna with GOA state Secretary Lacina and stressed 
our concerns over Austria's absence of a sound legal basis 
for the control of sensitive goods. In response, Lacina 
stated that the GOA was considering procedures that would 
satisfy U.S. concerns. 

o On June 27, 1984, Commerce Acting Assistant Secretary William 
Archey met with GOA officials in Vienna, as part of a U.S. 
delegation, to discuss our export control concerns. It was 
made clear to the GOA that changes would have to be made to 
the Austrian s1stem of export controls in order for Commerce 
to give favorable consideration to Austria under the proposed 
amendments to the Distribution License procedure. 

CONFID'ENTIAL 
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o On July 6, 1984, Under Secretary Olmer met in Vienna with 
state secretary Lacina and stated that the GOA needed to make 
new commitments to safeguard U.S. technology. Lacina was 
optimistic that Austria would be able to meet U.S. concerns. 

o In August 1984, after repeated Commerce criticism of Austrian 
laxity in the area of Import certificates, the Austrian Trade 
Ministry requested Embassy Vienna's FCS officer to assist the 
Ministry in checking into the legitimacy of an Austrian firm 
seeking an Import Certificate. The Ministry also asked the 
FCS officer to accompany a Ministry official to the Austrian 
firm's business premises on a pre-IC issuance check. This 
was the first instance where the Ministry offered to involve 
the U.S. in the Import Certificate procedure. 

o over the past year, Commerce's Export Control Attache in 
Vienna has made substantial progress in supporting U.S. 
export control enforcement interests in Austria. Examples of 
his success are: 

In coordination with Austrian officials, the Attache 
discovered an elaborate scheme to disguise the 
diversion of critical semiconductor and testing 
equipment to the East. Previous inquiries by both 
Embassy and Austrian officials had not detected the 
ruse. 

At least two critical informants were developed through 
persuasion, knowledge of the Export Administration 
Regulations, and dealing with attorneys for both the 
u.s. Govenment and the informant. The information 
obtained will be beneficial in preventing future 
violations of the EAA. 

One suspect interview elicited the names of 48 firms 
alleged to be involved in illegal export activity. 

Before our Attache was in Vienna, very little 
information was received from private individuals on 
potential export control violations. Now, however, the 
•walk-in• traffic has increased substantially. our man 
knows about export control and thus is sought out by 
members of the Austrian business community. 

our Export control Attache meets twice a month with GOA 
officials to discuss export enforcement problems and 
methods to enhance mutual cooperation. 

CONPt9ENTIAL CLASSIFIED BY: Multiple 
OADR DECLASSIFY ON: 
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Assessment of Proposed Amendment 

The Austrian Government has proposed a modification of the 
customs Mutual Assistance Agreement* with the U.S. (1) to bring 
assistance pursuant to regulations enforced by the Austrian 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry under the Foreign Trade Law 
within the scope of the Agreement and (2) to provide that the 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry can respond directly to requests 
made under the Agreement. For the reasons given below, the 
proposed exchange of notes must be further modified to assure the 
full benefit of the Agreement in support of the Department of 
Commerce export enforcement role with respect to Austria. 

Article 1-2 of the Agreement defines "Customs Services" to 
mean, in the U.S., the United States Customs Service. Under 
Article 2-1, the parties agree to assist each other "through their 
Customs Services" to prevent, investigate and repress any customs 
law offense. Article 6-1 specifies that assistance shall be 
carried out "in direct communication between the Customs 
Services." Article 6-2 says that if a Customs Service is not the 
appropriate agency to comply with a request, it (the Customs 
Service) shall transmit the request to the appropriate agency. 

A January 17, 1985 State Department memorandum says L/EUR 
believes Article 6-2 provides "sufficiently" for the "involvement" 
of federal agencies other than the U.S. Customs Service in the 
assistance contemplated. We do not agree. Any indirect 
involvement would appear to be limited to having certain Austrian 
requests referred by U.S. Customs to other U.S. agencies such as 
U.S. Commerce. This would be far short of making the Agreement 
fully effective to enhance the export control enforcement 
cooperation relationship between counterpart trade agencies 
contemplated by the January 1984 Commerce-Customs MOU. 

The MOU designates Austria as a country where the government 
"has designated the counterpart agency of the Department of 
Commerce as its export control enforcement agency and that agency 

*Agreement between the United States of America and the Republic 
of Austria Regarding Mutual Assistance Between their Customs 
Services, signed September 15, 1976. 
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has a significant role in the conduct of export control investiga­
tions in that country." In such a country, the MOU provides that 
Commerce may conduct liaison directly with "those agencies neces­
sary for its investigations," except when Commerce requests 
support from that country's customs services in which event such 
requests shall be transmitted through U.S . Customs. 

It has been suggested that Commerce could retain some working 
relationship with the Federal Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
outside the Agreement, but informal working relationships will not 
suffice. For example, if a Commerce investigator in California 
learns from an informant that a piece of sensitive U.S.-origin 
equipment is about to be diverted from Austria, the Commerce 
export control attache in Vienna should be able to call 
immediately and directly for preventive action by the Federal 
Ministry pursuant to Article 2-1 of the Agreement. Commerce 
should also be able to invoke the assistance of the Federal 
Ministry pursuant to Article 2-3 of the Agreement in obtaining, in 
accordance with Austrian law (including the Data Protection Law), 
documentary evidence for use in Commerce's administrative 
enforcement proceedings. 

To confirm that the Agreement permits (1) direct requests 
from the Department of Commerce to Austrian authorities for 
assistance in investigations and enforcement activities involving 
the export control laws it administers and (2) direct response by 
the Department of Commerce to Austrian requests for assistance in 
the enforcement of their export control laws, changes must be made 
in the Agreement that correspond to what the Austrians have 
proposed with respect to their laws and agency responsibilities. 

CON FliJENTIAL 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE! Cj 
International Trade Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

February 1, 1985 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR TRADE ADMINISTRATION 

John M. Walker, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary of Treasury 
(Enforcement and Operations) 

William T. Archev 'llf 1/((7 
Acting AssistantYe~retary 

for Trade Administration 

Austria-Export Control Enforcement Arrangements 

Pursuant to our phone call of Wednesday, January 30, and your 
memorandum (undated) to Mr. McFarlane on the same matter, I want to 
explain the position of the Commerce Department regarding the 
proposed amendment of the Mutual Assistance Agreement between the 
Austrian and U.S. Customs Services. I am also in receipt, as of 
late yesterday morning, of Commissioner von Raab's letter to me on 
the same subject. 

As I mentioned to you on the phone, your memo to Mr. McFarlane 
disturbed us. It noted that the Agreement amendment has not been 
able to go forward because of the intransigence of Commerce. In 
addition, you attach a chronology that ignores the Commerce 
Department's pioneering and key role, and the State Department's 
strong support in persuading the Austrian Government to tighten up 
its export controls and to pass laws that would accomplish that. 

Under Secretary Olmer, Deputy Assistant Secretary Ted Wu, and myself 
have been pivotal actors - in the negotiations with the Austrian 
Government on this matter. Indeed, as our chronology indicates 
(attached), it was at a lunch on February 27, 1984, in the Commerce 
Department that Under Secretary Olmer and I told the then Austrian 
State Secretary Ferdinand Lacina that the lack of any progress by 
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the Austrian Government in tightening its export controls may 
require that the Commerce Department not permit any U.S. companies 
to sell any U.S. technology to Austria on a distribution license. 
This point was then specifically stated in Vienna by Tom Niles, the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. and myself 
to senior Austrian officials. Representatives from U.S. Customs 
were also at that meeting. Our chronology also does not include at 
least three other trips made by Under Secretary Olmer to Austria in 
the last year whereby he conveyed to Ambassador von Damm and to very 
senior Austrian officials the U.S. Government's concern and resolve 
in this matter and that we were serious about eliminating Austria 
from distribution license privileges. 

The above is preliminary, but nonetheless very important to the 
discussion of the Mutual Assistance Agreement. As you know. we have 
had several interagency meetings over the past month or month and a 
half where I have explicitly stated that the Commerce Department 
encourages amendment of the Mutual Assistance Agreement and 
increased flow of information between our Customs Services. 
However. our concern was. and remains. that Customs channels not be 
the sole conduit or vehicle by which export control enforcement 
related information or assistance is exchanged between the two 
countries. our position is based on a desire to have the best 
possible program for enforcement cooperation in this area between 
the two countries. Amendment of the Mutual Assistance Agreement 
should go forward, but should explicitly allow the direct exchange 
of information and assistance between the Federal ~inistry for 
Commerce and Industry in Austria and the u.s~ Department of 
Commerce. Our position. which is a reasoned one. is based on the 
following considerations: 

o The January 1984 Memorandum of Understanding between Commerce 
and Customs lists Austria as one of the six countries in which 
Commerce would deal directly with foreign export control 
authorities. in this case, the Federal Ministry for Commerce 
and Industry, the export control policy arm of the Austrian 
Government. 

o Commerce has had an investigator on-site in our Embassy for 
more than a year in Vienna who is presently working very 
closely with Austrian officials and who has received the 
endorsement and praise of our Ambassador. Consistent with the 
enforcement MOU between Customs and Commerce. he is the person 
primarily responsible for ensuring that U.S.-Austrian export 
control enforcement cooperation succeeds at the working level. 

o In a number of the cases we are presently investigating, the 
information is being provided by the Federal Ministry for 
Commerce and Industry. 

coNffilENTIAL 
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o We presently have 15 open investigations directly targeting 
Austrian companies. all of which represent the probable 
diversion of significant high technology. We have a 
substantial number of additional cases which implicate Austrian 
firms. 

o Our analysis. attached. of the proposed amendment to the 
Agreement would make U.S. Customs the sole channel for the 
exchange of information and assistance under the Agreement and 
would prohibit direct contact by not just Commerce 
investigators here in the United States. but by our Commerce 
investigator resident in Vienna. Not only would extensive 
coordination be required to receive or provide information. it 
would then delay that flow and would further undermine an 
already proven and productive relationship between this 
Department and the Austrian Government. 

As you know. John. the MOU between Customs and Commerce required 
protracted and difficult negotiations. Austria is one of six 
countries in which Commerce deals directly with its counterpart in 
the export control area. The amendment to the Agreement would 
undermine the spirit and thrust of the MOU and would not serve the 
U.S. Government's interest in enhancing export control cooperation 
.between the United States and Austria. 

In order to enhance both the Customs role in Austria and to maintain 
our excellent working relationship in the export control area with 
the Austrian Government. we feel it is critical that the enforcement 
cooperation relationship already established between the Department 
of Commerce and the Federal Ministry for Commerce and Industry be 
placed within the legal framework of the Agreement. Our amendment 
to the Agreement allows the counterpart export control enforcement 
agencies. i.e .. U.S. Department of Commerce and Federal Ministry for 
Commerce and Industry. to request and provide enforcement assistance 
information directly. rather than through an intermediary. and to 
deal with one another on the same practical and legal footing as the 
two Customs Services. 

The body of our amending note would read as follows: 

1. In addition to the areas of mutual assistance 
provided for in the Agreement with respect to 
Customs laws enforced by the Customs Services 
referred to in Article J.(2) of the Agreement. the 
scope of such assistance shall include assistance 
with respect to regulations that are enforced in 
Austria by the Federal Ministry for Commerce and 
Industry in the framework of the Austrian Foreign 
Trade Law and with respect to the enforcement by 
the United States Department of Commerce of its 
Export Administration Regulations. 

CONFIBENTIAL 
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2. For purposes of assistance with respect to 
the laws and regulations referred to in the 
foregoing paragraph. requests may be made 
directly by and assistance and information 
rendered directly to the United States Department 
of Commerce and to the Austrian Federal Ministry 
for Commerce and Industry in all respects as is 
provided in the Agreement with respect to Customs 
Services and customs laws. 

I believe the above language satisfies your interests and ours. In 
its practical application. it enhances the U.S. and Austrian 
Governments' ability to enforce its respective export control laws 
and to aggressively and effectively work together _in ensuring that 
the United States and other COCOM countries• technologies are not 
diverted to the soviet Union or other prohibited destinations. I 
think we can resolve this matter quickly. and I look forward to 
meeting with you in the very near future. 

Attachments 

cc: D. Fortier 
s. Rosen 
T. Niles 
s. Bryen 
T. Wu 
c. Hunt 
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o on October 26, 1982, Commerce's DAS for Export Administration 
met in Vienna with Austrian authorities to discuss obtaining 
a written agreement from the GOA that would provide 
protection against the diversion of sensitive U.S. 
technology. This meeting was also specifically related to 
the pending AMI/Voest Alpine joint venture which represented 
a proposed transfer to Austria of strategic U.S. technology 
for a semiconductor manufacturing plant. 

o In February 1983, after considerable negotiation by Commerce 
and state, the GOA and the USG exchanged letters formalizing 
an agreement whereby Austria would implement procedures for 
protecting and supervising the import, export, and reexport 
of sensitive U.S. technology. 

o Commerce also negotiated with the GOA a revision to the 
Austrian Import certificate for the AMI/Voest Alpine project 
that provided for strengthened GOA protection against illegal 
diversion. 

o On May 4 and 5, 1983, a U.S. delegation headed by Commerce 
DAS for Export Enforcement Theodore w. wu met with Austrian 
officials in Vienna to discuss USG export control and 
enforcement concerns. DAS Wu obtained GOA agreement to a 
written statement that outlined procedures for the conduct of 
pre-license and post-shipment transaction checks, to include 
on-site visits by Commerce and other personnel at Embassy 
Vienna in connection with u.s. exports to Austria under 
validated licenses and covered by an Austrian Import 
certificate. The GOA stated that information from these 
checks would assist the Federal Ministry of Trade and 
Commerce in determining compliance with the terms of Austrian 
Import Certificates. 

o on October 5, 1983, DAS wu met in Vienna with Austrian Trade 
Ministry officials to obtain their agreement to widen the 
scope of pre-license and post-shipment checks to include 
proposed transactions under th~ Distribution License 
procedure. 

\ 
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o on December 30, 1983, Otto Masche, Austrian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, Economic Affairs Section, informed the 
Deputy Chief of Mission at Embassy Vienna of a change in GOA 
policy with regard to the conduct of Commerce pre-license and 
post-shipment checks. Masche stated that this GOA policy, 
cleared at the highest levels of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, would allow pre-license and post-shipment checks for 
transactions under the Distribution License procedure which 
do not require an Austrian Import Certificate. 

o In January 1984, U.S. Ambassador to Austria, Helene von Damm, 
established an Export Control Unit at Embassy Vienna, staffed 
by commerce FCS and Office of Export Enforcement (OEE) 
personnel, to handle the increasing export control and 
enforcement workload in Austria. It was the Embassy Export 
Control Unit that conducted the post-shipment check and 
inspection at the AMI/Voest Alpine plant to assess compliance 
with the special terms and conditions governing the transfer 
and use of u.s. technology. At the request of the 
Ambassador, commerce posted a permanent Special Agent to 
Embassy Vienna as the Export Control Attache. 

o On February 27, 1984, then-Austrian State Secretary Lacina 
met at Commerce with Under Secretary Olmer and other DOC 
officials to discuss our concerns regarding technology 
transfer and other export control issues. Commerce 
identified the export conrol and enforcement shortcomings in 
the Austrian export control structure and obtained Lacina's 
agreement to hold bilateral discussions on ways to improve 
the system. 

o on March 21, 1984, Commerce Deputy Under Secretary Wethington 
met in Vienna with GOA State Secretary Lacina and stressed 
our concerns over Austria's absence of a sound legal basis 
for the control of sensitive goods. In response, Lacina 
stated that the GOA was considering procedures that would 
satisfy U.S. concerns. 

o On June 27, 1984, Commerce Acting Assistant Secretary William 
Archey met with GOA officials in Vienna, as part of a U.S. 
delegation, to discuss our export control concerns. It was 
made clear to the GOA that changes would have to be made to 
the Austrian system of export controls in order for Commerce 
to give favorable consideration to Austria under the proposed 
amendments to the Distribution License procedure. 

CON Fl OENTIAL 
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o on July 6, 1984, Under Secretary Olmer met in Vienna with 
state secretary Lacina and stated that the GOA needed to make 
new commitments to safeguard U.S. technology. Lacina was 
optimistic that Austria would be able to meet U.S. concerns. 

o In August 1984, after repeated Commerce criticism of Austrian 
laxity in the area of Import Certificates, the Austrian Trade 
Ministry requested Embassy Vienna's FCS officer to assist the 
Ministry in checking into the legitimacy of an Austrian firm 
seeking an Import Certificate. The Ministry also asked the 
FCS officer to accompany a Ministry official to the Austrian 
firm's business premises on a pre-IC issuance check. This 
was the first instance where the Ministry offered to involve 
the U.S. in the Import Certificate procedure. 

o over the past year, Commerce's Export control Attache in 
Vienna has made substantial progress in supporting U.S. 
export control enforcement interests in Austria. Examples of 
his success are: 

In coordination with Austrian officials, the Attache 
discovered an elaborate scheme to disguise the 
diversion of critical semiconductor and testing 
equipment to the East. Previous inquiries by both 
Embassy and Austrian officials had not detected the 
ruse. 

At least two critical informants were developed through 
persuasion, knowledge of the Export Administration 
Regulations, and dealing with attorneys for both the 
u.s. Govenment and the informant. The information 
obtained will be beneficial in preventing future 
violations of the EAA. 

one suspect interview elicited the names of 48 firms 
alleged to be involved in illegal export activity. 

Before our Attache was in Vienna, very little 
information was received from private individuals on 
potential export control violations. Now, however, the 
•walk-in• traffic has increased substantially. our man 
knows about export control and thus is sought out by 
members of the Austrian business community. 

our Export Control Attache meets twice a month with GOA 
officials to discuss export enforcement problems and 
methods to enhance mutual cooperation. 
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DECLASSIFY ON: OADR 



ATTAC HMEN T B 

Assessment of Proposed Amendment 

The Austrian Government has proposed a modification of the 
customs Mutual Assistance Agreement* with the U. S . (1) to bring 
assistance pursuant to regulations enforced by the Austrian 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry under the Foreign Trade Law 
within the scope o f the Agreement and (2) to provide that the 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry can respond directly to requests 
made under the Agreement. For the reasons given below, the 
proposed exchange of notes must be further modified to assure the 
full benefit of the Agreement in support o f the Department of 
Commerce export enforcement role with respect to Austria. 

Article 1-2 of the Agreement defines "Customs Services" to 
mean, in the U.S., the United States Customs Service. Under 
Article 2-1, the parties agree to assist each other "through their 
Customs Services" to prevent, investigate and repress any customs 
law offense. Article 6-1 specifies that assistance shall be 
carried out "in direct communication between the Customs 
Services." Article 6-2 says that if a Customs Service is not the 
appropriate agency to comply with a request, it (the Customs 
Service) shall transmit the request to the appropriate agency. 

A January 17, 1985 State Department memorandum says L/EUR 
believes Article 6-2 provides "sufficiently" for the "involvement" 
of federal agencies other than the U.S. Customs Service in the 
assistance contemplated. We do not agree. Any indirect 
involvement would appear to be limited to having certain Austrian 
requests referred by U.S. Customs to other U.S. agencies such as 
U.S . Commerce. This would be far short of making the Agreement 
fully effective to enhance the export control enforcement 
cooperation relationship between counterpart trade agencies 
contemplated by the January 1984 Commerce-Customs MOU. 

The MOU designates Austria as a country where the government 
"has designated the counterpart agency of the Department of 
Commerce as its export control enforcement agency and that agency 

*Agreement between the United States of America and the Republic 
of Austria Regarding Mutual Assistance Between their Customs 
Services, signed September 15, 1976. 
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has a significant role in the conduct of export control investiga­
tions in that country . " In such a country, the MOU provides that 
Commerce may conduct liaison directly with "those agencies neces­
sary for its investigations," except when Commerce requests 
support from that country's customs services in which event such 
requests shall be transmitted through U.S. Customs. 

It has been suggested that Commerce could retain some working 
relationship with the Federal Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
outside the Agreement, but informal working relationships will not 
suffice. For example, if a Commerce investigator in California 
learns from an i n formant that a piece of sensitive u.s.-origin 
equipment is about to be diverted from Austria, the Commerce 
export control attache in Vienna should be able to call 
immediately and directly for preventive action by the Federal 
Ministry pursuant to Article 2-1 of the Agreement. Commerce 
should also be able to invoke the assistance of the Federal 
Ministry pursuant to Article 2-3 of the Agreement in obtaining, in 
accordance with Austrian law (including the Data Protection Law), 
documentary evidence for use in Commerce's administrative 
enforcement proceedings. 

To confirm that the Agreement permits (1) direct requests 
from the Department of Commerce to Austrian authorities for 
assistance in investigations and enforcement activities involving 
the export control laws it administers and (2) direct response by 
the Department of Commerce to Austrian requests for assistance in 
the enforcement of their export control laws, changes must be made 
in the Agreement that correspond to what the Austrians have 
proposed with respect to their laws and agency responsibilities. 

-Gf:lNffil~ 
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MEMORANDUM 

INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

~ LL WRIGH'.Ii~ ~B LINHARD 

Izvestiya Attack on SDI 

0694 

February 1, 1985 

STEINER 

In response to Admiral Poindexter's PROF note of January 26, a 
first-cut analysis of the January 25, Izvestiya article on SDI, in 
claim/comment format, is at Tab A. The article itself is at Tab 
B. Although the article failed to raise much public attention, 
many of the themes also appeared in the January 31, CNN 
"interview" with Chernenko. 

The paper will continue to be worked in Steve and Sven's newly 
formed arms control public diplomacy group. 

R~ J,\~A~ 
Concurrence: R. Lehman, S. Kraemer 

Attachment: 
Tab A Draft Critical Summary 
Tab B Article dtd 1/25/85 



Izvestiya Article Attacking SDI: A Critical summary 

on January 25th, Izvestiya published a lengthy article 
attacking SDI. It purports to refute specific points made in 
our January publication, •The President's strategic Defense 
Initiative,• devoting considerable space to countering claims 
that we did not make. It states that •talks on the problem of 
nuclear arms would be devoid of meaning and prospect without 
preserving the ABM Treaty and without banning the militariza­
tion of space.• In effect, our linkage fr~~ last June -- that 
space weapons cannot be discussed withouc considering ballistic 
missiles -- is used in reverse. 

The article makes the following principal claims: 

Claim. SDI is intended to create an all-embracing 
territorial defense. It thus represents a U.S. attempt at 
strategic superiority, which the soviet Union will never 
allow. Parity in offensive forces led to strategic arms 
limitation talks, in which both sides agreed that •the 
acquisition of additional defensive potential by either side 
would be tantamount to the acquisition by it of the potential 
for a preemptive first strike.• 

Comment. Insofar as we maintain that SDI is a research 
program with no specific goal of an •all-embracing territorial 
defense,• much of the soviet argument can be dismissed. The 
claim that •any• differential in defensive capability means the 
favored side has a •preemptive nuclear strike• potential seems 
both overstated and ill-advised: the Soviet Union has such a 
defensive advantage, so it must, at a minimum, be seeking such 
a potential. In fact, it is preposterous to say that~ 
differential has such an effect; that some defensive differen­
tial could threaten stability is precisely our point -- the 
soviets have an advantage and are working hard to increase it. 

Claim. The ABM Treaty was premised on the idea that mutual 
restraint in ABM systems would make limiting and reducing 
offensive arms possible. SDI is challenging this. 

Comment. The statement is true; the implications are where 
we differ. The soviet argument is that the achievements of 
arms control over the past thirteen years will be jeopardized 
by a greater reliance on defensive systems; as the Secretary 
noted at length to Gromyko at Geneva, the failure to reach a 
comprehensive, indefinite-duration agreement limiting (let 
alone reducing) offensive arms calls into question the 
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asfiliW{lption that drastic limits on defense was a good idea. we 
exp icitly noted this when we agreed to the ABM Treaty (May 9, 
1972 unilateral statement by Ambassador Smith): •if an 
agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms 
limiations were not achieved within five yeers, ... it would 
constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.• 

Claim. The interrelationship between offense and defense 
codified in the ABM Treaty •is of a permanent natu~~ and exists 
objectively.• 

Comment. This is clearly not true. The particular 
relationship of unquestioned offense-dominance is the direct 
result of technological circumstances: the existence of 
nuclear weapons and (to a lesser extent) ballistic missiles. 
It is obviously possible that changes in technology can change 
the nature of the offense/defense relationship; SDI is intended 
to explore just this question. 

Claim. SDI cannot be intended to make ballistic missiles 
obsolete -- the U.S. is spending billions on MX, Trident, 
Midgetman, etc. It can thus only be for a first strike. 

Comment. our counterargument is already on the record: 
For the near term, comprehensive modernization of our strategic 
forces is necessary to replace older systems, to compensate for 
years of unilateral restraint, and to provide incentives for the 
soviets to agree to arms reduction agreements leading to more 
stabilizing force postures. Unlike the soviets, we do not plan 
to deploy forces with anything like a •first-strike• capability. 

SDI is a research program designed to tell us more about 
the possibilities for BMD over the longer term, and to provide 
a hedge against a possible soviet breakthrough in defensive 
technologies. 

Claim. The u.s. has no plans to defend Europe with SDI; 
instead the U.S. openly admits that BMD would make it possible 
to fight a nuclear war limited to Europe. 

Comment. This is pure disinformation. 

Claim. SDI per se violates the ABM Treaty. In any case, 
it undermines it, and the momentum of the research and experi­
mental work will make the decision to go beyond treaty limits 
inevitable. This jeopardizes the entire system of international 
law, thus making arms control agreements impossible. 
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-,, 
comment. No basis at all is provided for the claim that 

SD ~ s such violates the treaty. (As our January publication 
notes, the soviets have avoided this charge, since it would 
also apply to their own research program.) Their other points 
are buttressed by selective quotes from Secretary Weinberger 
and General Abrahamson on the potential future need to •go 
beyond• or •modify• the ABM treaty. In fact, our policy is as 
set forth in the January publication: SDI is a treaty­
compliant research program which will provide the basis for a 
decision in the early 1990s on whether to proceed further. The 
January publication deals thoroughly with the ABM Treaty 
question (p. 8), noting that •the United States does not and 
will not violate its treaty obligations.• 

Claim. SDI also threatens the Limited Test Ban Treaty, the 
outer Space Treaty, and the Environmental Modification Treaty. 

comment. The Test Ban and Space treaties would only apply 
if we were to test or deploy a nuclear BMD system: the 
arguments about the ABM Treaty apply a fortiori to them. The 
reference to Enmod is too cryptic for comment. 

Claim. The u.s. falsely claims the soviet Union has 
programs for ABM territorial defense. •Every unbiased person• 
knows that the Soviet air defense system has no relation to ABM 
defense. 

Comment. The article's denials are understandably short on 
detail. Krasnoyarsk is not mentioned, nor are soviet R&D on a 
rapidly deployable ABM system, or research efforts into 
advanced BMD-related technologies. The BMD potential of soviet 
air-defense missiles is discussed, inter alia, in soviet 
Military Power. 

Claim. The u.s. simultaneously asserts that both sides' 
having defenses would be stabilizing, but seeks a unilateral 
BMD advantage. 

Comment. The quotes of u.s. officials which the soviets 
cite to support the claim that we believe a U.S. unilateral 
defense would be good in fact say that a soviet unilateral 
defense would be bad. 

Claim. u.s. and soviet scientists recognize that an 
•absolute ABM defense• is impossible. 

Comment. Nothing new is provided to substantiate this 
claim: its inconsistency with the alarmist tone of the earlier 
part of the article (~ BMD differential means •preemptive 
nuclear strike potential•) is striking. 



- 4 -

laim. With SDI, the u.s. has made the militarization of 
space a priority task for the rest of the century. This will 
only bring war nearer; instead, we should ban forever the use 
of force in space as well as all •space-strike• weapons 
(anything which can hit something in or from space). Only then 
can substantial nuclear reductions be negotiated. 

Comment. We have long noted that •preventing the 
militarization of space• is a propaganda phrase that disregards 
the historical record. The soviet definition of •space-strike• 
weapons is hopelessly broad. Some categories of these weapons 
are operational in the soviet Union alone (ASAT, FOBS, ABMs). 
Moreover, all strategic ballistic missiles fit the definition 
of •space attack• weapons, logically meaning that they must be 
banned before nuclear arms can be reduced. 

(0354B) 



I II. 25 Jan 85 U S S R t,~E RN AT ION AL AFFAIRS 
DISARMAMENT/START/MBFR 

I DEFENS-F.·niITIATIVE' AIMS TO UNDERMINE STABILITY 

P~124 16~ Moscow IZVESTIYA in Rus sian 25 Jan 85 Morning Edition p 5 

AA 1 

[Editor i a l article : "On t he Uni ted States' So-Called 'Stra tegic Defens e Initiative'" -­
cap i tal i zed passages published in boldface] 

[Tex t] The resul t s of the Geneva meeting between A.A . Gromyko, CPSU Centra l Connnittee 
Politbur o memb er, f i rs t de puty chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, and USSR 
fo reign minister, and U.S. Sec r etar y of State G. Shultz generated a broad positive 
r es ponse t hr oughout the world . The pa th has been opened toward concrete and purposeful 
talks on the f ormh_a tion o f e f fective measures which aim to prevent an arms race in 
space and end it on earth. 

I t is a question of new talks encompassing a package of organically interconnected 
questions concerned with preventing the space militarization and reducing nuclear 
a rms -- both strategic and medium-range. In view of the conditions that have objective­
l y t aken s hape at this time, any other approach to the matter is impossible. A precise 
reflection of this was provided by the Soviet-U.S. joint statement recently publ i shed. 
Dur i ng the upcoming t a lks onl y stric t observance, in all its parts, of the accord 
r eached can ens ure real progress along the path of ending the arms race, eliminating 
the thr eat of nuclea r war, and ultimately eliminating nuclear weaponB, the report on the 
CPSU Central Committe e Politburo examina t i on of the question of the results of the 
Geneva t a lks stresses. 

The path t oward the adoption of the ag reed decisions will not be easy , of course. But 
t he Soviet Union is ready to go its part of the way. It has a right to expect the 
same from the United States. 

At the same time attention is attracted by the fact that in the United States not only 
the mass media but also administration spokesmen are not ceasing to make statements 
whose central theme consists of appeals not to abandon plans for extending the arms 
r ace into space, to move toward the creation of a larae-acale antimissile defenae 
system, and to · a f tempt· to use t he- upcoming talks to legalize such sehemes. Incident­
ally, at the beginning of Janaury the White House distributed a special brochure 
entitled "Presid'ential Strategic Dlffense Initiative"· (this is the official name given 
in the United States to the "star wars" program advanced by the President in March 
1983) in which ~ff! 'ild.1'1t_ariution ,af-, ~ ~ -•l.,,..ted·- t-o :the rank •of a • -p-t:i0ri-ty.-•.ta k 
of U.S. state P?licy thrbug t e · ' of ni''centu~·. • , • ·- - - .. -

The most impor · j-ective of the "strategi:'<~'def'ena.- 1:htitiative" ·-f"s proclaimed to be 
tfte creatftm o .il,racing antimissile defense system which, according to 
Washington Is assurances. courd protect the whole of~ u. S'.- -territory _from "enemy" 
s tra t egi c ballistic missiles. A considerable part of this system is to be based in 
s pa ce and incorporates means f or destroying missiles based on new physical principles 
( l asers, particle beam weapons, and so forth). 

SUI!ls running into many billions have already been allocated to reach this objective. 
Intens i ve s cientific r esearch and design work is under way to develop experimental 
samples of i ndividua l elements o f an all-embracing antimissile defense system, There 
.:i r e fu t ur e pl ans to test them to demonstrate that the system will "work." Plans are 
being drawn up to deploy the s ystem in sequential parts as the corresponding techno­
log i cal pr oblems a r e so l ved . Special commands and control centers a re being s et up 
for space systems for mi l itar y purposes. 
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Encounter.~-g resistance to the so-called "defense initiative" both from the American 
public amf.from abroad, a broad propaganda campaign has been launched i n Washi ngton 
in which ~ tempts are being made to provide every kind of justif ication in people 's 
eyes for'!lie White House's course which aims to militarize space. The publica tion 
of the above-mentioned brochure was just one such attempt. Complaining that they a r e 
simply not understood on this question, people in Washington have served up a new 
helpingofpropaganda inventions, fact juggling, and even overt falsification designed 
to awaken the "uncomprehending" and wavering to the "advantages" of the "star wars" 
program advanced by the U.S. Administration. 

THE FIRST INVENTION. Realizing that people all over the world are deep ly worr i ed by 
the ever-increasing avalanche of U.S. war F ·eparations, the creators of the "strategi c 
defense initiative" place the main emphasis on portraying the creation of an all-
embracing ABM system with space-based elements as a means strengthening strategic 
stability. U.S. leaders declare that they have opened up "encouraging pro that 
i t--~possible to defend ourselves effectively" with an all-embracing ABM system 
and, they claim, to switch "from a strategy based on the threat of offensive might to 
a strategy that t-hreaEens -~. ~• This, they say, will ensure the possibility of 
achieving "a mor~~ " 

What is the real situation with respect to this question? The U.S. and USSR strategi c 
nuclear forces have existed for over 30 years, and throughout this time, ever since 
their appearance, the Soviet Union has been forced in their creation and subsequent 
deployment to respond to the challenge of the United States, which has been seeking 
military superiority. The strategic parity achieved in the early seventies deprived 
the United States of the possibility of blackmailing the USSR with the nuclear threat 
and forced it to embark on strategic arms limitation talks. 

The USSR and the United States then reached a clear understanding that under conditions 
of parity in atrategic offensive forces the acquisition of an additional defensive 
potential-by either aide would be tantamount to the acquisition by it of the potential 
for a preemptive nuclear strike. 

The logic of nuclear confront~tion is such that the creation of a ramified ABM system 
by no means pursues defensive aims but is an integral element of a course toward 
securing aiU.tary superiority. · Such a system woulcl Wtderaine .. the:DttateakE~rtty of, 
'1,rce-, flQCk._,.~u•-r-tller •u~ ~tuadon. a• a vbot. . . _ --~ • • • ~ - tore: -
th ! ~ AG<~~Y-~~~• coorliti9Da-, in response the other,;:t~~d~ .... ~~~~~or-ced 
t o.- atrengtben ita owu atrateaic potenti&l--either by directly building up own.., 
ofrensive forces or by supplementing th- with means of defense. In e'ither case all 
this would lead ultimately to an unlimited arms race. 

- ..... :... 
The recognition by the. USSR and the United States of the interconnection between 
offensive and defensive strategic systems was expressed in the simultaneous signing 
on 26 May 1972 of the unlimited-duration treaty on the limitation of ABM systems and 
the interim agreement on certain measures with respect to the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms. The ABM treaty became the cornerstone of the whole process of 
limiting and reducing nuclear armaments. "The sides," the treaty says, "consider· 
that effective measures to limit ABM systems would be a substantial factor in curbing 
the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead to a decrease in the risk of an 
outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons." In other words, only mutua l restra int i n 
the sphere of ABM systems makes it possible to advance along the path of limiting and 
reducing offensive arms. 

It is precisely this key tenet regarding the interconnec tion between stra t egic offens i ve 
and defensive arms that the American advocat es of "star wars" are now undermining . 
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They a~ ~ aking out that the sides earlier arrived at this tenet not as a result of 
a recognition of the role of ABM systems as catalysts in the arms race, but merely 
as a r4_t of the absence at that time of the technical potential for creating 
effective ABM systems. 

Actually, such an interrelationsh;i . between strategic offensive and defensive systems 
is. of a permanent nature aoi e :sts o bjectively. It does not disappear, either, with 
the emergence of the po~ ibiliS¥, of developing technically more sophisticated and more 
effective ABM systems. On the contrary, the development of such systems would affect 
the correlation of the sides' strategic forces even more tangibly and would render 
it extremely unsteady and unstable. Furthermore, the danger of a nuclear war being 
unleashed, with all its consequences for mankind, would increase sharply. Expert 
calculations indicate that, even if both sides possessed approximately equivalent 
large-scale ABM systems, even the most insignifiant differences in their efficiency 
would be likely to substantially undermine strategic parity and destabilize the 
entire strategic situation. In addition to this, sober-minded scientists in the United 
States itself correctly point out that the actual work on implementing the program 
Waslftngton announced is in itself of a provocative and destabilizing nature, regardless, 
of • ! ts mt'flute results . 

SECOND INVENTION. U.S. Administration spokesmen argue a great deal that the development 
of an all-embracing ABM system with space-based components supposedly pursues the 
"humanitarian" goal of rendering strategic nuclear missile weapons "unnecessary" and 
"obsolete" and almost opens the way to the liquidation of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, 
all actions by the U.S. Administration provide evidence that in reality, something 
completely different is intended. In embarking on the implementation of its 
"space wars" program, Washington by no means intends to abandon its multibillion 
[dollar] programs to build up all compenents of its so-called strategic triad, primarily 
ballistic missiles. What "obsolescence" of missiles can they be talking 
about when the U.S. Administration is developing, in parallel with the large-scale 
ABM system, six new types of strategic offensive weapons. The Pen~agon intends to 
have the new MX ICBM's by 1986, the Midgetman by the early nineties, and the new 
sea-launched Trident II strategic missiles by 1989 it is developing 2 new types 
of heavy bombers and is planning to deploy over 12,000 long-range cruise missiles of 
all basing modes. 

When Washington talks about "giving up ballistic missiles," it has in mind the Soviet 
ICBM' s which form the foundation of the USSR' s strategic might. It thinks that, by 
significantly reducing their numbers, it would substantially weaken the potential for 
a retaliatory strike by the Soviet Union. And all this is taking place while the 
U.S. missile-carrying submarine fleet is being reequipped with ballistic missiles 
carrying the potential for a nuclear first strike (Trident II), while the United 
States has its first-strike nuclear missiles in West Europe, and while there is 
unrestricted deployment around the USSR of long-i:'ange cruise missiles of all basing 
modes and of new conventional weapons whose efficiency approximates that of nuclear 
means. 

~ ~are no better as regards the American leaders' assurances that the United 
l States intends, by means of its future ABM system, to supposedly "defend" its European 

allies. In actua l fact, Washington is not very much concerned with the f a te of 
Europeans. The advantages of deploying American space weapons are frankly argued in 
the United States since this would make it possible to conduct a nuclear conflict 
over Europe and not over the United States. 

The real purpose of the U.S. "initiative' ' in "stra t eg ic defense" is not to 
strengthen but to undermine strategi c stabilit y . The "reliable ABM shield," of 
which people in Washington are dreaming, is nothing but a desire to create an opportu­
nity to carry out a nuclear a ttac k from behind this shi eld and deflect a retaliatory 
strike of retribution by the USSR. 
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It is therifore a question not of weapons for defense against nuclear means but of 
new weapons to back up nuclear aggression . 

• But the people in Washtngton are forgetting that the person [tot] against whom 
these decisions are made will not be sitting idly by. He will do everything to thwart 
the aggressor's adventurist plans. And they will undoubtedly be thwarted. The 
United States will never acquire military superiority over the socialist countries, 
even if they perch their new arms up in space. In that case they would achieve just 
one thing -- the sharp intensification of the danger of a nuclear catastrophe and a 
pointless squandering of the material and intellectual resources of their country 
and all ma .... !~ind. The U.S. "star wars" plans are by no means a boon, but a deadly 
threat to the peoples. 

THIRD INVENTION. In an attempt to mislead people, the U.S. leaders state that the 
"strategic defense initiative" is being implemented exclusively within the framework 
of scientific research and experimental design work and that this work allegedly poses 
no real threat of the deployment of a comprehenisve ABM system and do_es not violate 
any existi~ U.S. arms limitation commitments, above all none stipulated by the 

-A:m1 ·i reaty. 

NQ~ __ one wo'!:'d -ef---thes.e.-claJ.ms. is true . Tt is clear that billions of dollars are not 
being spent on scientific research and experimental design work out of love for 
science and technical discoveries. The tests on components of the large-scale ABM 
system which are both already under way and envisaged by the Pentagon are directly 
aimed at creating conditions in which it would just be necessary to take a decision 
on the practical deployment of the relevant means. They want to present the USSR 
with the fait accompli of the already predetermined appearance in the United States 
in the near future of comprehensive ABM defenses, and, if possible, to obtain the 
Soviet side's consent to such actions. 

It is understandable that the Soviet Union will not stand idly by watching to see how 
the U.S. "research" turns out but will in its turn be forced to take the necessary 
measures. That is why excuses about "reaearch" do not alter the crux of the matter. 
The U.S. plans seriously undermine the basis of the process of limiting the arms 

-~- race. They are not only an obstacle to any agreements on nuclear arms limitation 
:·· ... but directly program [prograumirovat] an arms race. 

The commissioning of a comprehensive ABM system with space-based elemants is only 
possible at the cost of scrapping [likvidatsiya] the ABM treaty. The carrying out 
of extensive scientific research and experimental design work and the conducting of 
practical tests of individual components of the system will objectively lead to this 
most important Soviet-U.S. treaty being undermined. Pentagon representatives themselves 
have been forced to_ admit that this is so. "At the present stage ... we are conducting 
research work aimed at determining whether an entirely reliable system can be 
created. If it can we will have to go beyond the framework of the ABM treaty," 
U.S. Defense Secretary C. Weinberger stated unapologetically on 12 September 1984. 
Not even General Abrahamson, the leader of the ABM program, tries to hide the 
Pentagon's true intentions; on 17 December 1984 he stated that "when ever part of a 
comprehensive ABM system has been developed and is ready for use, the United States 
will have to come to an agreement with the USSR on modifying the ABM treaty, since 
certain of its provisions will be at odds with the system's tasks." 

Washington fi gures are not emgarrassed tha t the creation of a comprehensive ABM 
system with space-based elements negates the basic provision of the ABM treaty -- the 
sides' commitment not to create ABM defenses of a country 's territory. 
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Nor are_tbey embarrassed by the fact that the ban enshrined in the treaty on the 
creat@ · of components and space-based ABM systems and the restrictions on the 
creation of such systems based on new physical principles are also being violated. 
They .. want to derail many other multilateral agreements currently in force, such 
as the 1963 treaty prohibiting nuclear tests in the three environments, the 
1967 treaty on the principles governing the activities of states in the exploitation 
and use of outer space. and the 1977 convention on the prohibition of hostile influences 
on the environment. 

Continuing the line toward the violation of its international commitments, the United 
States is vainly counting on hiding behind unfounded accusations against the USSR 
alleging that it is not observing the ABM treaty and other agreements. It is clear 
why these accusations are being leveled. It is al.so clear who is burdened by the 
agreements that have been signed and who is seek:ing lrnYS of aV"Oiding their fulfillment 
and, in<le.ed, of directly violating them. 

The United States' so-called "research" in t.he field of the development of ABM 
defense with space-based elements is leading to the creation of a sit:uation in which 
the entire systes of international law, vhich for the ti.ae being is still curii.lng 
the states' military activeness, might be jeopardized, a situation in which it would 
become completely impossible to achieve constructive accords on anrs limitation and 
reduction. 

'IHE FomrrH IN\IE.SIIllli. In seeking t.o persuade Americans of the need for t.be United 
States to create an all-e=rac.ing ABM system, the \iashington leaders vco.1.d like to 
ascribe. to t:he Soviet Uni.on some programs for creating ABM defense for the country's 
territory. The Soviet Union has no such plans, and Washington is well aware of the 
fact. That is why it: is de.liherateJ.y obscuring the issue. as the saying goes: Either 
the Russi.ans are on the point of creating an all-embracing ABM system or t:hey have 
already created it. Inasmuch as there is no proof of this, for greater "persuasiveness'" 
aention is aade of the Soviet: Union's possession of a luri.t.ed ABM system and of 
an air defense system. 

1he .\nthors of these fatrtications aimed at: the mri.nitiated are obviously not in the 
least eabarrassed by the fac.t. that. t.he lim:it.ed ABM system (one.-reg;ion Amt defense) 
bas been creat:ed in t:he USA. in aeeonanc:e vit:h t:he prorisions of the AIII trea~ (The 
Un:U:ed States bat pre,rirmsly creat:ei a dJPtlar system) a:ad. does not: ewen reaotely • 
resesable die ltroad scal.e AIM aynaa witll apace-based eleaenbl thought ap ia the 
United St:.at:es. It is also clear to every unbiased person that: t:he Sari.et: Un.ioo •• air 
defense syst.ea bears no relati.oa to AIIII defense. 

Ia additloe the arguwmt:s used on this issue by the defenders of the "strategic defense 
initiatt-..e• are ~~ant:ly incoasi.sunt. On the one band they seea to beJ.i.e,re t:hat 
t:o obtain the p...,.,eed •stahiHzing effect" both antagonistic sides - the Un:ited 
St:at:es aod the USSR - should have all--e.J,racing ABM. systeas. Honetheless llashi.ngt:on 

/ 

~fficials st:.ate rit:hout a ttac. e of e.barra.sSBeD. t that: the. •. ..s..U.ua~--~ be "stable" 
· 1.f only the United States has such a syst:ea on a unilateral basis, ~er 

, i1ie better. -·"Ir tlJe·~ - ·aret:Jie- Tirsf to ere.ate such a syst:ea then, according to 
! Weinberger, "it would be very, very dangerous in the world ... It would be very power-

full.y rew:iuiscent. of a world in which the Russians had nuclear weapons and the 
Un.it:ed States had nooe." 

'niere's the defensive arW1t:s "stabilizing" role vhich ~ashington is hypocritically 
discussing. U.S. wilitarists have a good idea of the consequences of the creation 
of an all-enbracing ABM system by one side and it is for precisely that reason that 
they are persistently seeking this for Lhe Cnited States. 
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Also clear in light of this is the point of attempts to unfoundedly attribute their own 
dangerous:3ntentions in this field to the Soviet Union and to conceal their own efforts 
to underm ne equilibrium and acquire strategic superiority over the USSR. 

Despite the- propaganda efforts the Washin gton administration is making to justify the 
creation of an all-embracing ABM system with space-based elements, the opposition to 
this "initiati11e" is growing both in the United States itself and beyond. The opponents 
of the U.S. Administration's plans include eminent mili.tary and political specialists 
who have held leading posts in previous lJ . S. Administrations, the leaders of a number of 
NATO countries, and representatives of the public. 

The U. S. leaders are being cant-ioned - they are being persistently warned that t:he "star 
wars" idea is a ver,· dangel'.ous blunder. 

A blunder frca the political viewpoint. It is impossible to lay cla:ia to th,e pursuit 
of a realist:ic and responsible policy and at: the Saa? t:iJ:le to gaable ao creaUng ever 
new weapons, to reject the arms limitation accords which have been reached, and to dis­
regard t:he interests of the security of the peoples, inc]ucUog their own people. 

A miscalculation from a scientific and technical viewpoint. This was stated very clearly 
by membe.i:s of the USSR Academy of Sciences in their appeal to al1 the world's scientists. 
nteir opinion concurs with t:he authoritative st:at:ement by t:he presidents and representa­
tives of 36 academies of sciences of various countries. It is shared by American scien­
tists who describe the assertions about the possibility of creat:ing an "absolute ABM 
defense" as "the U.S. Administration's aost irresponsihl.e stateaen.ts of late." 

Finally, a very dangerous miscalculation from a military viewpoint: Ihe development of 
work. 011 creating a new Am system does not strengthen America's security but is a step 
taking us closer to the threshold of nuclear war, for which the United States will not 
escape ret:rilrntlon. Attempts to militarize space will inevitably result just in a still 
aare theatening t:wist to the arms race spiral, for vhf.ch all responsibility vi.11 lie vith 
the pTeSent U.S. Adldnistrat:ion. 

nte rapid de-rel.opment: of space tedmology, the opportunities that: ha.e eaeTged for using 
space for military purposes, and the efforts which the United States ia stubbornly under­
t@fng ia thls cH.rectl.OD ha-.e aade the problea of pawat:f:JI& the space .Uft:arlzatim the 

_'
1
-..t: af11111111: "'taait of the pftSellt · tiae. 1he cnatlcm of ..,_. •ttll.e cm ta - tf tlley • 

;.c K Teen ra·· - would 1,e an eatt ly ~alal.ili.ziag factor_. aene • aa fapeta for 
- eia.nt:i.al.ly 1111.cmat:rol.lecl __. r.:e. 

Die pmblea of the aonallitarlzatloa of space affects the -vf.ta1 interests of all waat:fncl. 
A fatal aistake will bave been aade if space becomes an arena of the aDIS race, a brl.dge- • 
he.ad for aggn-ss1aa. E-lexything mast be done to pn!Tent such a deTe.l.opment of e'l'ellts. 

'!he USSlt athucat:es 1,-i.ng fore.er the use of force in space aacl frca space vi th regard 
to the earth. as lle1l. as boa t:he earth vi.th regard to object:s ill space. Jlo kinds of 
weapon - canveutlonal. nuclear, laser, bel:B, or any other - must: be lamu::hed int:o 
space or de-played there, whether in manned or 1JO,-,rnne(\ system;. !lo space strike anas 
based on aay principles of operat:ioo and any kind of basing aust be created. tested, or 
deployed either for use in space or for use fr011 space against targets on the earth, in 
the air, or at sea. Such aeans which have already been created im.st be destroyed. 

Given a radi.c.a.l solution of the problem of the nonmilitarization of space, the way would 
be opened up to substantial reductions of nuclear ams on a reciprocal basis, right: down 
to their total destruction, with. of course. strict obs ervance of the principle of 
equa.1.ity and identic.a.l security. 
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....... 
on the other hand, it is obvious that it is now impossible to resolve the problem of 
nuclear~s in isolation from a ban on space strike arms. Questions of nuclear and 
space arms are organically interconnected, and they must be examined and resolved pre­
cisely as a package at the talks. The resolution of the question of space strike arms 
is of key, priority significance here. Talks on the problem of nuclear arms would be 
devoid of &1eaning and prospect without preserving the ABM treaty and without banning the 
militarization of space. This was stated very clearly and firmly in A.A. Gromyko's 
conversation with Soviet political observers. 

The Soviet initiative, as a result of which talks on a whole range of questions relating 
to nuclear and space arms have been made possible, is an expression of the USSR's prin­
cipled policy of ensuring real progress in the matter of lessening the danger of an out­
break. of nuclear war and improving the entire international situation. We would like to 
hope that understarxiing of the responsibility which lies with the Uaited States ia coo­
nection with the upcoming talks will prevail in Washingtnn, aDd the oeceaaary practical. 
conclusions will be drawn with regard to the task of ensuring their constructive develop­
aent and achieving weighty ccncrete resn1ts for tbe benefit of tbe c:aaae of peace aad of 
reducing the threat of nuc.lea.r var. 

It is not deception of one• s partner and of public opinion that amt be the aia of the 
talks - we cannot agree with such aorality, ~.U. Olernenko eaphasized - but die searda 
for mutually acceptable solutions which would accord with the interests of peace. The 
opportunity to elaborate such solutions must not be missed. 

Possible Geneva 'Detonator' 

PM.251027 Moscow NEW TIMES in English No 3, Jan 85 p 1 

[Editorial: "Start: In Geneva"] 

[Text) And so, a U!IJ start: bas been aade in Geaeva. TIie ta1b bel:Weell Sona Fore.Ip 
Minister Andrey Grcayko and U.S. Secretary of St:at:e George Shult:z were~~ aegot:i.a­
tlons proper, b~ rather t:h.e prel.ude to negotiations. !!le potpowe of dla ae.d.11& ..,.. ~o 
lay tbe gr+w....._k for t:be ~ of WltnaJ1y ~ rc-+Nli • a 111111Dla .Nll7 ~ -'~ 

..... ~-:~~•~• i,na.1-__ -:-. to ptaNt. • ... nee ta~ ~ J~ -~ <-C- .: ~ ~:·;•, ••• .-~ ~-­
,_:,,~t .. ~· . _ • ., -.~.c,~'tW_+ Y!iffni1 "!! : · ::·1ww)i,nr sn ,a: ... • ~ ,- rr0ff't1751r"7 dia1ie!lft~-~ '."'< -~ .... 

' . ·. -~·""¥ Ji-lCl!ll!lli,- .. ~ "otijl!tt:f.ve is t:!ar' • ' • -- • ' •• ~~- "'-': 
• ._, ·. ~ -~ nl tw,,.·u · ;;, t1- ..tao1a ~ to aeaerat _. ·0:ii111t,i . •• ·=f ··• ·, ·~ - t- .. 

' ~ • ., ,. , .. .;!~.~..,: e:;-~ .4:'6~,,; · ...... ._ ~.- . • '., .. c·iJ.JIII.. ... 
.... ~- -~ cu .. "".,... · ., .. : · .·_ ·1<.L: 1.u~:...c 

Big t:hfnp ofua 1-sla wiJ:la miler mes. T1- a4 apb .._. tlle ·.ar die •.1.1.a.. ._ . 
displ.aye.d good wlff...:'tabn the ini.U.ati,-e, ~ tlia et.Mr .W.' diiit;~ate, . :,~.- -
hoping thK ~ --.1~ will. IN! fnU+ ed. It: ...,lanurily ntfnlaal &la I •ea tdli-: . 
t.ary bases, .-.Iat-.lly reel ed :lb a.a ---■I. fan:iaa, ..... ta teee::t• ~ -=1 r --
pans and tllil! depLj t: of a:f..asiles. Al,aenc,e of recf.prad.t:y e.- ..._. 4fM I 1 tlaGN 
vho are certain that they are in t:he right, who be.l1eve iJl the trhapb of. o n aense 
which demands that: a st:op be put to the insane and costly race iJl wbJ.dl tllen caa be 
no vinners and vlrich could reach a point: where all laaan deve1•,t 11t is broagJat to an 
end. Fait.h in reason dictated also the Soriet Union's decision a« to be die first to 
use uoclear weapons. And now, vhen people the world over are i.Dcreaaiagly ccaing to 
realize how great a threat to peace and all bu:113:lity looas froa outer space. it has 
:a.de another constructive nave, unil.aterally undertaking the ~taent not to put anti­
satellit~ veaprms into orbit (the c<m:ait::zient also extends to test Jaamcblngs). 

The Soviet ['oioa is ready to ban nuclear testf' altogether. It is ready also to freeze 
nuclear 2.rselli!.l.s. There are no real raeasures for 11.!A.iting the aras race and bringing 
about act:ual disarr.ianent that the Soviet Cnioo is n()(: ready to accept. 
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I. IC - ENTIRE TEXT! . 

2. SUMMAR Y: A LEN GTHY, UNSIGIIED ARTI CLE IN IZVESTIYA 

JANUAR Y 25 REBUTS US ARGUMENTS IN SUPP ORT OF THE 

STRATEGIC DEHNS E INITIATIVE AIIO GIVES PRIORITY 

TO TH[ PROHI BITION OF SPACE ll[APONS IN THE UPCO~lllG 

US-USSR IIEGO TIATIONS. THE ARTICLE APPEARS TO 6[ AN 

AUlKOR ITATI VE fONSE 10 TH[ 1/Hll[ HOUSE BOOKLET " THE 

FR [ SIDEHT " S STRA TEG I C DEFENSE INITIATIVE" AND OTHER 

OfftCIAL STATEMENTS EXPLAINING l HE PROG~AM. IZVES TI YA 

P~OVID[S BOTH A SUMMAR Y Of THE US JUSTIFICATI ON FOR 

THE PROGRAM -- THE HOST EXTENSIVE YET GIVEN 

~OVIET READERS -- AU D A SUMMARY OF FAMILIAR SOVI ET 

COUNTER -ARGUM EN TS . IT lH R[Al[NS UCSP[ClflEO SOVI ET 

C'.U NH Rr.,~~ u• ,:; l C , DI MIO SAYS PROGRESS ltl NUCLEAR 

ARtlj CONTROL OcPEI-IOS 011 P•EVENTING THE MILITARIZATION 

Of SP~C[. [!JD SU Ml",ARY. 

3. IZVESll \~ ALLELE~ lHAl THE US USES FOUR MAIN 

"III VEIHIOIIS'" TO JU STIFY SDI: 

THAT IT Vlll ENHANCE STRATEGIC STABILITY, 

THAT IT \'Il l MAKE NUCLEAR \l[APOIIS OBSOLETE, 

TH AT THE PROG~AM IS H[RELY RESEARCH, AND 

THAT THE SOVI ET UIIIOU ~AS SIMILAR PROGRAMS . 

D£STA61l l ZING EFFE CT 

4. FAR FRON IIKP.USI IIG SlABILITY, IZ VESTIYA ARGUES, 

TH[ SDI I S DESTAB ILIZ ING . IT AllEC.[DlY UPSETS THE 

SYSTEM OF MUTUAL RESTRAINT IN STRATEGIC DEFENSES \IHICH 

\/AS CODIFIED IN THE ABH TR EATY -- TH E "CORNERSTONE" 

OF THE STRAlEGIC ARNS COIIT ROl PROCESS. 60TH SIDES 

USED 10 RECOGNI ZE, ACC ORDING TO THE ARTICLE, THAT 

UNDER CONDITION S Of PARITY IN OFFENSIVE WEAPONS, TH[ 

EXPAIISIOti OF STRATEGIC DEFENSES BY ONE SIDE "\/OULD 

BE TAHTAHOUIIT TO ACQUIRING THE POlENTIAl FOR A PRE-
EMPTIVE STRIKE." TO MAINlAIN PARITY, THE OTHER SIDE 

1/0ULD BE FORCED TO STRENGTHEN ITS STRA TEGIC POTENTIAL, 

"EITHER SY DIRECTLY 6UllDING UP ITS OFFENSIVE FORCES 

OR BY ADD ITIOIIAL DEfEnSIV[ MEASURES." lHE RESULT -­
AN "UHR ESl RIINED AR MS RA CE." 

SDI lt ll~, o 10 MODnNIZAllON Of us OFFENSIVE /\RMS 

5. IZVESTI YA CL AIMS TH AT, FAR FRON 1/ANTlllG TO HAKE 

NUC LE AR Y[APOIIS OB SOLElE, " All ACTIONS OF THE US 

ADHIIIISlR/\T I OIJ DEMOIJ STRA TE lHAl IN FACT THEY INTEND 

EXACTLY lHE REVERS[ . " THE ARTICLE POINTS TO US 

Pl AIIS TO MODERNIZE US OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR IIEAPONS AS 

PROOF . IT CLAIMS THAT "1/ASHINGT ON " IS REALLY 

INTERESTED ONLY IN REDUCING SOVIET ICBM' S IN 
ORDER TO WEAKEN A SOVIET •ETAllAlORY ATlACK. 

6. IZVESTIYA ALSO CLA IMS THE UNITED STATES IS NOT 

REALl Y IN TERE STED IN DEfE IIDING ITS EUROPEAN All IES 

111TH THE AID OF SDI. "IN THE USA, THEY OPENLY DISCUSS 

BT 
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E. 0. 12356: DECL: OADR 
TAGS: PARM, SDI 
SUBJE CT : IZVESTIYA ARTICLE ATTACKS SDI 

THE BENEf ITS Of DEPLOYING SPACE 1/EAPOIIS BSCAUSE THAT 
IIOULD ALLOI/ TH E CONDUCT OF A NUCLEAR I/AR PRECISELY 
OVER EUR OPE AN D NOT OVER THE USA. " 

7. THE ART ICLE CH AR GES THAT THE EFFORT TO CREATE A 
"RELI ABL E NUCLEAR SHIELD" IS NOTHING MORE TH AN AN 
ATTE MP TTO CREATE TH[ POS SI BILITY OF CAR RYING OUT A 
NUCL EAR ATTACK fR OH UNDER THAT SHIE LD AND AV OID A 
RETALIAT ORY STRl~E FROM THE USSR. " 

OAIIG[ R DUS RE SE ARC H 

8. THERE IS "NOT /.. I/ OR D Of TRUTH" IH US CLAIMS THAT 

SD I IS ~ERELY , P.E~EAR CH PROGRAM 1/HICH ACCORDS 111TH 
US LEGAL OBLIGITIONS AND DOES NOT YET INVOLVE ANY 
THREAT Of ACTU AL DEPLOYMENT, ACCORDING TO IZVESTIYA. 
BILLIOIIS OF DOLLARS AR E NOT BEING SPENT "OUT Of LOVE 
FOR SCIENC E AUD TELHNOLOGICAL DISCOVERIES ." THE 
SOVI ET UNION I/ ILL UOT Al/All THE RESULTS Of THE 
"R ESEARCH," BUT I/Ill EE FORCED TO TAKE "TH E NECESSARY 
MEASURES ." 

A CO MPR EHEI/ SIVf BALllSTIC MISSILE DEFENSE 111TH 
SPACE-BASED ELEMENTS IS IMPOSS IBLE 1/ITHOUT THE "LIOUIDA· 
TIO N" Of TH[ ABM TREATY, IZVESTIYA I/RITES. THE ARTICLE 
OU OTES BOTH SECR ETARY 1/[ INBER GER AND GENERAL ABRAHAMSON 
TO SHOii lHAT Ui OFFIC IALS RECOGNIZE THE INCOMPATIBILITY 
Of SUCH A SYSTEM 111TH THE TREATY. IZV EST IYA CLA IMS 
THAT THE US ALSO I/ AN TS TO "DERA IL" OTHER AGREEMENTS, 
SUCH AS THE LIMITED TEST BAN TREATY, THE OUTER SPACE 
TREATY AUD THE ENVIR OUM[HTAL ~ODIFICATION CONVENTI ON. 

IS . IZVESTIYA CLA IMS "IT IS CLEAR" I/HY THE UNITED 
STATES, ITSELF FOLLOIIING A POLICY OF VIOLATING ITS 
IIHERIIATIONAL DBL IGATIOllS, ACCUSES THE USSR OF 
VIOLATI NG THE ABM TREATY ANO OTHER AGREEMENT~ THE 
ARTICLE MAKES IIO MENTION OF SPECIF IC COMPLIANCE ISSUES, 
LIKE THE KRASNOY ARS K RADA R. 

11. ACCORDIIIG TO IZV[STIY A, SOI IS LEAO lllG TO A 
SITUATIOtl 1/HI CH THRE ATEIIS "THE ENTIRE ltlTERtlATIDNA L 
LEG AL SYSTEM" AtlD IH ~HICH " IT \IOULO BE IMP OSS IBLE 
TO ~CHIEVE co~:TRUCTI VE AGREEMENTS ON THE LIMITATION 
Al:O REDUCT I Oil OF A~MAMEHTS . " 

NO COMPARABLE SOVIET PROGRAMS 

12. IZVESTIYA FL ATLY DENIES THAT THE SOVIET UNION 
HAS PLANS TO CREATE A TE RRIT ORIAL BALLISTIC MI SSIL E 
DEFENSE. THE ART ICLE CLAIMS THAT THE "LIMITED" 
SOVIET ABM SYSTEM ACCORDS WITH THE ABM TREATY AN D THAT 
THE SOVIET AIR DEFENSE SYS TEM "HAS NO CONNECTION 
111TH AIITI-M ISSI LE DEF£NS E." 

THREE MISCALCULATIONS 
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13 . SUMMlllG UP , IZVESTIYA SAYS THE US IS TRYING TO 
UPSET PARITY ANO ACH IEVE STRATEGIC SUPER IORITY OVER 
THE SOVIET UNI ON. OUOTING A STATEMENT BY SECRE TAR Y 
YEIN6ERGER ABOU T THE OAIIG[R OUS CONSEOUENC ES FOR THE 
UNIHO STATES IF THE SOVIE T UNI ON \/ER[ TO ACHIEVE A 
TERRITOR IAL BALLISTIC MISSI LE DEFENS E FIR ST, IZVESTIYA 
SAYS THAT US LEADERS NE VER THELESS 6ELIEVE THAT SUCH 
A SYSTE M IN TH[ Hl llDS OF THE UNIT ED STATES ALONE 1/0ULO 
P~OMOT[ "STABILITY .• 

11 . THE U~ POilTIOH IS AllEGEDLY BA SE D ON THRE E MIS­
CALCULATIONS: 

-- POLITICAL LY IT IS ll[ITH[R "R[Al IS TIC" tlOR "R ESPO!ISI BLE" 

TO HS[ A POLI CY ON "CREA TING I/ El/ER AND NEII ER 1/[APONS, 
REJECT IN G PAST A~MS CO NTR OL AGREEMENTS , ANO DIS­
RE GAR DlllG TH E SECURITY OF PEOPLES." 

-· FROM A oCIE NT IFIC -TEC HN ICAL VIEi/POiNT, THE EFFORT 
TO CREA TE AN "AB SOLUTE " BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE IS 
FUTILE. 

-· Mi l lTARILY , SOI I/Ill ONLY UHL EASH A NEIi, MORE 
THR EATENING ROUND IN THE ARMS RACE. IZVESTIYA CALLS 
IT "A tJEP TOJARO THE THRESHOLD OF HU CLEAR \/AR ." 

UPCOMING IIEG OTIATIONS 

IS. THAT ARTICLE COIICLUOES BY EMPHASIZING THE IMP OR TA NCE 
OF BANII ING "SP ACE STR IKE 1/E AP OIIS" IN THE UPCOMING 
ARMS CONTROL TALKS: 

-- " ... IT IS OBVIOUS THAT IT IS NOii IMPOSSIBLE TO 
SOLVE THE PROB LE M OF NUCLEAR 1/EAPONS SE PARATELY 
FROM THE PROH IBI TI ON OF SPACE STRIKE 1/EAPONS." 

-- "1111HOUT PRESERV ING THE ABM TREATY, AND 1/ITHOUT 
FORBIDDING TH [ MILITARIZATION OF SPACE, NE GOT IAT IONS 
ON THE PR OBL EM OF NUCLEAR IIEAPONS 1/0ULO BE DEVOID 
OF HEANIIIG AND PROSPEC TS." 

CO MME NT 

16. THE AR TI CLE PROVIDES THE SOVI ET AUDI ENCE 111TH 
THE FUL LE ST EXPLANATION YET OF TH E US RATIONAL E FOR 

SOI. AT THE SAME TIME, IT MAKES CHARACT ERIS TIC DIS­
TORTIOIIS AB OUT TH E US POSITION, SUCH AS THE CLAIM THAT 
SOI IS INTENDED TO PERMIT NU CLEAR AGGRESSION AGAINST 
THE .USSR Il l TH OUT FEAR OF RETALIATION. IN SUM, THE 
ARTICLE IS THE HOST SOPHISTICATED RE PACKAGING IIE HAVE 
SEEN OF MOSCO\/ ' S CASE AGAINST SOI. AS SUCH, IT IS 
LIKELY TO BECOME THE "B IBLE " OF SOVIET SPOKESMEN IN 
THE GR OIIING SO VIET PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN AGAINST THE 
US SPACE ARMS COllTROL POSITI OII. HARTMAN 
BT 
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