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Subject: D SPQQch on U.S. Arms Control Pclzcy

e way

Attached is 2 draft speech on the general issue of U.S,

arms control policy, for use by American speakers in Europe.
It is easily adaptable to use in the United States,

The text is long, but modular, and can bDe reduced in
length as circumstances may require. In addition to guotes
incCicated, it heavily paraphrases public remarks by the
President, by Secretary Shultz, Gen. Rowney, the daily press
briefers, and other acdministration officials.

} .
This text is designed to:

build recognition of the President's genuine commit-

ment to arms reductions and to peace, vhich have
been under doubt:;

= - - -

reinforce positive'aspects of tho_rrosidont's posi~-
tion, and suppert for the two-tratk decision;

avoid reactive discussion of specific negotiating
proposals, but to make Soviet responsibilities clear.

We would appreciate the comments cf the NSC staff on the
draft and 2sk that you pass a copy to Mr. Gergen.

Comments may be returneé¢ to the author, Mr. Robert M.
Smelley, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Public Affairs,

We a2re simultaneously seeking comments from Messrs. Burt,
Howe, Bosworth, and Lehman (ACDA).



Today the world is engagec in a great dedate »- an over-
fiding'issue that has become the fundanental cancern of cur age.

It is the issué of preserving nuclear peace.

Th§ issue of nuclear arms control.

The centerpieces of this debate are the proposals now on
_the table in Geneva to bring about deep reductions 1n Suviet
and American long-range nuclear missiles, and the removal of a
whole class of - intermediate-range weapons from European soil.

Thesé are President Reajan's propoéals.

They are bold and imaginative initiatives designed to
secure peace--peace with juStxce, with security, and with freedr¢
‘for all'of us who cherish {t. |

From the beginning of his Administration, Presicent Reajan
has seen that the road to a more secure peacé for the world lies
in dramatic reductions in armaments.

Today for the first time in the nuclear age, arms control
negotiators are not dealing with proposed limits on the rate of
growth in weapons. Today we are dealing in substantial cutback:
of numbers ... in arms reductions.

The bas{s of the START talks in Ceneva is the President's
call for major reductions on both sides in the arsenals of

intercontinental missiles; and the INF negotiations result from

his call for elimination of weapons which currently threaten

Western Europe.



In both cas=s, very stron; enc fir= 1I".S. aras geduction

policy is being :iwylemented by very sirong ahd firn negntiatorss.

In recognizing that thé aumbers o weapons must Come cown,
the Soviets have {cllowed President Reagan's lead, sugyesting
smaller cgtbacks to less precise levels. "The Soviets have
responded in both negotiations with their own proposals.” Mr.
Reagan said last mconth, "so a ser:ous foundation for progress
has been laid."

And the President has stated emphatically that we will
stay at the negotiating table as long as there‘is any chance of
achieving an agreement.

He is absolu:ely committed to Qrms controj agreements Ddased
_ o& equality of strength ... which would 5}oduce political
stability, with a lessening of worid tensions ... and agreement:

which will ensure effective verification.

PARADOX

Today I want.to talk about the President's arms.control
policies and their close ¥olationship with all of youihore in
Western Europe.

Oon the :éce of it, his proposals have been s0 bold and so
clear that controversy over the issue 18 almost ironic.

But the challenge of reducinq-the risks and cangers of the
nuclear age is a subject replete ~ith paradox.

Nuclear war has become SO unthinaadble that the only

conceivable use of nuclear weapons 1e to. prescrve the [eace.,



The intricacies of nuclear Ceterrance T, LT ;:ua:_ex{er-
tise; vet we don't alwsays trust the experts.

And no subject carries a greater cemand for calm, raticna!l
thcught-=-but few suljects sé vivic.y stir ourAemotions.

There is a creat need for enl.jhtenment on the issue--jye!
‘much of the public discussion about it, on both sides of the
Atlantic, has been filled with innncence and ignorance.

As recently as last November, many Americans were vxrtuall?
unaware that Precident Reagan hacd [ut forward unprececdented
proposals to reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons--and jn nne
claces of weapons, to zero--in the 1nterest of peace.

But today that has changed. The American purlic has become
sharply aware that the Reagan proposals acttually are on the
table being negotiated with the Soviets.

The issue of nuclear arms control is being uid;ly P
cussed in the Americanlpress.

People have begun to realize the complexities of achieving
nuclear arﬁs contrcl agreements with the Soviets.

And on Capitol Hill, the Congress ajain is debating the i13s.¢
of a nuclear freeze, along with complex questions of nuclear arms

production, deployment and policy.

HISTORY

The Congress is no stranger to Great Debates on historic

1ssues of defense anc toréign poclicy. And history is never

hesitant to judge the outcome.



The leutzal:®y 3:ts 9f the %375 were {ierc
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.y Cedated--
and they effectively rgmoved the ini1ted States fr-m play~ﬁ§
Sny role in the deterrenée of Worid war Two.

In 1952, there was another great dedbate in the United
States Senate, with a different outcome. An historic decision
was reached to station American troops i{n Europe--and with
that, we cast our lot irrevocably with the peonple of this ‘
continent. |

That commitment to secufity an¢ peace for al! of us remain~
in effect today. 1% has been suppcrted and continued by every
American administration, Repudlican anc Democratic., for more then
three decades. |

It is the founcation of our NATO partne:ship. and the.
cornerstone of peace...a partnership which has given us the
longest peace Europe has known in this;century.

Our partnership is firmly Dasec on shared values--
political, economic and cultural, as well as military.

wWe alsc

share whatever risks may be inherert in our mutual commltment
tc resist aggression.

From his first day in office, President Reagan has joined
in the Americ;n commitment to Europe, to NATO and to peace.
His foremost concern and respongibxlity has been to preserve
peace with justice--and to strengthen the NATO alliance which
protects it.

He sent Vize President Bush tc Europe to reaffirm our

pclicy of close cunsultation with our allies on common



v issues--and I Sia%al toth cur ailies
anc the Sovie: mi1cn that we are f:r— in Dur coAmitment L)

peace and security in Europe and to genujne arms recuct:ion,

ARMS fCYTPOL AND PE/CE

The great pull.> discussion over Ine issue Cf 8rnc Coniryl,
on both sides of the Atla‘tic, has drawn upon the honest fears
ot nuclear disaster held by many well-meaning pecple.

In some instances, supporters of the nuclear freeze conrcep?
and related ideas have tended to cast the 1ssue--w:ttxn;l} or
cthervise--as though it were a referend&m on who uanté “ar and’
who doesn’'t.

It is not. The fact is, no onevholdz a monopoly on the
abhorrence of nuclear war. Everyone‘uants.peace. |

The great discussion is over tne question of how to preserve
it. Secretary of State Shultz put it clearly into focus when
he said, "Everyone shares the hope that we can constcht a woric
which is at peace and has an increasing element of jus:;ce...bux
we are not the only people'with awesome weapons. We understand
.the fears that people have. We also understand that when you
are confranting with a strong aggresscr, the worst thing you car
do 15 to let your own defenses cec....c and allow fear to lead e

into appeasement.”

President Reagan spoke for all Americans when he said, “5

nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought. So to



thcse wno Protest azainst rucl, .al, 1 can "nl, sav, !'f.Q{
4CU.... NO one f‘eels more than I the need for peace.”

This is not just rhetoric. .

He has said privately, and with great teelin;, Lhat‘hts
deepest hopes as President are to achieve peace (n t+d ways--
peace in the Mi1ddle East, and arms control agreements which

will restore the world's sense of security.
That kind of peace is not just the absence of war, but

the peace of mind that comes from not being threatened Dy war--

by nuclear blackma:il--or by conguest. Not a fragile peace

that hangs in danger day by day, but tﬁe'security of knowing
that peace will continue ovgr the lbnd-term.

The commitment to peace which all of-us share as members
of NATO is based upon the policy of deterrence. Dotorrodce.xs
the prevention of war by making the cost of pgg}ession unaccept-

ably high.

| In today's world, this means that any surprise attack, by
any potential aggressor, wopld end 1n cdisaster, not victory.
NO one must ever risk starting a nuclear war,

In the nuclear age, no other policy makes sen;c. And no
other policy offers better assurance of permanent peace.

The validity of deterrence was proved in the Cuban mxssxle"
crisis of 1962. Here was a genuine Jangerous confrontation--
yet nuclear peace prevailed because *-: United States clearly‘haa.

the deterrent to preserve it--anc the Soviets knew we had the

will to do so.



[TTERRENCE

Since Ww II, two threads of deterrence policy have run
throughout every American administration.
Each has jcined in the commitment tO maintain whatever

nuclear strength was needed to preserve peace.

And every American Presi&ent has tried to advance the cauQe
of nuclear arms control.

Today we continue to have thcse same two pol:cies for the
nuclear éqe—-preservinq nuclear peace through strength, wh}lé
trying to negotiate nuclear security fo; all ages to.come.

This so-calleC Two Track policy is sharel Dy our NATO all:i:c:
here in Europe--to‘maintain.strength for peace on.the one hanz,
ané to negotiate for arms controls on the'other{'

On the record, these policies have succeedec.; Desﬁite the
outbreak of more than 100 wars around the glode since the end o
World War Two, nuclear peace has Leen maintained, and some
significant arms control agreemeni. have been achieved,

Together with the Soviets and others, we have achieved
treaties which controlled or banned the testing or use cf
nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, .n outer space, and under
the sea, Anti-ballistic missiles, nuclear proliferation,
nuclear accidents, and limitations on strategic missile
launchers~-=-all were dealt with Dy treaties anéd agreements.

Unfdrtunatély. our efforts were not always successiy],

The Soviets turned down the Baruch Plan of 1946, 1n which we



néfared to turn over 2ll American atanmic weapens to an inter-
rational body--at a time when we had an atomic monopoly--and
went on to develcp their own atomic weapons, 5

They also rejected President Zisenhower's proposals for
“open skies" and "atoms for péace.“
- But over the years there has been enough progress to
encourage us to continue the search for agreements with the
Soviet Union to control nuclear weapcns.

That qguest is underway today on the basis of President

Reagan's initiatives.

And President Reagan is firmly committed to nuclear peace

:through deterrence.

| He believes that deterrence will continue to uork-sﬁhiu
it can keep the peace--{f three conditions prevail. T

First, the United Stato§ must be roughly in balance with
tbe Soviets in nuclear strength. 1If the balance were to be
lost and the scales tipped in their favor, they would not only
hold a military advantage but alsu . uangerous capacity for
diplomatic blagkmail and political intimidation throughout the
world.

Second, the President knows that deterrence will work only
1f a potential aggressor has no &dubt that the United States has
the will as well as the means to retaliate. It must be cleqr—-
as 1t was in Cuba--to our adversaries and allies alike that
agcression againct Western Europe woulcd be repaid with devasta-

t:ng force--just as it would be against the U.S.



. 2
Third, fcr cetezrence to de ass.red, nur foroes -usl @
ab*le to survive a creemptive attacx and retaliate effectavely
The ability toc strike back would lose its sting=--and :its jeace-

keeping force--if nld missiles were frozen into silne, nr cid
ping

tombers and submarines frozen in thelr obsoclescence.

THE SOVIET BUILD-UP

Tocday our nucléar deterrent capadility is Dased on a
talanced Triad of forces--B-52 manned bombers, nuclear suSma-
rines and intercon(inental missiles, land-based :n the United
States.

With this triad, we reached a level of detorreni capa“
Pility in the early 1970s wﬁich we {hOUQQ}. in_gttéct, was sqf?_
ficient to preserve the peace--and ~e¢ rested on our oarn."we"
believed the Soviets had achieved rough parity with us in all
the measurable elements of nuclear strength, and we thou;ht
they would be satisfied, as we were, with a nuclear bdalance.

But they were not.

For their part, the Soviets launched the most macsive
bux;dup of nu;lear weapons and delivery systems 1n the histcry
of the nuclear age. By the end of the 1970s:

--They had achieved numerical superiority :n strategic
weapons and bombers, as ugll as conventional military forces.

--Their total number of nuclear weapons 1ncreasec, uhx;e
curs actually declined.

--They have concentrated on deveioping land-5ased missi len

which have a first-strike capability--very large, accurate,



|nrg-range weancne which could . . “ense damaje S0 detarroat
torces within the United States itself.

--And as you kﬁow so well here, they have Ceplcyed an
arsenal of some 330 §§-20 intermeliate ranje nuclear n.ss:les
(not to mention another 300 older mndels) a:med a: ail the
ﬁATO allies in Europe--with no comparadle systems or numders
yet deployed to defend against them.

Téday Western Furope is lookinj; down the gun barrel of
thpusands e’ wgrﬁcads. each more pbwertul than the one used
against Hiroshima. And the number cf these deployed Snuviet
weapons continues to grow.

Yet there is still not.a singie comparable NATO weapon
in place. - .

This is the stuff of vhich-nuclear blackmail andqu}::xca¥

intimidation can be made.

The hard fact 1s that the Soviet buildup has been vastl

v
gfeater than anything they would have needed for their. own
defense, their own pclicy of deterrence, or to “keep uﬁ' with
Arerican efforts.

By this funauay bujildup of weapons, it was the Soviets
themselves who raised grave questions adbout their own purpose
angd 1ntentions.

It was they who started an arms race when there was none.

In a period of crisis, the acdvantages they hoid i?day.aré
dangerous capabtilities indeed in tne hands of a ~atin~ that

has already pﬁt a jun at the heads cf Afchanistan and rolana.
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Nor has their =::ldup ended, Tnlay tney ars tors-a

", e
misciles, which w-uld further ekpan& thelr ad.iity tou attack
Eanpe and thé United States. Andé by 19ﬂ5. Sovier s;uend;
for strategic weapons is projected tn he ;lmost 2 to.l : %

than ours.

THE AMERICAN BALANCE

Now what of the American capadbility, which we "-Ce¢ though
te be sufficient?

While over 8% percent of Moscow's nuclear missile wart.eads
sre on systems deployed in the las: 1N years, only 45 rercent
wf ours are on systems deployed 1in Lhai same periocC.

-- We have allowed our bombers 1z grgw old, while the

Soviets built new ones and developed efficient air>défen5e

systems,

-- We settled for an aging submarine fleet, and cid not
beyin to launch the new Trident super submarines until .98).

-- Our land-based missile systems aged in their silos:
while the Soviets went on deploying and deploying new systeﬁs;

As a result of all this, we do not have the deterrent
capability that we had just 20 years ago. Our long-range
missiles--those deployed in the Uni-ec States--as well as other.
deterrent weapons--are vulnerable to attack--the famous winlow
of vulnerability.

To be sure, the American nuclear shield 1s sti1l)] te
~crld's best hope for peace. Our ctrength and cur rescive

have widespread respect. 4



Zut ~e face :mTalances Whifh are n0t just a “uThers aTe.
Secause of the nuclear weapons a:me:! at both Eurcpe and

America tcday, the {uture is less secure. Peace its«lf is less

seCule.

NATO's 1.4F DECISIC!
The NATO alliance has set out to restore the balance--

and to do it on twin tracks.

We are rebuilding strength to maintain peace, anc at
the Same time pursuing negotiation.; "o preserve it.

We do not seexk military supericrity in any sense, now or
i the future ... but neither can we afford to play a.;amevo!
nuclear roulette, based upok unilateral ggakneSs.

Militarily, we are reinforcing our deterrenﬁ'capabilf:i;AJ
Sy upgrading land, air and seapower. We are modefni:ing';he
deterrent forces that have grown old.

In this. effort, your American partners recognize and
appreciate that the overwhelming ma ority of conventional
tcrces 1in Europe tnday are Europeans.

But perhaps of greatest importance to our common future
is the fact that the NATO allies are now ptebared to recress
the imbalances that have been created by Soviet iﬁtermedxate-
range missiles aimecd at Western Europe.

The NATO governments made a decision in 1979--and they.
fave reaffirmec it repeatedly, as recently as last Decemher--

to deploy similar wecapons beginning at the enl of this year.



-3 -

Trose cdeplovrents wWill proceen ualess the E~v ety ajree

*nrough negntiaticons, to remove the weapons which they

e
nare deployed against this continent.

The decision to deploy the rer:ning Twoe and the gr-und-
launched Cruise missile is a direct response by NATO to the
massive Soviet deploymeni.of §S-20s, which has already nccurred.
1! thé Soviets wish tco prevent NATD's modernization jprojzram, zr;,

‘sniution i1s on the table in Geneve..

This is a European initiative. lt‘is a NATO cual-track
decision to uhich the United Statv- s 3ubscrxb1nq. Tnis ts
nct & question of the United Stater ;mposing 1ts.;ol;cy on
Western Europe. This is 8 UYecision of the alliance.

The Soviets have made it clear, up to now, that tnéy'do
net want of fsetting missiles to be avployed in Western furope.
They want to maintain their monopoiy--and theretore; implicitly
Ltheir capability to strike, or to threaten.

President Reagan has called cn the Soviets tu"ref:asn e~
propaganda and Joi1n us in'genuine dicarmament. We Lelieve the
best solution for both sides is zero-zero," he saic¢. “We have
al«o said we will listen to and negotiate any fair propesals Lk
are made.” But he added: “The So':et Union 1s demanding the
right t¢ ... hit every population certer {n Europe, it they dor’
want a single weapcn of deterrent nature there on the other side .’

The alliance will not permit this dangerous mancpoly to

continue. The Soviets have a chcice Hf seriously negotiating

an agreement or allied deployment.



-

The zero/zern proposal is a2 fa:r, Dalanced, netesrary

viiort to neutralize a2 threat to -u:tern security.

,QFCDTIATIONS ; t

Yet we do not delieve it 1s 1mjpwssidle to negrotiate

significant, vgri!iable reductions :n nuclear weapons “ith the
Soviets.,

The history of past negotiations tells us that uhhn'ie ate
ready to deploy weapons, they become ready to join us at the
negotiating tadble. The ABM treaty was a major case !n point,

Today the alliance is ready '~ deploy weapons :in the
inrterest of its own safety and protcction--and Presicdent

Rezgan now says of both the INF and CTART_ talks, "I am
convinced that we can make real progress.”

His words are very clear. "We will consider every serfous

proposal ,” he said, "and we have tie determination tc succeed

1. this, the most important under:akini of our generation.”

And so our negotiators liste~ - .. efully to what tne

Sviets have to say. We hope their words will be translated

:nto positive actions in Geneva and elsewhere.

We believe that progress toward sound agreements--toward
the withdrawal of weapons--can De nade, if the Soviets
«v,u:xaté serioucly, rather than ti:ough public gestures.

Our senlor INF negotiator, Ambassador Nitze, has Ceclared,

“1. order to negotiate seriously, 1t regu:ires ‘'give' on the

Sov.et side, 1f they ‘'give,' I am sure we will j5:ve serious

cunsaideration te any cerious proposat.”



-t ot

President Feazan not only adliressed Rimsell ¢n tre INF
talks when he spoxe of the mos: :im;crtant undertazing nf our

‘generation.

At the STAPT talks, also teing teld in Geneva, & ave
vigorously pursuing his proposals for dramatic recductions in
long-range, intercontinental strategic missiles. Our goal
is to redudg the numbers of missi.. . by one-half, the numbders
«f warheads by one-third, and to ach:eve total balance in
aumbers with the Soviets., The chief American regotiatnr,
Ecward Rowney, has expressed gdarded optimism on the outcome
of these talks.

President Reagan also has offered the Soviets a series
of proposals which we call Confidence Buficing &easu;ess-
designed to reduce international rensions, ana the risx o!.
surprise attack, as we try to achieve major arms contrcl
agreements. The Soviets have expressed i1nterest i1n these
concepts.

Beyond Geneva, in the same spirit, we are negotiating
with the Soviets in Vienna for mut.ul reductions of ccaven-
tional forces to balanced levels.

In each of these efforts, the " S. and the NATO alliance
heve taken the lead. In each, we have consulted closely with
our friends in Western Ed}ope. to assure that we are serving
OUr common interests as Qell as our <0 naticnal 1nterests,

.

“u! 1n each of these, we will cont:nue to worn at ,i.7 s:i1de

.

t.yv arms reduction and for peace.



The President hes salc,

& e i Le®

~

ancerstand that the way to reduce the nucilear hreal .-

e

18

negotiating in a sincere spirit, and not Dy trying 1D acw
division between the American pecple and our MNATO partners.”
‘We are not rigidly rejecting overtures to peace. ve

ate considering with our allies every proposal which might

genuinely help to produce peace.

VERIFICATION

wherever the negotiating patrn may lead us, one thiﬁg is
certain.

No agreement is possible, and none can be of lasting
value to generations to come, unlecs 1t includes etfect)vé
means of verifying arms reductions. -

The whole concep; of a treaty to reduce nuclear arms
bevones meaningless and even dangern:s unle#s the terms of
Lhe treaty can be effectively verified.

In the case of arms control arnd arms reduc;ion. this isc
A ‘idhly technical challeﬂge. 1nve ! ng satellite n&servahce

and other means. The United Stater ras made 1t clear that

any future agreements must go beyond these national methpds of
veriftication.

Compliance cannot be left to.trust alone.

Unfortunately, the Soviet record for compliance with
stternational asreements is less tran perfect. Recent
evioence of violatiens of existing treaties prohaliting

rhivmical warfare 15 a case in point,



Tut QUT Cniel =eg3iator at the SALT talss, awniera, r
Rowney, says he is "encouragec ancd nleased®™ Iy relent Spviet oo L

statements that proper and advancel verification nearc-

should be emploYed.

’SALT 11 :
In the world's troubled search for an end tn tre tensiore
of the nucle#r arms race, it may sometimes De temptin; to thin.
tnat there is a quick or easy fix to the dangers of wur time.
We héat many Gguick fix proposals today.
For example, scme have said we should stil] ratitly SALf Tw
S8ut SALT Tﬁo would have permxtted the Soviets tc 1nCrease
thie number ancd Cestructive potentiai of their nuclear ggabﬁns,~..
dramaiically--thereby increasing tn} Soviet threét 'O &cierfkni

terces based within the United States. The President's reduc-

tions in the numbers of weapons would be far more preferable.

NUZLEAR_FREEZE

Other gquick-fix advo;ates honestly believe that both
s1des should commit themselves to a so-called nuclear freeze--
on the testing, production and de; ' yment of nuclear weapons.

That idea is being debated a2 ::n in the United States.

But there would be glaring prollems with a frecze--

croblems which would actually jeor:=: 3ize peace, rather than

strengthen hopes for it.
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‘= A freecre wepld lock the Saviets inta than

auclear advanlaies Ang Monopolies--and would lees o Aot

imdalances that eXist toGay--th. v«ry ONeS we musterezress,
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to equal levels. It would nandica; the talks that are QJow

underway in Geneva.
the

-

-- A freeze cnul@ jecparcize ur Conmmitments. t:
cecurity of Europe, Japan and elsewhere.
-- And finally, a freeze 1s ju=t .not good encuy!.

Heductions==-seriwous Cuts 1N nuabers--are much mere ;rsefpralle.

freeze could tske years to negot.iate. :
-l’.ne ""C'b.f."z.'. s

~

So the price cf a freeze to Lhe iUnited States andt

alliance would te unacceptably high--and cangerous tuEpéace{

“no FIRST USE"
We have also heard quick-fix proposals that the (Inijted

States and the Soviet Union should _ledge “No First Use® of

nuclear weapons.
But the fact 1s, no such pledge 13 necessary.

What is needed 1s respect for existing commiiments,.

Every nation that has signecd t'.« 'nited Nations Tlarter

an® the Helsinkl Final Act aiready las renounced aggression

rhe threat or use of force.

or
The Warsaw Pact contains :1ts c.c article rencuncin, the
use ar threat of fotce.

R



ARG tne JATD 3lli:ance is {ounde’ NN tRe
ftorce can ce usel ~nly in self-defense. Thi
as recently.as Juﬁe of last year; <hen the NATQ nat:.ns
piedgec that none 0f Our weapsns--: . l.RAT OrF Coave~t: nal--
will ever Fe useC except in response te attack.

‘The need today is not so much for a new declaration of

purity or good intention as it is f{cr a demonstralle .mprovemer

in behavior by some nations. Pres:dent Reagan has specifically

stated that improved relations "must result from moderaticn
in Yoviet conduct, not just our own gobd 1ntentiéns; ~e and
our democratic partners eagerly await any serious acé}ens and
wfcposals the Soviets may offer ... which can genuinely

acvance the cause of peace.”

Such actions, he specified, must include ending the
bloodshed in Afghanistan, allowing reforms in Poland, and

showing restraint in the Middle East.

UNILATERAL DISARMAMENT

Finally, there are those few on Doth sides of t:e Atlantic
who Delieve simplistically that the road to pe@ce lies 16
disarmament--even 1f it is unilateral Jdisarmament..

Theirs is perhaps the most dangerous folly of all.

History 1s littered with exam_.les of one-siled 1mjwtence.

There were pacifists in both Europe and America 1nA;ﬁe'
1930s, who were instrumental not 1r deterring war---ut an
deterring fhe rreparations which moo it have preverted aar,
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After worlalwa: 92, the first thing we Cil 1n the nited
~States was to deﬁe&ilxze immed.ately., Witnin 3 matter of
-roaths, we had stripped cufselves to a point where we could not
have put a single unified civision in the faield. .

Anc Soloro long, we leafned the price of not having a
capability to ensure and enforce world peace.

In Qquick order, Joseph Stalin crushed a revolution in
Poland in 1947, seized Czechoslovakia in 194f, sealed off
aerlinvin 1949, and domlﬁated huge chunks of Eastern Europe.

We know what his poclitical successors went on to do to

Hungary in 1956, to Berlin in 1961, to Prigue in 1968, Not

tc mention Afchaﬁistan. Poland and elsewhere within our own

experience.

The gquestion that must face the so-called peace movements
of today is, "How do you propose that we protect the peace if
we are not strong enocugh to deter war and aggression? How do
‘you propose to organize a durable peace in a world where some
men and some nations inevitably thirst for cominion over others?

wWhat will you do if and when the armed battalions start to move

again--or the missiles degin to fly?*

CONCLUS ION

Nuclear war today is unthinkable to all of us, and we see
preparedness as an instrument of peace.

Nuclear weapaons have chanjed both the nature and the
consequences of war. They have made surprise attacks and

accidents incredi>iy mcre dangerous than before.
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fut they have Lrougat adout very iite

-

e, 1{ any, change-fo
in the basic caucws =f war. They have Zone ndthing to e
eliminate the taste for'ag;tgssion that some nations always

have--nor do they adbclish tﬁe-danger of confreontation between . _

nations.

‘The terrible fact is‘that the genie is out of the bottle -
and cannot be put back in. Man cannot disinvent the bomb.
So if we ca=ncst abolish it, our challenge is to tame it
and controi it.
This is what we seek to do through' agreements that would

control and recduce nuclear arms levels in the world-in which

we live.

s 13

Treaties ani other international aqE;cments are means of
regulating the behavior of nations--including any who might

find aggression tempting.

In our common efforts to secure a peace in which men can
‘practice justice and freedom, we must de$17ﬁot onfy with the
bomb--but with the benavior of nations which possess the
terrible weapons mankind has developed.

The arms control and reduction agreements we seek are

investments in peace for all mankind,

President Reagan spoke for the hopes of all people when

\

he said, "I have and T will continue to seek \ealistic arms
L)

control agreements on nuclear and conventional forces., Our

propesals for massive reductions i1n strategic arsenals and
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S tme eliAinal

A% éntire clasg cf vllvar missiles

.. “eserve.the support nf a.l <%0 seek geruine arws reduc-

o 3 want ap\fgreeﬂeh; rn strategic nuclear wJeapons

‘

—- \ \ y 5
that reduces the riesk of war, lowers the leve! ~f arma=ents,

= and- enhances global security. <we can accept -o less.”

PA:RMSmalley:bds
1/724/83
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

VIA LDX

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. L. PAUL BREMER, ITL
Executive Secretary
Department of State

. COLONEL ROBERT T. MEEHAN
Assistant for International Matters
- Office of the Secretary of Defense

MR. THOMAS B. CORMACK
Executive Secretary
Central Intelligence Agency

COLONEL CHARLES F. STEBBINS
Executive Assistant to the Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

SUBJECT: Study Group to Review Proposal for a Joint
U.S.=-USSR Communications and Information Center

The President has directed that the National Security Council
undertake a study of a proposal for a joint U.S.-USSR Communications
Information Center. A meeting on this subject under the
chairmanship of the Deputy Assistant to the President for ’
National Security Affairs has been scheduled for Thursday, '
May 27, 1982, at 3:00 p.m. in Room 305 of the 0ld Executive

Office Building. Please advise my office (395-3044) of the

name of the representative who will attend the meeting from your

agency. (8)

% Michael 0. Wheeler

Staff Secretary
CLASSIFIED
NLS !
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e ‘7
‘ p f{‘j.ﬂ“
SECRET - . M ’@\;hwi.
Review May 20, 1988. x/J i*

PRESERVATION COPY



0\

NSC/S PROFILE : CONFTBENTTAL e ID 8290267
' ‘ ASSIF }ﬁ\\ RECEIVED 29 APR 82 20

TO PRESIDENT FROM JACKSON, HENRY M DOCDATE 28 APR 82
PIPES 30 APR 82
PIPES 04 MAY 82
KEYWCRDS: USSR CcCo

SUBJECT: SENATOR JACKSON LTR TO PRES

Ty e

ACTION: PREPARE MEMO FOR CLARK DUE: 07 MAY 82 STATUS P FILES

s iy s

P

FOR ACTION FOR CONCURRENCE FOR INFO
PIPES KRAEMER LORD WHEELER
wﬂ'_ﬁ:;;‘.:y.- .
BAILEY

COMMENTS ** NO COPIES OF LETTER TO COMMENT/INFO STAFFERS

REF# LOG NSCIFID (B/ )

ACTION OFFICER (S) ASSIGNED ACTION REQUIRED DUE COPIES TO
AR Bk st S . - P— P
A A——— A " e - s v
e — . bt Sl ot
T I T )
- 4 TR — s T p—— —

DISPATCH : S

A M A AL A B0 N s W/ATTCH FILEM (€




National Security Council
‘The White House -

Ny " T_’ - — )
Package # /C'( «'-/—L +’

SEQUENCETO HAS SEEN ACTION

John Poindexter

Bud McFarlane

Jacque Hill

Judge Clark il

/ ' .
John Poindexter | // ‘,-
Staff Secretary - ////4

Sit Room

I-Information . A-Action R-Retain D-Dispatch
DISTRIBUTION

ce: VP Meese Baker Deaver

Other

COMMENTS

./

-~

| —’_I‘," o5 . -
///"[_,{.,»\_,UW AT

/

wt



//) /26

UECLADS LFI1Ls,
< OO D09

N

NL
/

aY

le/z/pt.

NARA, DATE

System II :5
I L 90267

MEMORANDIUTM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
CON SENSITIVE

ACTION May 10, 1982 SIGNED

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK  ppPfC—

SUBJECT: Senator Jackson's Proposal for a Joint U.S.-USSR
Communications and Information Center

Senator H. Jackson has written you a letter, dated April 28 (Tab

B) in which he urges the establishment, in cooperation with the
Soviet Union, of a Joint Communications and Information Center to
forestall a nuclear war breaking out between our two countries
through misunderstanding or miscalculation. This proposal addresses
itself to the danger that, as new countries gain access to nuclear
weapons and the risk rises of terrorists laying their hands on

them, a third-party nuclear attack on either the U.S. or the USSR
could be misinterpreted either in Washington or in Moscow as
launched by the other "superpower", producing a massive retaliatory
strike. Senator Jackson believes that a group of high-level U.S.
and Soviet officials, working side by side (presumably in a neutral
country) and enjoying instant access to the top leadership in

their respective capitals could defuse such a dangerous situation. (&)}

The initiative for such a Center was first made by Senator Nunn

in November 1981 and formally introduced by him on the Senate floor

on April 26 as an amendment to the FY 1983 Defense Authorization

Bill. It is substantially identical to Senator Jackson's proposal. (C)

The Jackson (and Nunn) proposals certainly merit serious attention.

Attached (Tab A) you will find a response from you to Senator
Jackson which thanks him for his initiative and promises that a
study group will be set up to analyze the proposal and come up

with recommendations. _(&)—

RECOMMENDATION

Yes No

1R . 1 That you sign the letter to Senator Jackson at Tab A.
,/Qﬂ _ 2. That a study group be appointed to analyze and report

on Senator Jackson's proposal at:

The Department of Defense
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
(& The National Security Council.

Prepared by:
Richard Pipes

~ACONFIDENTIAL/SENSITIVE :
cc Vice President

Review April 30, 1988.
Jim Baker

L P A e R N
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
& May 11, 1982

Dear Senator Jackson:

Pursuant to your telephone call ten
days ago, I briefed the President on your
proposal for a Joint US-USSR Communications
and Intelligence Center. As you will note
from his response a fast interagency re-
view is under way.

Thank you for your good counsel in
this matter and we will be back to you
when we have reached a plateau =-- however
large.

Sincerely,

= u U

William P. Clark

The Honorable

Henry M. Jackson

United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510



THE WHITE JHOUSE

WASHINGTON

-

May 11, 1982

Dear Senator Jackson:

Thank you for your letter of April 28 in which
you suggest the creation of a Joint U.S.-USSR
Communications/Information Center. The idea,
which Senator Nunn has also raised, is very
intriguing.

I am ianstructing that steps be taken for an
interagency review of this proposal. I shall
certainly notify you of the results. In the
meantime, thank you for sharing your thoughts
with me.

Sincerely,

Qres R

The Honorable Henry M. Jackson
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

.t



System II
90267 re=do
MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

CONFIRENTIAL Attachment May 4, 1982

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM P. CLARK SIGNED

FROM: RICHARD PIPES “'e

SUBJECT: Letter to the President from Senator Jackson

Attached at Tab I is a memorandum from you to the President
providing the preliminary analysis requested, along with

an interim response to Senator Jackson (Tab A). The incoming
letter is at Tab B. Sven Kraemer is drafting a Presidential
letter to Senator Nunn.

Sven Ekg;mer concurs. LRobert Kimmitt concurs.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign and forward the memorandum at Tab I to the
President.

Approve éi///// Disapprove

Attachments:
Tab I Memorandum to the President
Tab A Interim response to Senator Jackson
Tab B Incoming letter of April 28, 1982

CONFIBENTIAL Attachment

UNCLASSIFIED UPON REMOVAL
OF CLASSIFIED ENCLOSURE(S) ,

lalo

Yw
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

VIA LDX

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. L. PAUL BREMER, II1
Executive Secretary
Department of State

COLONEL ROBERT T. MEEHAN
Assistant for International Matters
- Office of the Secretary of Defense

MR. THOMAS B. CORMACK
Executive Secretary
Central Intelllgence Agency

COLONEL CHARLES F. STEBBINS
Executive Assistant to the Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

SUBJECT: Study Group to Review Proposal for a Joint
U.S.-USSR Communications and Information Center

The President has directed that the National Security Council
undertake a study of a proposal for a joint U.S.-USSR Communications
Information Center. A meeting on this subject under the
chairmanship of the Deputy Assistant to the President for

National Security Affairs has been scheduled for Thursday, -

May 27, 1982, at 3:00 p.m. in Room 305 of the 0ld Executive

Office Building. Please advise my office (395-3044) of the

name of the representative who will attend the meeting from your

agency. (&

Michael O. Wheeler
Staff Secretary
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HENRY M. JACKSON e e

i NATURAL RESQURCES
ARMED SERVICES
Room 137 s
P > GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIR
PORSALL S/ SRR DU Vlnited Siafes Senatle g
(k) Smasit WASHINGTON, D.C.
SYSTEM II
April 28, 1982 90267

CLOSE
Ve

The President SENS

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500
Dear Mr. President:

I deeply appreciated your thoughtful phone call follow-
ing my appearance on Face the Nation last Sunday. This is
my promised personal letter to you to follow up on my sugges-
tion for a Joint U.S.-USSR Communications/Information Center.
As you may know, this is an aspect of arms control on which
Senator Nunn has worked for some time and in which he is also
greatly interested.

What I have in mind is that our government now put a high
priority on establishing, with the Soviets, a permanent Joint
Communications/Information Center which -- particularly in
times of heightened international tension or crisis =-- could
minimize the risk of U.S.-Soviet hostilities or conflict being
precipitated by inadvertence, miscalculation or simple mis-
understanding. As more and more countries acquire nuclear
weapons or devices -- and proliferating terrorist groups are on
the loose -- the danger increases of incidents that, unless
quickly controlled or contained, might trigger a nuclear conflict,
particularly incidents subject to initial misinterpretation or
misunderstanding.

The prime purpose of such a center would be to provide a
continuing U.S.-USSR dialogue and cross-checking of information
at a very senior staff level with immediate access to the top
leadership in both countries, able, as necessary, to get the
chiefs-of-state themselves into direct communication at a moments
notice. Such continuing reciprocal communication would have the
added advantage of making the prime communicators more or less
known quantities to each other -- a phenomenon that, of itself,
would facilitate or ease meaningful dialogue in any period of
stress or crisis.

In any such communications exchange, we would obviously need
at all times to protect and safeguard essential aspects of American
defense and of intelligence-gathering capabilities.

There are actually two long-standing precedents for the sort
of thing I have in mind: Panmunjom and the Berlin Air Safety
Center (BASC). Neither is an exact model, but both offer a rich



The President -2 - April 28, 1982

history that can be drawn upon.

In practical terms, I believe we would want (1) to use
and build on the current hot-line (teletype) for head-of-state
direct, personal interchange, (2) establish a joint U.S.-USSR
facility, manned by small highly professional staffs, and
(3) provide an immediately adjacent American facility (with
presumably a matching Soviet facility) which would house the
terminals of secure communications links to Washington, plus
rooms where senior Americans and their staffs could talk in
private.

From the start, it should be understood and agreed with
the Soviets that this center was not to be a vehicle or forum
for polemics or propaganda, and that it would function in
private.

As I see it, the burgeoning popular focus on nuclear
weapons, and the widespread fears of nuclear holocaust are
due in very great measure to the concern that a nuclear war
might break out just because Moscow and Washington were out of
touch with each other so that accidents and other incidents
could "get out of hand". I am convinced that a joint institu-
tion along the lines I am suggesting -- that would represent
and assure continuing superpower dialogue -- would go far to
lessen these anxieties and fears.

Moreover, given that START negotiations are bound to take
considerable time, this initiative offers the possibility that
our government could conclude an early arms control agreement
with the Soviet Union that could help build world confidence
in the possibilities for stability and peace.

I would hope the kind of initiative I have outlined here
only in preliminary fashion would intrigue you, and that there
would be an opportunity for a small bipartisan group of us from ;,
the Congress to talk with you personally about it in the very &
near future. At this time I know that Senator Nunn and
Senator Warner who is chairman of the Senate Armed Services
Subcommittee on Strategic and Theater Nuclear Forces would be
glad to join in that meeting.

I'm sure you would share my view that it is important to
insulate this kind of effort from the political adversary arena,
particularly during the coming election campaigns.

With best regards.

Sincerely yours,

Henry M. Jackso
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SUBJECT: PROPOSES ARMS CONTROL
- TOPICS FOR REAGAN-BREZHNEV SUMMIT

REF: A)FBIS USSR 26 APR 82, B) MOSCOWwW 4888,

- C) MOSCOW 5169

;e <CONFTDENFEAL - ENTIRE TEXT)

N> IT™

2. summary: [ < ASKED FOR
OUR VIEWS ON TWO QUESTIONS WHICH HE SUGGESTS THAT
REAGAN AND BREZHNEV MIGHT DISCUSS AT A SUMMIT:

1) OPPORTUNITIES FOR JOINT US-SOVIET ACTIONS ON

NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION, AND 2) THE CREATION OF
A MECHANISM FOR COORDINATI s

INVOLVING. THIRD POWERS, ALONG THE LINES OF THE -
"JACKSON-NUNN" PROPOSAL. THE ANALCYST CCAIMS THAT

THE MAIN FOCUS OF SOVIET CONCERN IS THE "NEW

NUCLEAR POWERS NEAR THE USSR, " ISRAEL AND PAKISTAN. <~
REGARDING THE FIRST QUESTION, THE ANALYST APPEARS.

TO BE REITERATING SOVIET INTEREST IN FURTHER
CONSULTATIONS BETWEEN NUCLEAR EXPORTING STATES

THE ANALYST'S SECOND QUESTION REVEALS AN INTEREST

IN USING THE PROPOSED NUNN AMENDMENT TO RESUSCITATE

A PROPOSAL ADVANCED BY THE USSR TEN YEARS AGO

BUT REJECTED BY THE U. S. IN THE NEGOTIATIONS THAT

LED TO THE 1973 US-SOVIET AGREEMENT ON THE PREVENTION
OF NUCLEAR WAR. THE ANALYST SUGGESTED THAT THE

USSR MIGHT BE WILLING TO SUPPORT THE U. S.

PROPOSAL FOR A MIDDLE EAST NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREE

ZONE, AND PERHAPS A SIMILAR PROPOSAL FOR SOUTH

ASIA. EMBASSY REQUESTS WASHINGTON' S GUIDANCE

ON WHAT RESPONSE, IF ANY, SHOULD BE MADE. END
SUMMARY.

NI ><ImM

GAVE EMBOFF A LONG-

3. ON MAY 17
REQUESTED APPOINTMENT WITH

DPENED  THE MEETING BY READING

ED IN PART
DECLASSIFI (40

oy 1w, oete Le/2ulel SHNFHBENTHR
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PAGE @2 OF @2 MOSCOW 6169 DTG: 201534Z MAY 82
.

TWO QUESTIONS FROM A PREPARED TEXT:

-—- DOES THE U. 5. SEE ANY OPPORTUNITIES FOR JOINT

US-SOVIET ACTIONS IN THE FIELD OF NUCLEAR NON-

PROLIFERATION? WHAT CONCRETE MEASURES COULD BE '

UNDERTAKEN?

Bl

PSN: 36750

—-— WHAT IS THE U.S. VIEW OF THE. PROPOSAL BY SENATORS <F:___

"JACKSON AND NUNN" FOR THE CREATION OF A JOINT
US-SOVIET MECHANISM FOR COORDINATION OF NUCLEAR
CONFLICTS INVOLVING THIRD POWERS?

4. AN .10 THAT "PERHAPS THESE PROBLEMS COULD
BE A SUBJECT FOR DISCUSSION BETWEEN PRESIDENTS
BREZHNEV AND REAGAN AT A SUMMIT. "

5. N ~S<KED EMBOFF FOR HIS VIEWS. EMBOFF
BEGGED OFF BY SAYING THAT HE WAS NOT AT THE

MOMENT ABLE TO RESPOND AUTHORITATIVELY. HE WOULD
HAVE TO CONSULT FIRST. THEN LAUNCHED INTO
AN APPARENT BACKGROUND EXPLANATION ON WHY HE WAS
ASKING THE QUESTIONS. MAIN POINTS WERE:
-— THE FALKLANDS CRISIS ILLUSTRATES THE NECESSITY
OF KNOWING EXACTLY WHAT NUCLEAR POTENTIALS ARE OF
THIRD COUNTRIES, IN ORDER TO PREVENT NUCLEAR
CONFLICTS AND THE INVOLVEMENT OF GREAT POWERS.

-- WE MUST DISCUSS THE QUESTION OF NUCLEAR POTENTIALS
IN ORDER TO BE ABLE TO TAKE CONCRETE ACTIONS.

-- AS FOR THE SOVIET UNION, THERE ARE ESSENTIAL
NONPROLIFERATION QUESTIONS NEAR ITS BORDERS

THE MIDDLE EAST IS AN ESPECIALLY SERIOUS PROBLEM
AND SO IS INDIA-PAKISTAN

-— WE KNOW THAT PRESIDENT REAGAN IS NOT GOING TO
RECONVENE THE LONDON SUPPLIERS GROUP, ALTHOUGH
THERE IS CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT FOR THIS STEP. FOR
EXAMPLE, SENATOR HART AND CONGRESSMAN OTTINGER,
WHO HAVE PROPOSED A RESOLUTION TO LIMIT THE TRANSFER
OF NUCLEAR TECHNOLOGY, FAVOR THIS APPROACH. THUS
WE CANNOT EXCLUDE THAT PRESIDENT REAGAN MAY DO
SOME THING.

-— IS PRESIDENT RESGAN, IN HIS APPROACH TO STRATEGIC
ARMS TALKS, DIRECT b BY THE CONCEPT OF THE CARTER
ADMINISTRATION THAT NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT AND
NONPROLIFERATION ARE LINKED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
ARTICLE 6 OF THE NONPROLIFERATION TREATY (NPTJ?

-- THE PROBLEMS OF DISARMAMENT ARE NOT JUST THOSE

OF THE U.S. AND THE USSR, BUT OF OTHER STATES
ESPECIALLY THE ISSUE OF NONPROLIFERATION. SOONER

BT
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EXDIS
OR LATER THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION MAY TAKE THE
POSITION OF THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION ON NON-
PROLIFERATION

-- IT IS A PITY THE 1980 NPT REVIEW CONFERENCE DID
NOT END SUCCESSFULLY

-- THE AGREEMENT ON THE PREVENTION OF NUCLEAR

WAR DOES NOT CONTAIN ENOUGH FROM A PRACTICAL

POINT OF VIEW

-- WE MUST HAVE DISCUSSIONS TO DEAL WITH THIRD
COUNTRIES, (E F ASKED IF NN “AS THINKING
OF CHINA; SAID THE FOCUS SHOULD BE ON NEW
NUCLEAR POWERS.)

-- MAYBE THE sovxs%3UNION WOULD BE READY TO SUPPORT
THE U. S. PROPOSAL FOR A MIDDLE EAST NUCLEAR FREE
ZONE. MAYBE THE SOVIET UNION WOULD TAKE THE

SAME POSITION TOWARD SOUTH ASIA. WE ARE CONCERNED
THAT THE U.S. IS PAYING TOO LITTLE ATTENTION
THERE.

-- MAYBE IT IS NECESSARY TO MAKE THESE ISSUES A
PRIORITY PROBLEM FOR OUR TWO COUNTRIES. THE
OTTINGER PROPOSAL CONCERNS ONLY TECHNOLOGY,

BUT THE "JACKSON-NUNN PROPOSAL" IS BETTER BECAUSE
IT CONCERNS JOINT ACTIONS ON NUCLEAR CONFLICTS
INVOLVING THIRD COUNTRIES

7. comMmeNT: N -RESENTATION SEEMS TO BE
AN EFFORT TO FLOAT TRIAL BALLOONS. THIS MAY BE AT

OR IT MAY HAVE A
HIGHER-LEVEL IMPRIMATUR. WE CANNOT BE SURE.
8. IN RAISING HIS FIRST QUESTION /N sccEMs TO BE
ASKING WHAT IDEAS THE U.S. MAY HAVE IN MIND REGARDING
FUTURE MECHANISMS FOR NUCLEAR SUPPLIER  CONSULTATIONS.

5. 1IN PUTTING HIs secono quesTiON [N ArFeARS
TO BE ASKING WHETHER. THE U. S. MIGHT BE INTERESTED IN
EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF THE 1973 AGREEMENT TO PREVENT
NUCLEAR WAR, PERHAPS ALONG THE LINES OF THE PROPOSED
NUNN AMENDMENT WHICH WOULD ESTABLISH A

CRISIS CENTER FOR MONITORING AND CONTAINING NUCLEAR
WEAPONS USED BY THIRD PARTIES.
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l S 12. M. -rcARS TO EXPECT A RESPONSE TO HIS
S QUESTIONS. WE WOULD APPRECIATE WASHINGTON' S
GUIDANCE ON WHAT, IF ANY, RESPONSE SHOULD BE
MADE. .
HARTMAN
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£.0. 12065: GDS 8/19/87 (MCCALL, SHERROD B) OR-M
TAGS: MNUC, PARM

SUBJECT: RED STAR ON SECRETARY HAIG’S ARMS CONTROL
- SPEECH

REF: = MOSCOW 9851

1. 48— ENTIRE TEXT)

2., SUMMARY: RED STAR HAS PUBLISHED A LENGTHY,

RELATIVELY RESTRAINED CRI AIG’S

AR IT ADDRESSES ;
OF THE ARMS CONTROL PRINCIPLES SET FORTH BY

THE SECRETARY, AND WARNS TEAT A U.S. EFFORT TO

SEEK STRATEGIC SUPERIORITY WOULD CONTRAVENE THE

PRINCIPLE OF EQUALITY AND EQUAL SECURITY AGREED TO
IN SALT. WE BELIEVE THIS ARTICLE IS INTENDED

S ook e ok ok ok ok vk sk ok s s ok e ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ke ok dkosk ok sk ok ol ok ok e ok %k %k
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TO INDICATE THAT THE SOVIETS REMAIN SERIOQUSLY
INTERESTED IN ARMS CONTROL, DESPITE THE RECENT
EARRAGE OF HARSH ANTI-ERW/TNF PROPAGANDA. END SUMMARY.

[Ez2

3. RED STAR AUGUST 19 PUBLISHED A CAREFULLY REASONED
ANALYSIS BY THE USA INSTITUTE’S L. SEMEYKO OF THE
SECRETARY'S SPEECH TO THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION.
ENTITLED WASHINGTON BLOCKS TALKS, THE ARTICLE
ADDRESSED FOUR OF THE SIX ARMS CONTROL PRINCIPLES

SET FORTH BY THE SECRETARY (OMITTING HIS FOURTH

AND SIXTH PRINCIPLES REFERRING, RESPECTIVELY, TO

THE NEED FOR "BALANCED AGREEMENTS AND "GENUINE
PARITY, AND FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE TOTALITY OF
ARMS CONTROL PROCESSES AND WEAPONS SYSTEMS).

BY RECENT SOVIET STANDARDS SEMEYKO’S RHETORIC

WAS MILD AND HE ESCHEEWED THE SHRILL PROPAGANDA

COMMON TO RECENT SOVIET COMMENT ON U.S. STATEMENTS OR
THE DISTORTIONS INCLUDED IN THE ORIGINAL COVERAGE

(REFTEL).

4, (FIRST PRINCIPLE)-~ ARMS CONTROL MUST COMPLEMENT
MILITARY P MS. SEMEYKO CALLED DHIS VIEW OF

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ARMS AND ARMS CONTROL

AN "ACROBATIC TRICK." HE CEARGED ITS INTENT WAS TO
MASK U.S. INTENTIONS TQ REGAIN STRATEGIC SUPERIORITY,
HENCE UNDERMINING THE ALRFADY AGREED PRINCIPLES

OF EQUALITY AND EQUAL SECURITY. SEMEYKO REITERATED
THE STANDARD SOVIET OBJECTION, BY CITING BREZHNEV’S
STATEMENT THAT THE USSR WOULD NOT ACCEPT AN AGREEMENT
WHICH GAVE A ONE-SIDED ADVANTAGE TO THE U.S.

5. (EECOND PRINCIPLE >~ AGREEMENTS THAT REINFORCE
DETERRENCE. 0 COMMENTED THAT THE SECRETARY’S
SECOND PRINCIPLE -~ AGREEMENTS MUST TRULY ENHANCE
SECURITY AND REINFORCE DETERRENCE -- REALLY MEANS
THAT AGREEMENTS MUST INCREASE RATHER THAN LIMIT U.S. -
MILITARY POWER. - HE EXPRESSED SURPRISE THAT THE U.S.
DID NOT BELIEVE SALT-II SERVED THIS PURPOSE, AND

HE SPECULATED THAT THE U.S. WANTED TO USE BOTH ITS
MILITARY PROGRAMS AND SALT AGREEMENTS AS MEANS TO
GAIN SUPERIORITY.

6. CTHIRD PRINCIPLE)-- SOVIET CONDUCT WORLDWIDE.
THE U.S. 0SED THE "LINKAGE" PRINCIPLE, SEMEYKO
CONTENDED, IN ORDER TO PUT PRESSURE ON THE USSR,

PAGE 92 MOSCOW 1648 DTG:1915037 AUG 81
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AND TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO BREAK OFF
NEGOTIATIONS AT ANY TIME OR TO ADOPT A TOUGHER
POSITION. SEMEYKO CITED AS AN EXAMPLE ACDA
DIRECTOR ROSTOW’S WARNING THAT THE SITUATIONS
IN POLAND AND AFGHANISTAN COULD PUT INTO DOUBT
THE START OF SALT TALKS NEXT MARCH. (COMMENT:
THE MENTION OF POLAND AND AFGHANISTAN AS MATIERS
OF SUCE IMPORTANCE TO U.S. POLICY TOWARD TEHE
USSR IS UNUSUAL.) REFERRING TO ASSISTANT
SECRETARY EAGLEBURGER’S COMMENT THAT U.S.-SOVIET
RELATIONS WERE THE MOST IMPORTANT ELEMENT IN
U.S. FOREJGN POLICY, SEMEYKO CALLED FOR THE U,.S.

TO APPLY REALISM IN ASSESSING THE WORLD SITUATION. -
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(L (gOURTH PRINCIPLE)-- VERIFICATION. COMMENTING ON
THE TEMENT THAT AN AGREEMENT WOULD
NEED EFFECTIVE MEANS OF VERIFICATION AND MECHANISMS
FOR COMPLIANCE, SEMEYKO AGREED THAT THESE WERE
NECESSARY. HE CAUTIONED, HOWEVER, THAT THE U,.S.
COULD ALWAYS USE THIS PRINCIPLE AS A PRETEXT FOR
PUTTING STUMBLING-BLOCKS IN THE PATH OF NEGOTIATIONS.

€. IN HIS CONCLUDING REMARKS, SEMEYKO ONCE AGAIN
WARNED THE U.S. THAT SEEKING STRATEGIC SUPERIORITY
CONTRAVENED THE PRINCIPLE OF EQUALITY AND EQUAL
SECURITY AGREED TO IN 1972, HE ASSERTED THAT THE
ERW PRODUCTION DECISION AND OTHER REAGAN
ADMINISTRATION ACTIONS TO DATE RAISED DOUBTS
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BOUT WASEINGTON’S ARMS CONTROL INTENTIONS. IF

HE U.S. CONTINUED TO SEEK ONE-SIDED MILITARY
DVANTAGES, SEMEYKC SAID, ARMS TALKS WOULD GO
OWEERE. HE REITERATED TEAT THE USSR WAS LREADY

0 LIMIT AND REDUCE "MILITARY POTENTIALS," BUT
ONLY ON THE BASIS OF EQUALITY AND EQUAL SECURITY.
IT WAS IMPORTANT TO PRESERVE EVERYTHING POSITIVE

IN THE SALT PROCESS, SEMEYEKO SAID, AND TO MOVE
FORWARD TOWARD PRACTICAL UNDERSTANDINGS WHICH WOULD
REDUCE THE LEVEL OF MILITARY CONFRONTATION BETWEEN
THE USSR AND THE U.S.  THIS WAS IN OUR COMMON
INTERESTS. THE CURRENT U.S. COURSE OF: "UNDERMINING”
THE CHANCES FOR REACHING FUTURE UNDERSTANDINGS JWAS,
IN SEMEYKO’S VIEW, "EXTRAORDINARILY DANGEROUS.”

9. COHMENT: THE SEMEYKO PIECE IS THE MOST R!STRAINID /

SO . v
POLICT TOWARD ARMS CONTROL AND U.S. RELATIONS WITH

THE USSR, WE BELIEVE IT IS INTENDED MAINLY TO
STGNAL THAT THE SOVIETS REMAIN SERIOUSLY INT B ED
N ARMS CONTROL .

I

NEXT MONTH, DESPITE THE RECENT HEEAVY SOVIET

PR NF. - THE ARTICLE
MAY ALSO BE INTENDED TO LET US ENOW THAT, PROPAGANDA
NOTWITHSTANDING, MOSCOW IS PAYING SERIOUS ATTENTION

fgH%lQH:LEIEL_SIAIEMEHIS_QE_H4§4_EQLIgY- THE
SEMEYEO PIECE HAS THE ADDED VALUE OF INFORMING
SERIOUS SOVIET READERS THAT THE U.S. HAS PUT SOME
BASIC IDEAS ON THE TABLE WHICH THE SOVIETS THEMSELVES
WILL BE EXPLORING IN THE MONTHS TO COME.

MATLOCK
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