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USSR: U.S. DATA ON SOVIET ARMS PROGRAMS ATTACKED

PM301429 Moscow ZA RUBEZHOM in Russian No 17, 19-25 Apr 85 (signed to Press
18 Apr 85) p 6

[G. Kuznetsov "Polemical Notes": "On a Shaky Foundation of Lies"]

[Text] As is known, spring is the beautiful season of the reawakening of nature, but
every year at this time, at the same time as the blossoming of the pink magnolia decorat-
ing many of the city's streets and the Japanese cherry trees bordering the pool in front
of the Jefferson Memorial, the U.S. capital is affected by an attack of an unusual fever.
This has nothing to do with hayfever, however. The virus which causes it belongs to the
military-political category, and the most striking symptom of the disease is severe
delirium among the highest officials of the U.S. Administration about the 'growing Soviet
threat" and the "Russians' military superiority,” due of course to the “sharp buildup by
the Soviets" of their military might and, as a result, the "laggardness" of the United
States. This virus always spreads in Washington's corridors of power when Congress
starts to discuss the draft military budget, which is growing year by year and has now
reached $313.7 billion in the form of direct appropriations to the Pentagon alone.

In an interview for THE WASHINGTON POST on various foreign policy problems, President i
Reagan paid much attention to military questions. It is striking, however, that literally !
all his remarks do not, to put it mildly, correspond with the facts; more exactly, they
deliberately distort the realities. In the blatant desire to secure from Congress the
allocation of all the billions requested to prepare for war, he resorted to a "trump" i
card, albeit blatantly marked, by asserting that statements that parity existsin the mili-
tary sphere between the United States and the USSR are the "most ludicrous utterances" ;
he has ever heard. "The Soviet Union is really superior to us numerically in any type ;
of weapon you care to name," the President alleged.

Of course, it is difficult to suppose that a head of state who is the recipient of the
most extensive information is so scandalously misinformed. So it is impossible not to
ask the question: Why does President Reagan disregard a report by the U.S. Armed
Forces' Joint Chiefs of Staff, which, as they say, vigilantly guards the Pentagon's
interests day and night?

This report was submitted to Congresé'just over ayear ago, and it is written there in
black and white: At the present time approximate nuclear parity exists between the
United States and the Soviet Union." Since ibts publication, the President and defense

secretary have boasted more than once that, thanks to'their efforts, U.S. military
might has increased considerably. "




However, logic.has-never been the ally of those who build a policy on a deliberate and
malevolent lie. It is on this shaky foundation that the latest edition of the

booklet "Soviet Military Power," published by Weinberger's department, is based.

In their attempt to shift the blame by falsely accusing the USSR of competing in all
types of armaments, and primarily of elaborating plans to pPut weapons into near-earth
space in order to divert attention from their own "star wars" program, the authors

of this lampoon also have in their sights the members of the U.S. Congress: It is . on
them that the new appropriations depend. They are also aiming at the U.S, allies, whom
they want to harness to the Pentagon's military—space chariot, - :

However, why.talk about the rank-and-file hacks from the. military department when: the 5 !
example is set for them by the boss himself? While recently giving the standard
publicity speech in support of the "star wars" plans to members of the U.S, Society
of Newspaper Editors, ‘Weinberger set himself the task of slandering the USSR by
accusing it of creating antisatellite weapons in violation of the ABM treaty. Yet not
possessing any real facts (and we will disregard here the concoctions in the booklet!), ! |
he had thought up a cunning formula, asserting that the Soviet Union "is possibly pre- |
paring" to violate this agreement! , : ' .

The propaganda canard launched by the secretary was even unable to cross the Potomac
River on which the Pentagon is situated. "There is undoubtedly a gap in the sphere

- of antimissile defense, but imour favor," J, Pike, assistant director for space research’
of the U.S.. Scientists' Federation, refuted Weinberger. : ‘ ,

The administration is also»resorting to unscrupulous propaganda methods when, without
foundation, it ascribes to the USSR's imaginary violations of the SALT II ‘treaty, which
Reagan also expounded on in his interview. The hackground to this ballyhoo is no secret:
The U.S. Navy is preparing for running trials of the new Ohio-class submarine Alaska,
and when it 1s commissioned the missile ceiling established by the treaty will be-

exceeded., A .

The Trident system is part of the Pentagon's extensive offensive weapons program, which |
also includes MX missiles, the B-~1 bomber, and, subsequently, the "Stealth" technology. |
Reagan too is agitating for its implementation, not even hesitating to resort to overt |
falsehoods when applying the propagandist touches to his efforts,  In his WASHINGTON f
-POST interview, deliberately keeping silent about the USSR's proposals to ban nuclear |
weapons as the first step forward their complete elimination and to institute a uni- {
lateral moratorium pledging ‘the Soviet Union not to deploy antisatellite systems for |
as long as the United States refrains from doing so, he asserted that he "had received |
-no reply" to his proposal to "take to its conclusion the work of destroying nuclear |
weapons." 3 L . ST - - .!

. However, when our country made specific new proposals to achieve this aim, to impose ! -

reciprocal moratorium on work in the sphere of space weapons and for both countries

to freeze strategic arms and halt the deployment of medium-range missiles in Europe,

the White House incumbent called all this "propaganda" simply because he intends to

build up arms by using the well-worn pretext of an "American lag." True, Reagan was

wary of quoting figures here, but his aides play with them shamelessly._ ]
|

i
'
f
f
{
i
i

y announcedva 10-fold USSR suberiority

Thus, the White House deputy'press’secretar . ] ! _
! s national security adviser, McFarlane,

in medium-range means, while the President'

announced at the same time without a trace of embarrassment that the USSR has a 3:1
superiority over the United States in missile might. He juggled'the'figures‘”.
- with the single aim of promoting the plan.for ;he»unilate:al disarmament of the




our own armaments. The U,S. strateg

"o reduce the number of ground-launched missiles the Russians have,
U.S. missiles, and neutralize the Russians' advantage

fense systems which will protect our weapons." Moreover,
hesitate to use direct blackmail too: It is
advantageous for the Russians to reduce the existing level of their forces in’
order to induce us not to go beyond the defined framework in the deployment of -

ic program is8 a powerful stimulus encouraging

the Russians to limit their Armed Forces..."

Soviet Union:
increase the number of

with the aid of U.S. de
the President's adviser 'did not

‘Thus, there is no doubt thatAWashingtonians are affected by.alsevere malady.

Rear Admiral Gene La Rocque, recired.vprOVided a diagnosis of the disease when

he said: "Every year at this time the Pentagon starts a propaganda campaign in
an attempt to frighten the U.S. public to death and force it to support a new
buildup of appropriations for the arms race." M.S. Gorhachev defined the cause .
of this phenomenon in a conversation with the editor of PRAVDA: "Washington
gambles on force and does not conceal this fact. It is counting on a superior
force that would subjugate the rest of the world to America. Diplomacy and talks

there are literally subordinated to missiles and bqpbers;"

cs0: 520001129
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GROMYKO ViEWS ARMS CONTROL IN ARTICLE ON FOREIGN POLICY

AU010601 Moscow PROBLEMY MIRA I SOTSIALIZMA in Russian No 4, Apr 85,
pp 5-11 : ' '

[Article by Andrey Gromyko, member of the CPSU Central Committee Politburo,
first deputy chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, and USSR minister
of foreign affairs: '"Following the Leninist Course in Foreign Policy"]

[Excerpt]

In the tense situation, fraught with dangerous unexpected consequences, that has
developed in recent years through the fault of the aggressive forces of imperialism,
the peoples of the world see particularly clearly how the Soviet Union is doing
everything in its power to reliably safeguard the primary human right, the right to
life. This policy raises their hopes that matters will not come to a catastrophe.

Every sensible person will agree that peace without war cannot be achieved by increas~.
ing military arsenals and through newer and newer mountains of weapons. The position
of those whg claim the opposite is not simply absurd. It is criminal,

The Soviet Union loudly and clearly declared itself in favor of outlawing nuclear
weapons as soon as they first appeared. Our country strove to ban these weapons both
at the time when it possessed none of them itself and after it had produced 1ts own
nuclear weapons. Now we also advocate an immediate adoption of measures to reduce
and, in the final analysis, completely liquidate nuclear weapons. The complex of
initiatives taken by us, which are of an all-embracing nature, 'is directed to this
goal. : :

The USSR has taken an unprecedentedly bold action by unilaterally assuming the obliga-
tion not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. It continues to appeal to the nuclear
powers that have not yet done the same to assume analogous obligations. This would
also be a tangible contribution to establishing international confidence,

There are also other currently important issues concerning nuclear weapons that lend

themselves to autonomous solutions. For instance, why could not an agreement banning

nuclear weapons tests generally be concluded right now? We are in favor of reaching an

agreement on this at any time; the sooner, the better. )

In the entire diversity of views on the ways to approach the dismantling of the nuclear
~ pyramid, the common denominator that stands out is the demand for freezing nuclear




weapons, which is spreading through all parts of the world. Considering this demand
as reasonable and substantiated, our country ' has made  a corresponding proposal.
This proposal is well known to other nuclear powers and continues to be in effect.

We are convinced that the observance by all nuclear powers, as the Soviet Union has
proposed,..of certain norms by which they should be guided in the conditions that have
developed,.would be of essential significance. These norms are natural if one sets
himself the goals of peace. :

The plans for the outer space milltarization represent a new mortal threat to mankind.
These plans have found their expression in the construction of a large-scale anti-
missile defense system contemplated by Washington. '

Moving the arms race to outer space can turn into an irreversible process 1f it is not
stopped in good time. The Soviet Union believes that effective measures should be taken
to preserve a peaceful outer space.

All use of force in outer space vis—a—vis the earth and from the earth in relation to
outer space must be banned without delay. There is no other choice. This Soviet posi-
tion enjoys the widest support in the world. This was demonstrated with all force at
the latest session of:the UN General Assembly that, following our proposal, adopted a
decision in favor of preventing the outer space militarization and of using outer space
exclusively for: peaceful purposes. On the other hand, those who in this vitally
“important issue place themselves against the aspirations of the peoples found them-
selves totally isolated. :

The Soviet-U.S. agreement, achieved in Geneva, .to open the negotiations between the two

: ‘powers on space and nuclear weapons was received everywhere as good news. The American

side's discussion on the subject and goals of these negotiations was politically
strained, but in the end it nevertheless agreed that neither the question of strategic
arms nor the question of medium-range nuclear weapons can be discussed without also
discussing the question of preventing the arms race in outer space.

Thus, a step forward was made in arrang:ng a dialogue between the USSR and the United
States on the problems that decisively influence our relations with the United States.
It goes without saying that in comparlson with the enormous tasks included in the
agenda of the Geneva negotiations, this is ‘only 'a step.

‘ We cannot fail to also note the joint initiative of the socialist states regarding the
conclusion of an agreement on mutual renunciation of the use of military force between
the states -of the Warsaw Pact and the North Atlantic alliance.

rhe Soviet Union has submitted the basic provisions of such an agreement for considera-
tion by the Stockholm Conference on Confidence-Building Measures and Security and Dis-

armament in Europe. This and several other major proposals of states of the socialist

community have been raised in combination with definite confidence-building measures in
the military field. We are in favor of ensuring that the work of the Stockholm forum be
productive and that it be concluded successfully.

The Soviet Union has believed and continues to believe that no step leading to a reduc-
tion of tension and to a positive development of relations between states in Europe

can be superfluous. It is important to preserve and consolidate the all-European
process that was initiated by the signing of the CSCE Final Act in Helsinki 10 years
ago.- ‘

The barometer of the world's political weather depends‘to a great extent on the state
of affairs in Europe. - This has been confirmed by a deterioration of that weather,
which was brought about by the beginning of the siting of new American nuclear missiles
on the territory of the FRG, Britain, and Italy.

Cs0: 5200/1126 5
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SOVIET PARTY~GOVERNMENT VICTORY DAY ADDRESS DISCUSSES ARMS CONTROL
PM101.037 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 10 May 85 First'Edition}pp 1, 2

["Address' o the Peoples, Parliaments, and Governments of All Countries' on the
40th Anniversary of the End of World War II"]

[Excerpts] Four decades ago the battle of the freedom-loving peoples against
fascism, which had set out“to-Winjworld'domination, ended victoriously. The
victory of worldwide historical importance over Hitlerite fascism and Japanese
‘militarism was won by the common efforts of the peoples and armies of the
countries of the anti-Hitlerite coalition, partisans, reéesistance fighters,
anti-fascists, democrats, patriots, and millions of freedom fighters,

On 1 August '1975, the states that participated in the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe signed the Final Act i
"overcome confrontation stemming from the claracter of their relations in the past and
to better mutual understanding." The foundations' of detente were.laid by the joint-
efforts of ‘states and it demonstrated its iﬁdubitable-advantages and benefits for
everyone. S : i A S L
The peoples are marking the 40th anniversary of victory in the aggravated, dangerous ..
situation, which has been brought about by the U.S. and~NATO.coursegqftipping the|
military-strategic¢ equilibrium and seeking,&ilitary‘superiortgy_ovgghthe4SovietuUﬁiQn ,
and the other Warsaw Treaty member-states. |The ‘hopes to dpminatewthe,worl43and dictate
to others, including the Soviet Union, are futile and dangerous to all the peoples..

, . _ .

The situation in Europe, which was swept by|the whirlwind of two -devastating .world .
wars, causes great worry. Huge masses of atmed forces and .arms arsenals are dire¢tly
confronting each other here; U.S.: first-strike nuclear missiles cqntinug,to_be3degloyed
in Western Europe, and the revanchist forces, trying to call,;nto-question the results
of the war and postwar development , primarily the postwar Eurgpean political and.:© =
territorial realities, have become more active, L v o o .

I

Certain forces in Europe and outside it havé not given dp their dangeroué plané t¢
- subvert the historical Yalta and Potsdam agreements, which laid the founddations of
postwar peace. g . o :

1 Helsinki in which they mapped out ways to




Those agreements have been dependably serving the interests of European security
_and blocking militarist and revanchist ambiﬁions for 40 years now. Any attempt to.
encroach ‘'upon those agreements is doomed. . - o o : ;
The earth ig.a common. home ‘for all the peoples, for mankind as a whole. The Soviet |
people do .not need land belonging to‘othersé “We do not .impose our world outlook and
way of life on anyone. It is in vain that the trumpeters of the "erusade" and :
"psychological warfare" are trying to misledd ‘the international public with myths about
the "Soviet ‘military threat." ‘History and today's real facts show differeatly. The :
Soviet Union has:never attacked anyone, but has had more 'than once to repulse invasions
of aggressors. The Soviet. people need peacéful'conditions for creative work and for .
R " the further perfecting of ‘society of developed socialism. Our ideal and constant concern
is u?iversal and complete disarmament andvaﬁlasting and just peace. C :
- P . . . . R . 1
The safeguarding of peace:was and remains the. supreme goal-of the Communist Party and -
_the Soviet-state. The foreign policy of pedce bequeathed to us by Lenin is formalized

“in the USSR Constitution. It stems from the very nature of sacialist society. :

£ .
i

It is our conviction that war:is not.-fatally inevitable: There cap be no. goals that

- could justify-the unleashing of nuclear war.. -There are no intérnational disputes that

. could not“be settled at theinegatiating,tabﬂe. Detente and businesslike cooperation can
“and must ‘be a'natural and>constant condition of international affairs. Reason must

. prevail over recklessnesssand madness: - S : : o
'The Soviet Union urges the peoples and states and their parliaments and governments to
do everything possible to prevent.an arms race in space and to terminate it on earth,
and: to limit, ‘reduce and eventually eliminate completely nuclear weapons. ) i

S . RV ; o . P
It is unthinkable to reach agreement on the ﬂimitationfand'reduction'of.nuclear armaments
under ‘conditions of space -militarization. Sbace-milicariZation would become-a catalyst
of ‘the uncontrollable arms race in every fielld and lead to another, even more dangerous
.round of that race and to the dramatic decline of strategic stability. o ;

: : : c e S e - ;
It is sensible to have certain norms to. regulate relations between powers possessing :
nuclear weapons.  They should, we believe, prrovide for the prevention of nuclear war, i
rentiiciation 'of ‘propaganda:of -nuclear war, and the obligation not to be the first to use,
nuclear weapons, to -prevent-their-proliferation and to work for the reduction of 4. v
nuclear armaments ‘to the point of their compllete elimination. The-Soviet Union is' ;
prepared to reach accord with other nuclearﬂtowers at any time jointly to recognize
such norms and make them binding.’ - : : : :
:On the 40th- anniversaty of'the great victory| over fascism, the Soviet Union reiterhtes
iits obligation, assumed unilaterally, not to|be the first to use nuclear weapons, and

. .again urges the other nucléar powers, which have not yet dome so, to assume simila
cobligatioms. ~ - "ot el SR o !
- EThe document”BasidProvistns offa'Treaty,onytﬁeuﬁutual Nonuse.of“Military Force-a#d the 

iMaintenance of Relations of Peace," submitte by the Soviet side to the participants in
‘the Stockholm conference, meets the interests of lessening tension. - That initiatiye

is aimed at achieving thé main goal of the conference. The pivotal provision of the
proposed ‘treaty could be the obligation not to be the first to use against. each other
either nuclear or conventional weapons andf‘Fherefore, not to use armed forces aga?nst .
each other at all. . - :




We call upon the governments of European states, the United States, and Canada to take
effective steps completely to rid the European Continent of both medium-range and
tactical nuclear weapons. Europe must be freed from chemical weapons as well. Stronger
peace and security here could be promoted by the establishment of nuclear weapon-free
- zones in the Balkans, in Nordic Furope and in other parts of the continent and by a
freeze on or cuts in military spending.

The Soviet Union calls upon the states participating in the Stockholm Conference on
Confidence-Building Measures and Security and Disarmament in Europe and in the Vienna
talks on mutual reductions of the armed forces and armaments in central Europe to
take measures without delay to achieve mutually acceptable accords.

Central Committee of the Communist Party offthe Soviet Union, Presidium of the US§R
Supreme Soviet, Council of Ministers of the;USSR.

CSO:  5200/1156
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BRANDT URGES SUPERPOWER DIALOGUE TO AVERT WAR

1LD071233 Hamburg DPA in German 1002 GMT 7 May 85

[Text] Nuremberg, 7 May (DPA) -- With its conceptions on peace policy, the SPD again
wants to win over the majority of federal citizens, as it was already once able to do
in the federal elections in 1972, At the central SPD event dedicated to 8 May,

Willy Brandt, the head of the party, stressed on Tuesday in Nuremberg: ''We were able
to manage it in 1972 even though reverses were unable to be prevented. The Social
Democratic Party now also wants to win the majority for itself, in the second half of
the eighties, for the next phase of the peace policy." Brandt judged: "We now need a
new phase in East-West politics." The leaders of the SPD summarized his considerations
in five points:

—~— The FRG finds itself "for the very first time in the common desire for detente. The
aim is an enduring order of peace."

—- The FRG has its future in Europe and has "an increased duty to have . regard for
neighbors who have to suffer more than enough misery in the West and East."

-~ The power of the Soviet Union and the United States and their relationship has
"objectively become a threat to 1ife." From this, those who have less power derived
the right "to press the two over-powerful ones to limit their power and to agree on
rules for securing world peace."

—- If U.S. President Ronald Reagan and the Soviet party leader Mikhail Gorbachev 'get
together over the next few weeks," then one has to expect "that they will end the threat
of the all-annihiliating world conflicts." This will obviously work only when one '
side does not question the right of the other to exist and if both "reach the
understanding that they can only achieve security with other." There have to be
negotiations between the two superpowers on dismantling medium-range and other nuclear
weapons, on renouncing space weapons and on "diverting part of the crazy resources

for arms" in the first case, to the struggle against world hunger. "If the overdue
summit of the superpowers leads to an agreement to prevent World War III then this
would be more than most things that are spoken about these days."

Finally, Brandt renewed the SPD demands for nuclear~free zones in Europe, for a
reduction in troops, the outlawing of chemical weapons, and.the step~by~step conversion
to armaments which can be evaluated by the enemy as defensive. In addition, the
Europeans have to speak against a restriction of East-West trade. "Whoever does
business with each other does not shoot at each other."

Brandt recalled the 40th anniversary of the;end of the war and fascism in Germany and
said that Nazism had "taught the world horror without precedent." "It is not in the




name of Germans that terrors took place, but by Germans." Whoever does not want tq -
look the truth in the face "should be silent." At least "in the extreme wing of the
German right-wing," there is a "bedevilled inability to learn." Whoever refuses to
acknowledge reality "forgets the victims only too easily or pours scorn over the
dead." - ' . ’ R
At the same time, Brandt also requested "our foreign friends not to overlook those

sacrifices which opponents of the Nazis had to make long before the war. A great =

tribute in blood was demanded of the German Social Democrats." The SPD is. fighting

today for the broadest possible assent of all citizens that force might never again

be a means for reaching some particular foreign political aim: that the borders ''such

as emerged out of Hitler's war are not questioned by us, that the Federal Republic -
raises no territorial demands against anyone," and “that never again should attacks

emanate from German soil, but rather, it is hoped, many peaceful worlds.". ..

Brandt described the strengthening of peace as the "central vital interest of the
Germans -- in the Federal Republic as in the GDR." The division of Europe took place
on German soil. "Proclamations. without reference to reality are senseless and
damaging in Germany." In clear allusion to the preparations and course of the visit

to the FRG by U.S. President Reagan, with the. journey to.the Bitburg soldiers' cemetery,

Brandt complained that "lack of spirit and tact" had allowed it to be forgotten
"which victims are to be commemorated first," and "gestures piling up ‘can become a .
farce and can thus have an embarrassing effect," T e '

Clearly addressed to the coalition [CDU/CSU/FDP] which not only wants to deny National
Soctalism and also - other: crimes equally offensive;’Brandt-said;‘"Whoévef=éeéke'to‘;,
render Auschwitz harmless by way of expulsions, has understood nothing and remains -
dangerous." The Soctal Democrats-also speak "openly of the victims who were linked
together with escape and expulston," but "any account-keeping is absurd."

CSO: 5200/2608
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FINNISH LEADERS' VIEWS OF DISARMAMENT, SOVIET RELATIONS

PM101355 Helsinki HUFVUDSTADSBLADET in Swedish 31 Mar 85 pp 2, &4

- [Editorial by Rafael Paro: “"Signs of a Thaw"]

[Text] In the last week the Republic's political leadership has been devoting itself
to foreign policy issues in different ways. In his capacity as chairman.of the
Socialist International's disarmament committee Prime Minister Kalevi Sorsa has under-
taken a major trip with visits to both Moscow and Washington. On Wednesday [27 March]
Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen addressed current defense policy and made a number

of comments on Finland's attitude to the arms race in space, for example. On Thursday
the Center Party newspapers published sections of the statements made by President
Mauno Koivisto' to centrist chief editors invited to the presidential palace. What
attracted the ‘greatest attention was the fact that the president expressed concern
"at the jibes being directed against the Soviet Union.

These simultaneous moves by the president, prime minister, and foreign minister
attracted a certain amount of attention because for a fairly long period a rela-
tively "low profile" has marked Finnish political activity. The meager activity
has generally been explained by saying that in a time of increasing tensions in
superpower relations, there is not much a small, neutral county can do to ease
those tensions. '

No particularly far-reaching conclusions can be drawn on the basis of the statements
made by Koivisto, Sorsa, and Vayrynen. As far as their assessments of the world
situation are concerned certain variations can be seen. Prime Minister Sorsa, who once
spoke in very pesaimistic terms about the chances of a U.S.-Soviet dialogue as long as
President Reagan remains in the White House, does now see some chance of serious -
negotiations. o '

Sorsa and his committee cannot really be accused of optimism. .But in both Moscow and
Washington the Socialist International's representatives received support for their
view that 1985 is a year of central significance and that we should not make do with a
freeze of the present situation but should instead strive to achieve reductions in the
nuclear arsenals. In his press statements Sorsa pointed to the importance of partial:
results in improving the international atmosphere, Such are the Viemna and Stockholm
negotiations and the resumed negotiations in Ceneva. Sorsa's own summary was: "It
would be exaggerating to say that I am now more optimistic, but' I am a little less
pessimistic.” ' : :
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It had obviously fallen to the lot of Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen to make a state-
ment on Finland's attitude to the arms race in space. Moscow has probably been
interested for a while to hear what the official position is. According to the foreign
minister, Finland is worried about how things will go if the Soviet Union and the
United States do not reach an agreement on halting the arms race in space. He also
stressed that space projects should be peaceful and aim to benefit all mankind.

It is probably difficult to go any further than this without completely erasing our
efforts to keep out of the superpowers' conflicts. There is no doubt that public
opinion is more critical of the advanced space programs put forward in the United States
recently. But in official foreign policy it is undoubtedly more important to under-
line our general opposition to the arms race, including. the nuclear arms race. The .
objective sought must be general security at a lower level of armaments.

If a measure of the foreign minister's pessimism or optimism is wanted, it is notable .
that he said that the CSCE jubilee will probably be celebrated at the foreign minister |
level, "but participation at a higher level is still thought possible." No one engages

in such guesswork if he does not consider there has been a clear improvement in

superpower relations in recent months.

While the president's two ministers have in this way been cautiously painting the
situation in somewhat hopeful colors, the president himself called on us not to expect
too much either of the CSCE jubilee or of disarmament efforts. "It would certainly
be no miracle if we soon found ourselves living again in an atmosphere of disappoint-
ment," Koivisto said.

It is, of course, sober realism to speak in this way. But the president himself showed
that he has not forgotten the importance of striving for lofty goals when he stressed
that the plan for a Nordic nuclear-free zone has a psychological significance. The
project is valuable in this respect alone, even if it is not possible to realize it
immediately. It gives people hope, the president said.

Ever since World War II it has been the task of our president to warn against making
Jibes at our large neighbor to the east. 1In his conversation with the Center Party's
chief editors President Koivisto considered the time ripe to raise the matter. The
target group for his remarks was certainly not the Center Party newspapers. We must
rather assume that the president considered these newspapers a suitable medium for
spreading his message. '

It was perhaps best that no individual author, researcher, or youth newspaper
was named. In many cases the subsequent polemics about whether it was justi-
- fied to name them could have led to new limitations on fréedom of speech which
no one would like. But the remark about jibes is founded on the old knowledge
that our eastern neighbor often takes our written word a great deal more seri-
ously than we do ourselves. However, expressions of displeasure are consider- -
ably fewer than in past decades. Relations between our countries are basically
the same as they have been since the forties. And there is good reason to pro-
tect them. \

CS0: 5200/2570
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SWEDISH LEFT PARTY—COMMUNIST'S WERNER DISCUSSES ARMS RACE

PM161556 Stockholm DAGENS NYHETER in Swedish 12 Apr 85 p 8
[Sven Svensson report: "The United States Controls The World's Arms Race"]

[Text] The United States carries the main responsibility for the arms race in the
world, but the Soviet Union also shares the responsibility. This was stressed by
Left Party-Communist leader Lars Werner when he was given the opportunity for the
first time yesterday to talk about security policy to the Foreign Policy institute in
Stockholm's 01d Town. ‘ ' ‘

"For the past few years there has been military balance between the United States
and the Soviet Union and their allies," Werner said. :

"ihat the arms buildup and international tension are about is the fact that the United
States does not accept this balance. But the Soviet Union too has very determinedly
built up its military strength and developed and deployed new nuclear arms," Lars
Werner said. The invasion of Afghanistan also helped to further sour the international

climate.

The Left Party-Communists have several times turned to the Soviet Union with calls for
various disarmament measures. "Nowadays we do our own analyses and adopt independent
stances and often reach conclusions completely different from those reached in Moscow,"

Werner continued. "We pursue the calls we consider correct and necessary -- regardless
of what views are currently held in Moscow."

."But it also happens that we voice support for Soviet disarmament' proposals. For
example, we take a positive view of General Secretary Gorbachev's announcement of a
freeze on the deployment of medium-range missiles until November. A main task must
be to tear down the mutual distrust which exists between the superpowers -- a distrust

which is a security risk as least as great as nuclear arms.”

Today the Nordic area has been drawn deeply into military and nuclear strategies,
Werner also said. He does not consider that Sweden has a lively security policy debate.
"We have a too polemical and inadequate debate on various partial issues -in security
policy," he said. "The debate is chiefly about submarines and how large our military
spending should be. We support the government's general foreign policy line but are
worried about developments in trading policy with increased dependence on foreign

countries."”

Werner stressed in particular the dangers of the U.S. embargo policy which has also
affected Sweden, The fact that the security policy debate deals with military spending
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- 18 in Werner's view due to the fact that analyses are carried out by the military and
by defense politicians. : S C A

"Instead of reaching defense policy decisions every 5 years, we‘shbuldbhave'an overall
security policy decision. This would promote a more businesslike and more constructive
security policy debate which would introduce other questions into the discussions.”

Lars Werner also mentioned the JAS [fighter/attack/reconnaissance] aircraft which at the
time the Left Party-Communists voted against. "We should be prepared for it to be the
last Swedish combat aircraft," he said. "We should instead begin teday to investigate
the use of missiles and new types of anti-aircraft defenses. Aircraft are too

expensive."

Lars Werner ended his speech with criticism of.the Moderate Coalition Party. "Today"
there are clear tendencies toward more fundamental differences of opinion of a more
purely ideological character which have at their heart.the very point of departure
for Sweden's policy of neutrality," he said. KO : R

"One political party and various nonsocialist politicans represent views and assessments
about neutrality policy, about superpower antagonisms, about detente and disarmament
endeavors which are easier to reconcile with Reagan's world view than with Sweden's
traditional policy of neutrality," Werner said. ' ' o C

CSO: 5200/2608
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SWEDEN'S‘DEFENSE MINISTER REVIEWS SECURITY POLICY, NEUTRALITY

PM180833 Stockholm DAGENS NYHETER in Swedieh 14 Apr 85 p 5
[Swedish Defense Minister Anders Thunborg article "What Needs To Be. Changed?"]

[Text] During the 2 years that I have been defense minister I have hardly made a single
public appearance without stressing strongly that it is a tremendous asset for Swedish
- security policy that in all important respects there is political agreement about

the foundations of this security policy. - This political agréement on security policy
is valuable in itself because it shows. the rest of the world .that security policy '

is built on national support.‘ You can rely on. Swedish security policy.

In the light of this T consciously avoid talking about "Social Democratic Security poli-
cy.""I prefer to talk about "Swedish security policy." But as a Social Democrat I feel
. a particular pride over the fact that throughout the postwar period it is  Social
Democrats who have: ‘shaped, ‘defended, and developed the Swedish policy of neutrality. In
an article [Moderste Coalition Party security policy spokesman] Carl: Bildt mentions

Per Albin ‘Hangson and Tage Erlander and speaks of "the calm and stable generations who
’built up theconfidence in the Social Democratic Party in the field of foreign policy.

The policy of neutrality has its roots in our historical experiences and our geographic
and stratetic position. It is a policy which we chose ourselves and whose content we
ourselves determine. It does not .condemn us to silence or passivity and does not
involve any requirements for any neutrality or symmetry in our utterances or sympathies.

We in Sweden have chosen ‘the policy of neutrality because are. convinced that it best
corresponds to:our’ ‘national interest of remaining out of a ‘possible future war and
endeavoring in peacetime to preserve calm and stability in thorthern Europe. The policy
must therefore not be formulated in such a way as to create distrust or expectations of
deviations from the declared policy. : »

However, it is not enough simply to wish to be neutral We must also show the rest of

the world that we have the capacity to defend our territory in concrete action and re-
pulse violationms. What by our standards is a strong total defense system is therefore

-necessary to make: the policy of neutrality credible. _ :

These are -= in brief —— the basic elements of our policy of neutrality.
As far as I am able to understand it, these are what Carl Bildt means when he wrote
(in AFTONBLADET -3 April) .about "our neutralist line" and what [Moderate Coalition Party

leader] ULf Adelsohn was referring to when (in SVENSKA DAGBLADET 7 April) spoke of "the
classical main line of Swedish security policy."
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This support for security policy is of course most pleasing. But we should bear in mind
that it is a policy which for long periods was shaped and pursued in the face of very
tough political opposition from the political right which today declares its whole-

hearted support for it. ‘

Osten Unden [former Swedish foreign minister], whom the Moderates today hail as a model
in Swedish foreign policy (for example, Bildt in SVENSKA DAGBLADET 18 September

1983) was subject in the fifties to very bitter attacks by the Moderates of the day and
was accused of not sufficiently whole-heartedly standing on "the side of democracy" when
he asserted the policy of neutrality. ‘ :

Even if disregard for history seems to be a part of the Moderates' neoliberal ideology,
L still think that our postwar history should dispose the Moderates toward a certain
humility on the topic of security policy. But humility is certainly not a neoliberal
virtue. At any rate, an awareness of the right's own security policy history in the
fities and sixties should frighten today's Moderates from their most impudent attacks,
such as ugging Osten Unden as a weapon against the Social Democrats. .

From Unden we learned maturity and self-control in foreign policy. Part of this is, for
example, not accusing another state of violating Swedish territory without firm
evidence. In September 1983 one of the Armed Forces commander-in-chief's reports was
presented to the Foreign Affairs committee. In it the commander-in-chief reported that
he had no firm base on which to voice an opinion about which nation had violated Swedish
territory. Despite this, immediately after the meeting Carl Bildt made a public state-
mwent accusing the Soviet Union. A person who considers thils to he reconcilable with the
need for sense and good judgement in foreign policy should talk quietly -- very quietly
—— about the Osten Unden legacy. .

Throughout the postwar period the Social Democratic party has endeavored to safeguard
agreement on security policy. In dealings with the Center Party this has never presented
a problem. They have never wavered in thelr support for the policy of neutrality. The
same is true of the Liberal Party, at least in the last 15 years.

In a few cases agreement has been made impossible by the fact that the Moderates have
chosen to make statements or adopt positions which could not be reconciled with neutra-
list policy. Sometimes this has been due to ignorance or lack of perspective. Sometimesg
they have been unable to resist the temptation to make domestic political capital out of
security policy. This applies both to statements directed against the present govern-
weot and against the center government during the 1982 election campaign. As recently as
last week there was criticism of the Moderates from center circles for this policy.

Regardless of the background it has most often fallen to the lot of the Social Democratic
Party to take up the debate with the right. And every time the right has, after a while,
crept back under the secure blanket of neutralist policy, as the prime minister has put
it. It has not always been pleasant to have to carry on this debate. But it is a
pedagogical task which we have to assume when the Moderates do not themselves realize

the seriousness of their actions. : ' '

This was the case, for example, when in the fifties the right wanted to build up joint
defenses for Bornholm with Demmark. This was the case at the end of the fifties when the
right asserted that Sweden's defenses were based on the assumption that we would

receive help from the Western powers in the event of war. This was the case when the
right called for full memwbership in the ELC despite the fact that the Davignon report
made it clear that the EEC wanted political cooperation which for reasons for

neutrality ruled out Swedish membership. And this was also the case in the Vietnam

years when the Right Party [former name of the Moderate Coalition Party] and Liberal
Party leaders of the day took U.S. reactions as a guide for their policies.
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In 1982, the Moderate Coalition Party adopted a security policy program which in certain
respects is diffucult to reconcile with the traditional line in Swedish security policy.
In this program a totally dominant role in security policy was given to the defense
forces. Peace in Europe is not possible without freedom in Eastern Europe, they said.
In other respects too the Moderates launched a tough offensive over security policy.

Fortunately the situation today is different. Today the Moderates' party congress dis—
sociates itself from calls that were official Moderate policy just a few years.ago, full
membership in the EEC, for example. Moderates are now essentially dissociating them— .
selves from the spirit of ideological crusade for the liberation of Eastern Europe hinted
at in their 1982 platform. Last year they agreed to a four-party settlement on de~ |
fense spending and showed a real desire for an understanding. i P

There remain a few stupidities from the Moderate Coalition Party's youth organization and
its student association which hardly need to be taken seriously but which the Moderates
should dissociate themselves from. Bildt, Adelsohn, and others should feel and exercise
a greater pedagogic responsibility toward these groups in the party. '

Even though the Moderates stand today for a completely different and considerably more
traditional security policy than they did a few years ago there is still good reason
to ask for certain clarifications -- in the light of the debate in the last few weeks.

What, for example, do the Moderates mean by a "tighter foreign policy?" What is it that
needs to be changed? 1Is it our UN policy, our support for the principles of internation-
al law on the nonuse of violence, the fight for human rights in all countries? Or is

it our active policy for balanced arms limitations? Or are the Moderates perhaps hinting
that ‘the government has not taken the submarine violations seriously? If this is the
case I can assure them that the policy in whose formulation I have had a hand since be-
coming defense minister does not mean "double messages" and does not show a trace of
ylelding to any superpower. It is completely groundless to accuse the government or the
prime minister of anything like that.

I think that the Moderates should try to imagine what it could mean for the nation -in
security policy terms if accusations of this sort are repeated for a long time and are
not investigated. That what why the prime minister asked his two questions, which I
helped to formulate, of ULf Adelsohn.

However, I note that Bildt, in both the Riksdag foreign policy debate and in his
AFTONBLADET article, goes some way toward retracting the Moderate accusations. Now what
is needed is some plain speaking from the Moderate leader.

And what do the moderates mean by a ''stronger defense policy?" When I returned to the
Defense Ministry after an absence of almost 10 years I cannot claim that I was parti-
cularly impressed by the dynamism in defense'policy demonstrated by the nonsocialist
governments. " ’

From 1976 to 1982 the defense forces' share of GNP fell from 3.1 to 2.8 percent. 1In
this year's Riksdag motion the Moderates are calling for an increase in defense spending
of less than 1 percent. This is really much ado about very little. = Together with the
nonsocialist parties we have taken certain long-term decisions which ensure that the
general thrust of the 1982 defense bill can be implemented. This means that together
we are safeguarding a Swedish defense system which is by no means bad.
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Of course it would be possible to indulge in ironies about the Moderates' opportunism
and changeability. But .we should be primarily pleased if the Moderates are firmly
anchored in the security policy community and stop their unjust accusations. In this
case, we could continue with the fundamental unity on security policy.

The Nordic area now findé'itsélf in stratégic hqt water in a completely different way
from in the past. Military activity close to our borders has increased. In this
situation we should devote all our efforts to the substance of gecurity policy, such as

the preparations for the 1987 defense bill. We do actually have more important things
to do in security policy than chew over so-called affairs. We must remember that
broad political agreement on security is and will remain a hollow facade if there is
no corresponding popular consensus on security and defense polic?. ' : '

Today, encouragingly enough, we can note very strong popular support for our policy of
neutrality and for our defense forces. For us politicians this popular backing is not"
only a support but also a challenge —-- a challenge to try to reach agreement in the
country's interest and to establish in harmony a long-term security and defense policy
which responds to this strong popular confidence. - o

CS0: 5200/2608
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SOVIET OFFICIAL INTERVIEWED ON AUSTRALIAN RADIO
BK251447 Melbourne Overseas Service in English 1110 GMT 25 Mar 85
[From the Australian Insight Program)

[Text] Australia has been playing a prominent role in arms reductions efforts
since the election of the Hdwke Labor Government 2 years ago. Its high profile
in arms negotiations is indicated by its appointment of Mr Richard Butler as
Australia's ambassador for disarmament, Last week, Australian officials held
disarmament talks with a senior Soviet official in Canberra, and in a later
public meeting, the Soviet official, Dr Vladimir Petrovskiy, had some strong
words to say about the development of the so-called star wars space weapons.
This report is from John Lombard in Canberra;

[Begin recording] [Lombard] The Australian Labor Government has been quite
firm on the star wars proposal by the American administration., It is against
it. Under the plan announced by President Reagan last year, the Americans are
undertaking research into laser weapons that would operate from outer space

to hit Soviet missiles fired at the United States.

But the Australian position is for a comprehensive test-ban treaty, what's
known as a CTB that would, quite simply, stop all testings by all nations in
all environment. Mr Richard Butler has been leading the Australian approach
in arms talks in Geneva, and by all reports, he has been quite successful.
What has become known, then, as the Australian approach is beginning to get a
much wider acceptance. This involves a comprehensive treaty with verifica-
tion, and that means an intérnational seismic data network, a remote control
black-box monitoring system, an international atmospheric monitoring network,
and on-sight inspection. '

The Australian approach was spelled out last week to the Soviet head of the
Foreign Ministry's international organizations department, Dr Vladimir
Petrovskly, who led a delegation of Soviet experts on disarmament in talks

in Canberra. Later, at a public meeting, Dr Retrovskiy referred to the Reagan
star wars plan and gave the Soviet position, Moscow, he said, would be pre-
pared to negotiate drastic reductions in strategic arms, if the development of
space weapons was halted.

[Petrovskiy] If ydu will agree that we will have more work with regard to
outer space now, then immediately we will settle and will make it clear we
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would be ready to go for drastic reductions in the strategic armament. I
would like to stress it--drastic reduction of strategic armament including
the continental ballistic missiles, nuclear medium-range and heavy bombers.
And we would be ready also to speak about the freeze of the deployment of
nuclear medium [as heard] weapons today. But, first we should be sure that
there will be no arms race in outer space, because arms race in outer space
will make us necessary to (?move) to it.

[Lombard] Dr Petrovskiy rejected suggestions that the American star wars
project involved at this stage is only in research. He pointed to the fact
that the atomic bomb that ended the Second World War by being dropped on
Hiroshima in Japan had also begun as a research project.

[Petrovskiy] For example, it all started in:the original (?New Haven)
project, which was the Manhattan project. It was a research project. But
in the long run, it gave out, how to say, to the use of this nuclear or atom
weapon in the [word indistinct] of Hiroshima. Anyhow, every such thing
started with research.

[Lombard] Dr Petrovskiy of the Soviet Union. It was revealed that at the
end of the Australian-Soviet talks on disarmament that China has decided it
will take part in the work toward a comprehensive nuclear test~ban treaty.
Australian officials described the Chinese decision, made known in Geneva
some weeks ago, as a breakthrough for the Australian approach. Officials
said China had said that if the Australian approach was adopted as a negoti-
ating position, China would take part in the work. In previous talks, they
had refused. The change of heart apparently is a result of bilateral talks
on disarmament between China and Australia in Beijing last year. John
Lombard, Radio Australia, Canberra. [end recording]
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SOVIET-FINNISH CONSULTATIONS--Helsinki, 17 Apr (TASS)--Soviet~Finnish politi-
cal consultations have been held here on a wide range of issues related to
preventing an arms race in space and ending it on earth, including the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Soviet side was led by Vladimir
Petrovskiy, member of the Collegium of the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
and the Finnish side by Seppo Pietinen, head of the Political Department of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Finland. Vladimir Petrovskiy was received
by Paavo Vayrynen, Finnish minister for foreign affairs. [Text] [Moscow
TASS International Service in Russian 0940 GMT 17 Apr 85 LD]
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 CHERNYSHEV ASSAILS REAGAN SPEECH TO EUROPARLIAMENT _ Lo o .
LD0B1745 Moscow TASS in English 1705 GMI 8 May 85
[Text] Moscow May 85 TASS -- TASS nilitary writer Vladimir Chernyshev writes

The speech by v. S, President Ronald Reagan to a special session of .the European -
Parliament has been widely publicized by his advisers and assistants in advance. - They - ‘
- proclaimed that the President would suggest the ways of ‘easing tension in relations o
- between the United States and the USSR, that the speech would contain ‘peace 1nitiatives

What turned out in reality? . , :

The speech indeed abounds in high—sounding phrases and bombastic slogans. Those who
compiled the speech did wonderfully well. If the President's words and deeds are -
compared, the real value of his "peaceable" pronouncements is clearly seen. .

Our task... is to keep the peace with the Soviet Union... to introduce greater stapility
in our relationship with it, and live together in the world, the President declares.

And goes right into insinuations, direct disftortion of the Soviet Union's foreign :
policy which can in no way be regarded as conducive to greater stability in Soviet-U.S. -
‘relations. Perhaps, the U.S. Administration renounced the policy of "countervailing"
the USSR and other socialist countries at lopg last? .No, one will look in vain for

any evidence of that both in that address anp other statements by the present v. S. P
Administration officials. _ . , ; ' ”

"We cannot and should not seek to build our jpeace and freedom perpetually upon the

- basis of expanding nuclear arsenals", the President declares. This premise 4s in
principle correct. ‘But what ‘follows it? . The chief of the White House declares that
the United States should preserve a modern and viable nuclear arsenal in all the three
elements of the strategic triad -~ sea-, gr nd-, and air-based weapon systems. HE
specifies that this is needed, allegedly, not for the quest of superiority, but simply
for the quest of balance. For what purpose Foes the United 'States prepare to insthl1l
in silos 100 first-strike MX nuclear missiles, is speeding up the production’of the B-1
strategic bomber, is building up the nuclear potential of surface and underwater
weapons, is deploying Pershing missiles and cruise missiles in Europe is manufacthringl -
17,000 new units of nuclear ammunition? . .

v .

1t is absolutely clear that this is being done not for the "quest of balance" but for
~quite a different purpose. ‘ A ‘ :

The President states: "The Soviet Union,... does not share our view of what constitutes
a stable nuclear balance”. He is right here for the Soviet Union cannot share the
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United States' treatment of the notion for "balance" American-style means the . advantage
on the United States side. The. chief of the White House was obviously pining for the
past, when he recalled that ‘early in the 70s the United States lost its superiority over
the Soviet Union in the sphereée. of strategic nuclear arms. Ronald Reagan who announced -
in October 1981 his’ "strategic programme" for the 80s, who planned for a decade ahead

a huge build—up of the United States strategic nuclear potential,: asked from the

rostrum in. Strasbourg' "Must we accept an endless process of nuclear arms competition?"
Absolutely unabashed he said emphatically: "I don't think so". *Is not this the example
of how Washington s deeds differ from words? .

And what "peace initiatives does the President of the United States suggest? Maybe
the United States at last decided to follow the:Soviet Union's good example and also
assume the -commitment to keep from the first use of muclear weapons? Maybe Washington
heeded Moscow's peaceful call and agrees to freeze nuclear arsenals and stop preparation
for the creation of weaponS'to be deployed in:space? . No, nothing of the kind is :
mentioned in the President's speech, for this would. interfere with Washington's
-ambitious plans. Reagan's "peace initiatives" turned out to be very modest and not at
all new ~- exchange of observers at military exercises’and locations, establishing
contacts between military leaders and military-to-military communications link, the
expression of the readiness to "discuss" the Soviet proposal on non-use of force and
then only provided that the Soviet Union agrees to military-technical confidence-
building measures suggested by NATO .countries in Stockholm.. -

But then there was "novelty", unexpectedly, in another part of the Presidént's speech.
According to him it is not the United States, but the Soviet Union that, allegedly,
decided to build nuclear forces aimed at dealing a first strike. This. is something

new indeed, A greater absurdity is difficult to imagine. It is as if not the Soviet
Union, but the United States assumed unilaterally the obligation not to be the first

to use nuclear weapons. But even the most obvious lie must have a certain purpose. What
is the purpose in this concrete .case? The explanation is very simple. This lie is . -
needed to "substantiate" .in a new way the need for the United States to create a large-
scale ABM system with elements of- space "basing, to work out the technology of "star
wars"

By his statements and his practical deeds, the chief of the White House clearly shows
that Washington s ways of "lowering tension" can carry the world into dangerous
entanglements of "star wars", can lead it to nuclear catastrophe. . =
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PRAVDA HITS NITZE COMMENTS ON SOVIET NEGOTTATING STANCE
PM030821 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 3 May ‘85 First Edition p 5

[TASS headline: ''Who Is Blocking the Talks?"] ,
[Text] Washingtoﬁ, 2 May -- In striving to achieve military superiority over the USSR,
the Reagan administration is openly displaying an obstructionist approach toward the
Soviet-U.S. talks in Geneva. This was again borne out by Paul Nitze, adviser to the
President and U.S. secretary of state on talks about arms reduction, who delivered

Washington's official appraisal of the results of the first round of the Geneva talks
at the National Press Club. :

Nitze crudely distorted the essence of the Soviet position and patently tried to "prove"
that it is not the United States but the Soviet Union that is "blocking" the achievement
of progress at Geneva. By this he meant that success in the matter of working out an
agreement is possible only on U.S. terms.

In this connection the adviser again confirmed the unconcealed unwillingness of the
administration to seriously examine the proposals and initiatives on questions of arms
limitation which the Soviet Union has put forward, having reiterated in this the often
refuted arguments to the effect that a freeze of the nuclear potentials of both sides
will allegedly consolidate "Soviet military superiority." Meanwhile, even Pentagon
documents acknowledge the presence now of approximate parity in the nuclear sphere
between the USSR and United States. The absence in the administration of a serious
approach to the talks has again been demonstrated by Nitze's negative.reaction to the
halting right up to November this year of the further deployment of Soviet medium~-range
missiles in Europe announced unilaterally by the Soviet Union, to the proposal of the
introduction, for the whole period of the talks, of a moratorium on the creation,
including scientific-research work, testing, and deployment of space-based strike
weapons.

Nitze did not put forward a single new, specific proposal in these spheres, which con- -
firms that the United States has nothing to counter the constructive Soviet initiatives

with. The adviser merely repeated the completely discredited "ideas" that the

Washington administration has issued in the past and that, as is known, are intended to
ensure U.S. superlority in this or that category of weapons. At the same time, he

stated that the United States would like to take the issue of nonmilitarization of

space out of the framework of the Geneva talks, stressing the administration's inténtion

to continue work on President Reagan's "Strategic Defense Initiative."

Nitze's statement has shown convincingly that the Reagan administration is more
interested in bullding up arms than in achieving accords with the Soviet Union on
limiting them.
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U.S.VRESPONSE TO SOKOLOV INTERVIEW, OTHER INITIATIVES HIT

1D062352 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1645 GMT 6 Méy 85

[From the "International Diary," program presented by Boris Andriahov with commentary
by Yevgeniy Kachanov] ' '

[Text] Foreign news agencies devote a certain. [opredelennyy] amount of space to .
-reactions to the interview Marshal of the Soviet Union Sokolov, USSR minister of defense,
gave to a TASS correspondent. He expressed serious concern during the interview over
‘the Washington administration's continuing attempts to achieve unilateral military
advantages over the Soviet Union, in particular in the sphere of space weapons. I am
passing the microphone to my colleague, commentator Yuvgeniy Kachanov:

You are well aware, comrades, that our country has repeatedly demonstrated goodwill in
its attempts to halt and reverse the arms race unleashed by the imperialist circles
of the West.

The Soviet Union unilaterally halted the further deployment of its medium-range missiles
a month ago to last until this November and suspended the implementation of other
countermeasures in Europe. By introducing this moratorium, the Soviet leadership
unambiguously demonstrated that the road to arms reduction is open. The Soviet Union

is making a sensible and natural proposal. It is saying that both sides should freeze
their arsenals, that preparations for the development of weapons to be deployed in
space should be halted, and that this should be used as a basis for immediate reductions

in armament stockpiles.

Washington's response to this initiative is well known. The White House hastily
‘rejected it, without even acquainting itself with the details of the proposal. Mean-
while, the Unitéd States is forging ahead with continued work on the so-called Strategic
Defense Initiative and attempts to make U.S. partners in NATO and other military blocs
join in this work. In order to defuse the wave of world concern over Reagan's "star
wars" plans, the United States is claiming that these plans are purely defensive and

that they are, in fact, intended to rid mankind of nuclear weapons. In his interview
with a TASS correspondent, the USSR defense minister showed in a persuasive and well-
argued manner that these claims are overtly demagogic and bear no relation whatsoever

to the truth.

What's more, in the United States itself they are not going out of their way to conceal
the true purpose of the plans to put weapons in space. Here, for example, is a typical
scenario for nuclear war against the Soviet Union. It was published in a report issued
by a group of U.S. experts called the Foundation for Explaining the Purpose of
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Disarmament. There is such an organization in the United States. First of all,

U.S. killer satellites will destroy enemy satellites. Then a hydrogen bomb will explode
over enemy cities and knock out ground communications. Trident missiles will destroy
launch silos and missile launchers 15 minutes later, MX missiles will destroy everything
else 30 minutes later, and space-based missile defense systems will then knock out
missiles that survived the first strike.

'There are other scenarios of this type, but an obligatory element in all of them is
the infliction of a first nuclear strike from behind a space shield. Admittedly, the
authors of such schemes fail_tb bear in mind for some reason that the enemy, i.e., the
Soviet Union, will not sit with its arms folded and will definitely take equivalent
countermeasures. This does not make the Pentagon strategists' insane schemes less
dangerous, however., Against their background, the verbiage from official Washington
about its wish to curb the arms race looks all the more implausible.

The other day, Michael Armacost, U.S. under secretary of state for political affairs,
dotted all the i's and crossed all the t's, as the saying goes.  He literally said the
‘following: It will be a mistake to make arms control the focal point of our relations
with the Soviet Union. In setting out the administration's long-term approach to
Soviet~U.S. relations, he openly called for the implementation of a position-of-strength
policy. He described the further buildup of military might as the United States' main
-task in this area. As far as the White House's approach to arms limitation is concerned,
here, too, Armacost described the modernization and expansion of U.S. nuclear forces as
‘the main component of U.S. policy in this field. He said that this process is already
in full swing. : ‘ S ‘ '

This undefstahding of the problem of limiting the arms race is a strange one, to put it
mildly. It is disarmament. in reverse, so to speak. One gets the impression that in
both the nuclear and space spheres U.S. 'strategists are slaves to their own concept of
getting away with a first strike unscathed and without punishment. But the USSR
minister of defense gave a timely reminder that if the United States undermines the
existing miliﬁaryéstrategic equilibrium, the Soviet Union will be left with no choice
but to take countermeasures to restore the status quo, - C

Furthermore, our measures will be equivalent to the threat that may be posed to the
Soviet Union and its allies. At the same time, he stressed yet again that our goal

is the termination of the arms race and the complete destruction of nuclear weapons
everywhere. : : :
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GORBACHEV ANSWERS FRENCH VETERANS ON GENEVA TALKS

PM071035 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA iIn Russian 7 Mayv85 Second Edition p 1

["To the National Council of the French Republican Aésociatioﬁ,of War Veterans and Vic-
tims"] . ; - .

[Text] "It is with great attention that I read your message permeated with interest in
. the success of the current Soviet-U.S. negotiations in Geneva where questions of para-
mount importance for the destinies of peace, for the entire human race are discussed.

"War veterans know better than anybody else what war is and are working persistently to
prevent it from recurring, especilally a war with the use of nuclear weapons capable of
reducing our planet to ashes. ' :

"I can assure you: The Soviet Union came to Geneva with the firm intention to conduct
constructive talks on preventing militarization of space, on radically reducing strate—
gic nuclear weapons and medium-range weapons. Since it would be ummatural to conduct.
negotiations on arms reduction and at the same time keep building them up, we proposed
that the Soviet Union and the U.S. introduce a moratorium for the entire duration of the
talks on the development, including research, testing, and deployment of strike space
weapons and freeze their strategic offensive arms. At the same time, both the deployment
of U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe and the implementation of USSR countermeasures
should be terminated.

"To facilitate the search for accords we, as you know, introduced a unilateral morator-
ium starting from April 7, 1985 on the deployment of our medium-range missiles and
suspended the implementation of other countermeasures in Furope caused by the siting of
the new U.S. missiles. That is, we confirmed our desire to reach agreement with con-
crete actions, which evoked a positive response in the world.

This is our unswerving principled policy. The USSR is sincerely striving for disarma-
ment and nuclear arms reduction. Back in 1982 our country pledged not to be the first
to use nuclear weapons and urged other nuclear powers to follow our example. In 1983
the USSR announced a unilateral moratorium on the deployment of anti-satellite weapons
in space for as long as other states acted the same way. Both these pledges remain in
effect at the present time. We also proposed ihat the USSR and the U.S. reduce their
strategic offensive arms by one-quarter and wore. Yet, the U.S. Administration gave no
constructive reply to any of these initiatives.

"Unfortunately, now, too, judging from the first stage of the Geneva negotiations, U.S.
representatives have so far displayed no desire to reach agreement. Another thing is
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evident: The U.S. is carrying on a reckless arms race and actively trying to project
it into space. : : ST

"What 1s needed for a success in Geneva is reciprocal politic&lngOd-will for reaching
agreement, given strict observance of the principle of equality and equal security.
Despite a complex and tense situation in the world and difficulties in the negotiations
in Geneva, we remain soberly optimistic. ~ e

"We hope that our partners will heed the voice of peoples who want peace and termination
of the arms race. We hope that common sense, politihal_realism;ﬂand;the feeling of re-
sponsibility for a peaceful future will prevail. 'We have ‘faith in the ability of
peoples to safeguard their right to life. e

"These days Soviet people mark widely the 40th anniversary of the great victory. .They
give due credit to the contribution of their Allies in the anti-Hitler coalition to the
cause-of utter defeat .of  the hated fascism. .We remember the couragous French patriots,
soldiers and resistance: fighters who made a notable contribution to our common victory.

"In our firm conviction, no task is more important in thé-world today than to ward off
the threat of nuclear annihilation of mankind. The more actively and resolutely members
of the public work toward the solution of that task, the better are chances of success."

M.S. Gorbachev

The National Council of the French Republican Association of War Veterans and Victims
sent messages to Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the Central Committee of the
CPSU, and U.S. President Ronald Reagan, which emphasize that many members of that mass
French organization fought against fascism shoulder to shoulder with Soviets and Ameri-

cans during World War ITI. TFrench war veterans expressed serious preoccupation about the
arms race that has unfolded in the world: We realize, the message says, that a military
conflict between the two powers would inevitably escalate into a nuclear one. This
would have disastrous and irreparable consequences for all of mankind.:

'Welcoming agreeméntAbetween the USSR and the U.S. on opening negotiations on nuclear and

space arms, the authors -of the message note that the joint Soviet-U.S.:statement pro-
claims' that the objective of these negotiations will be ‘to work out effective agreements
aimed at preventing an ‘arms race in space and terminating it on earth, at limiting and
reducing nuclear arms, and at strengthening strategic stability. ' ’

The message underlines that the negotiations can proceed amid better conditions if re-
search into and the beginning of militarization of outer space are stopped, since it
would be illogical to conduct negotiations on preventing a new stage of the arms race.
and simultaneously begin that stage. ‘They would be far more effective. if the deployment

. of new missiles is terminated for the duration of the talks. This will make it possible

to seek agreement in a healthier atmosphere.

In conclusion, the message expresses the wish for the Geneva negotiations to justify the
hopes of the peoples. : S B o
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WEEKLY RADIO ROUNDTABLE VIEWS GENEVA, SHIP CALLS, SDI
1D211645 Moscow Domestic:Serﬁice,in RuSéian 1130 GMT 21 Apr 85.

["Internétional Observers Roundtable" brogram with political observers
Aleksandr Yevgeniyevich Bovin and Nikolay VladimirOVich Shishlin, and All-
Union Radio commentator Viktor Nikolayevich Levin] ‘

[Excerpt] = '

[Shishlin] Aleksandr Yevgeniyevich, we should of course add to this that we want to i
have a serious attitude not only toward history, but to the present as well —— a present
when there are quite a lot of alarming things, when ‘there are also certain hopes, but
when there is a continuing struggle for the same aims of freedom, democracy, and
national independence for which the great battle against fascism was fought. So the
celebration of the 40th anniversary of victory itself represents not only a tribute of
:grateful ﬁembry to those heroes who won the great fight, but also a sort of political
point to ponder in the battle today to improve intérnational relations and the world
political climate, which is being waged persistently and consistently by our country,
our friends and allies, broad peace-loving public forces and sober-minded political
circles in the Western countries. In the world today there are truly many alarming
‘things, but things which alarm are the first step toward understanding the need for -
action to put internatiomal relations o an even keel. = = :

It is appropriate to talk about these questions because it is a fact that in inter-

- national life the main problem has been and remains the problem of limiting and reducing
the arms race and the destiny of those multifaceted efforts that are made on many
levels by. the socialist world and by us to limit and curtail the arms race. Recently,
‘as everyone knows, the Soviet Union proposed a great number of initiatives, quite:
‘remarkable .ones. Some of them have simply beén taken unilaterally: in particular, this:

goes for the moratorium on stationing our medium-range nuclear weapons.

[Levin] I would like to recall, comrades, the essence of those initiatives. We are
proposing that for the entire duration of the Geneva talks, the USSR and the United
States place_a‘moratorium on the creation, including scientific research work, and the
testing and.deployment of space strike weapons, and that they freeze their strategic
offensive weapons. At the same time, the deployment of the U.S. medium-range missiles

in Europe‘and,-correspondingly,-the‘buildup-of our countermeasures, would be stopped.

We  are ready to demonstrate goodwill, too, by specific action. To this end, the Soviet
Union has announced a moratorium on the deployment of its medium-range missiles and
. the suspension of its other ‘countermeasures being implemented in Europe. The moratorium.

Y
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remains in force until this November. The decision that we make after that depends on
whether the United States will follow our example, and whether or not it will stop the
deployment of its medium-range missiles in Europe. : , :
[Shishlin] Along the same lines was the recent reaction by the USSR Supreme Soviet
-Presidium to the proposal to place a moratorium on nuclear tests, a full moratorium:
ras we all know, only underground tests are permitted, while they have long been banned
-on land, at sea, and in the sky. -

[Bovin] Here our U.S. partners at Geneva are again saying no to all our proposals of
this kind, o

[Shishlin] Yes, and so I have the question ~- and maybe we can try to answer it among
ourselves —- that if the United States reacts negatively to the Soviet initiatives and
the Soviet unilateral action aimed at reducing tension, then are those initiatives
justified, is that action justified? .

“[Bovin] Of course, the action is justified, because it draws the attention of public
opinion to those very problems that can be resolved in the very shortest space of time.
"Take now, for example, the problem of reducing nuclear potentials: you can spend 1,

2 or 3 years working on it. But to freeze the current levels, for example, to put a
ban on tests -~ that could be done in Just a few days, because the text of a treaty

on nuclear tests had almost been completely prepared. The Americans then left the talks,
and some 5 percent of the work was left uncompleted. But this could literally be done
in a few weeks. That is why we are suggesting that this should be done. At the same
time, however, there is a logic in their rejection of it. At Geneva they talk about
disarmament, but at home they are engaged in rearming. And since they are making new
missiles, since they are modernizing the warheads for those missiles, then they have
to test them. That is their logic. The Pentagon is insisting that these tests be
carried out, otherwise the brakes will be put on the modernization program.

[Shishlin] 1In asking that question, I deliberately wanted to reveal the problem that

is facing us. In essence, the Soviet Union really does attach very great importance

to Soviet-U.S. relations and strives to ensure that those relations return to a healthy
course. But I would like to draw the attention of our listeners to the fact that the _
fate of world politics is decided not just within the framework of Soviet-U.S. relations.
In the light of this, the unilateral Soviet action and the Soviet proposals aimed at
achieving a sharp turnabout in the development of international relations are, of

course, addressed to the world at large. I believe that the initiatives proposed by

the Soviet Union are not limited by the American reaction in this respect. Essentially,
we can state that in West Europe, and not only there, these initiatives have received
both understanding and support. '

[Bovin] This is, of course, a slightly more complicated issue, because the government
circles of Western Europe in general aligned themselves with the Americans here. The
NATO discipline has not been broken here, but the gradual increase in public pressure
will affect policies of the governments, although it might not happen at once, perhaps,
not as soon as we would like to see it happen, or as effectively, but it is still one
of the most important factors in world politics now, o :

[Levin] It would suffice to mention that meeting of the Socialist International, for
instance, where the socialist parties assumed quite a concrete stand toward Reagan's -
_"gparhwgrsf_prqgram; they reject this initiative. The ominous nature of these plans

*
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is evident. It is necessary to say that U.S. propaganda resorts to various inventions

in its attempts to justify the "star wars' program. ' In his talk with the PRAVDA editor,
Comrade Gorbachev described these arguments as fictitious. Indeed, they talk about
defense while making preparations for an offensive, advertise the space shield while
forging the space sword, promise to eliminate nuclear wedpons while building them up

and perfecting them in practice, give promises of stability to the world while working

to upset the military balance. An understanding of the profound danger that is concealed
“in the "star wars" program leads to an increase in protests against these ominous plans.

Let's take another event that took place this week: ‘The Government of Iceland's
decision to not allow U.S. and British ships carrying nuclear weapons to enter the
country's waters. A propos, such a question often arises here, and this question is
contained in some letters we receive from our listeners:. What can the antiwar move-
ment achieve? They make speeches, the letters say, and organize demonstrations and
meetings; but nevetheless, the NATO circles realize their militarist plans. . However,
the impact of the antiwar movement on the political atmosphere is quite strong. In
particular, the decision by the Icelandic Government meets the demands of wide popular
masses of not only that country, but of other Western European states as well, and when
this decision is being analyzed in the West, it is noted that a similar decision has
already been made by the Government of New Zealand. But there are also some differences
between the positions of the Icelandic and New Zealand Governments. Iceland is a member
of NATO. ’ '

[Bovin] On the otﬁer hand, New Zealand is also:a member of the ANZUS group...

[Levin, interrupting] Yes, beyond any doubt, but...

[Bovin, interrupting) This is also a kind of NATO, with the only difference that it
is small, for three states. ' : _

[Levin] This is exactly the case when it is a chip off the old block.

[Bovin] That is true. Besides that, the reason why the Americans were very unhappy
with the decision of New Zealand then, is that they were afraid of exactly this

effect of infection, so to speak, of the possibility that this fear would spread to
other countries. We see the first results in Iceland. ' '

[Shishlin] We cannot help evoking the memory of the fact that just last week’ the

Norwegian Government drew a distinctive line quite clearly between its own approach
to the Strategic Defense Initiative and the U.S. approach. Norwegians simply stated
that they were not going to participate in the realization of this "star wars" plan.

[Levin] So, there are some shades of difference in the NATO discipline as well, after
all, As long as we have touched upon this problem, we also cannot ‘omit the fact that
just this week, the issue of participation in realizing Reagan's strategic initiative
was discussed in the West German Bundestag, where Chancellor Kohl made a speech. The
position of the FRG Government on this issue is quite clear, and had also been pre-
sented before. To judge from the DPA reports, Kohl assumed the following stand: Ve,
together with all West European states, are ready to take part ‘in the realization of
this program, this is necessary in order not to permit ourselves to fall behind in
science and technology, and so on and so forth, but in general the FRG Government
supports Reagan's program. This i{nvites severe criticism on the part of the Social
Democrats, on the part of the Greens, to say nothing about the Communists, This issue
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attracted much attention during the visit of the USSR Supreme Soviet delegation to the
Federal Republic of Germany. It was noted there that the questions of security are

the basis of the further development of our relations. Of course, we have stated with
satisfaction, for instance, that the FRG Government states its adherence to the

Moscow treaty, to other treaties with socialist countries. This, beyond any doubt, is
a positive factor and a pleasing phenomenon, but at the same time, we cannot ignore the
fact that recently the level of FRG activity in support of U.S. military programs has
grown considerably., U.S. policy toward its partners is expressed quite clearly; it

is a policy of pressure. This policy of pressure reveals itself in even a more evident
‘way; the pressure is not limited by any framework of normal international relations,
‘when, let us put it this way, those governments that do not &uit Washington are
involved, that are not suitable according to the personal ideas of U.S. politicians. i
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CHINESE ENVOY TO UN ASKS PROGRESS IN U.S.~USSR ARMS TALKS

OW091100 Beijing XINHUA in English 1037 GMT 9 May 85

'T"Chinese Repré;éﬁtgzive_io'U.N. Calls for Progresé 1n‘U.S:?Soviet'Afms Talks" —- XINHUA

headline]

[Text] United Nations, May 8 (XINHUA) — China once again expressed its hope today that

the current arms control talks between the United States and the' Soviet Union would
achieve "substantial progress." I L ' o e

A statement to thié effect was made by Aﬁbaésadpr Huang Jiahua, Chinese .deputy permanent’
representative to.the United Nations, at a meeting held by the U.N. Economic and. Social
Council to commemorate the 40th anniversary of the end of the Second World War.

Calling on people to "draw good lessons for histoxry, face the realities of today and
arrange for a better future of humanity," the Chinese ambassador said that though no

new world war had broken out in the 40 years or so, regional conflicts had been going .on
without a let-up. There was no tranquility in many parts of the world, and violations of
the United Nations Charter and the basic norms guiding international relations accurred

from time to time.

"The arms race between the superpowers, in particular, has made theif%sfockpile,bf
nuclear, and gonventionalAwegpons.reaéh.alarming'proportions,‘posing a grave: threat to
international peace and security," he stressed. ‘ - LT e

In safeguarding peace . and striving to live in a peaceful emvironment, the Chinese
ambassador said, the people of the world "are entitled to ask the two superpowers to
carry out arms reduction in real earnest and show sincerity and good sense in :so -
doing." ; s y.. % YR FERET T
He recalled the Chinese people's hard struggle against fascism during the war and said
the victory of the.Chinese people 'has a far-reaching significance in terminating
imperialist enslavement and oppression and promoting the struggle of all the:co10nies'“

"and dependencies in the world for national independence and liberation."

He stated: "China is now engaged in its modernization program,. The Chinese Govermment
and people genuinely desire peace and have made this the primary objective of China's
foreign policy. China consistently stands for disarmament.  China fgvpufé‘ﬁhe:redﬁé—
tion of conventional arms and advocates the complete prohibition and total destruction
of all nuclear weapons. We welcome the resumption of arms control talks between the
United States and the Soviet Union and‘sincerely'hope,thatftpgir;palka?willfachieve _

'substantial_progress." - ' . L L o

e

2




»"We are happy to note that in the world today, the férces‘againét way arc arowing. We.

are therefore convinced that so long as all the peace~-loving countries and peoples
unite and work together, it would be entirely possible to avert another world war
and there would be a bright future for the cause to safeguard world peace," he
stressed. :

He noted that at present, the desire of the developing countries to develop their own
economies is another important global problem. It is a matter of regret to sece that
the developed countries have so far failed to make a positive response to this problem
and a proper solution has yet to be found. "In fact, we should realize that the
betterment of the economies of the poor countries will inevitably lead to a rapid
expansion of international trade and world market, which in turn will benefit the
developed countries," he said.

Calling for a new round of the North~South dialogue in order to make joint efforts

to settle this issue, he sald, "We also hope that the countries in the South will
strengthen their cooperation in an effort to solve their own pfoblems{” "Poday

more and more people have come to realize that the development of the Third World
countries is an important factor for the growth of the peace forces in Lhe world," he
noted,
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TUSSR: SDI PROGRAM SAID TO VIOLATE ABM TREATY
General Abrahamson Refuted

LD252347 Moscow World Service in English 2010 GMT 25 Apr 85
[Reshetnikov commentary]v

[Text] The United States is stepping up efforts to justify President Reagan's ''star
wars" program. The director of the Strategic Defense Initiative, as the project is
officially designated, has claimed that it would not violate any current agreements with
the Soviet Union. Our observer Yuriy Reshetnikov in his commentary discusses the

issue:

Lieutenant General James Abrahamson, the official presently directing the effort,
specifically referred to the Soviet-American Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty signed in
Moscow in 1972. He told a Senate appropriations committee considering the SDI that: the
project would not violate the treaty currently in effect. The senators questioned the
official on possible implications of the project and how it would affect American obliga-
tions under the ABM Treaty. First and foremost it should be noted that the ABM Treaty
concluded almost 13 years ago is generally regarded as one of the most successful
documents ever signed by our two countries. Not only has it effectively blocked the
spread of a costly and potentially dangerous race in anti-ballistic systems, but also
helped pave the way for a number of other agreements and negotiating forums.

There is no question that since the announcment of President Reagan's "star wars"
program 2 years ago, the United States has embarked on a course to undermine the ABM
Treaty. It is doubtful that Washington is unaware of the far-reaching effects that the
implementation of the SDI would entail. - In the first place it would upset the specific
relationship between offensive and defensive arms and clearly jeopardize the prospetts
of limiting and reducing strategic weapons. Even the beginning of tests, let alone the
deployment of space-based weaponry, would grossly violate the provisions of the ABM
Treaty.

For the sake of the record, one of its provisions clearly states that each party
undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-
based, air-based, space-based or mobile land-based.

>
The Pentagon, however, made it abundantly clear that it intends to waste no time forging
ahead with the program. It was recently announced that it will deploy aboard the space
shuttle the first such system in about 2 years' time, at least 2 years ahead of schedule
and as of ‘1987 such flights will be carried out at least twice a year. ’
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Ihe_White House has already asked Congress for a large increase in research funds, up
to $3.8 billion in 1986 from the initial appropriation of $1.4 billion, and that is by
no means the limit. According to some expert opinion, the final bill could amount to
as much as $100 billion. : ’

Squandering material and human resources, however, would not be the worst ﬁrobleﬁ with

the SDI. Far more perilous could be the ultimate result of such efforts,vand contrary

to what General Abrahamson has claimed, the immediate victim of the "star wars" program

would be the only successful U.S.-Soviet arms accord still in effect, the ABM Treaty.

And that is only the beginning, inevitably to be followed by an uncontrollable arms race

in every conceivable direction. So, in a way, as one expert aptly remarked, prbceeding -
with the "star wars” program would be like opening Pandora's box of retribution on :
unsuspecting mankind. " : o B

. Impact onyrreaty;*cenqva‘falksi'"
LD261500 Hoacow'TA8s in English 1441 GMT 26 Apr 85

[Text] - Moscow April-26 TASS -Vladimir Bogachev, TASS military news analyst, writes:
The latest statements by officials of the U.S. Administraticn bear out. the corclusion A
that Washington aims by no.means at reaching agreement with the Soviet Union, but is out :
~'to revise the joint Soviet-American statement to the effect that ‘the objective of the |
- talks in Geneva will be to draw.up effective agreements ‘aimed at preventing an arms race ;
in outer space and ending it on earth. : . - :

Thus, for example, Kenneth Adelman, director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, claimed in an interview with the ASSOCIATED PRESS agéncy that the sides at the
talks were broadly discussing Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative, thus presenting in
~ a wrong light the course of the discussions at Geneva. Meanwhilé, it is well-known that ;
this,prqgramme,of Washington, which provides for the“deployment‘oﬁ a large-gcale space-
based anti-missile defence system, is in crying conflict with the treaty on the limita-
tion of ABM systems in effect now and, certainly, was not and ‘could not be a subject of
bilateral discussions. The first stage of the talks covered not the U.S. "star wars" °
plan, but problems of preventing a militarisation of outer space. A special statement
to this effect has been made, for that mattér, by the Soviet delegation. L

Adelman was trying to present the matter in such a way as if the American side was doing

its utmost to "breathe 'life into the ABM treaty", albeit U.S, Secfetary of Defense
Caspar Weinberger quite recently described that treaty as 4 "pseudo-agreement on arms
control”, and his assistant Richard Perle openly insisted that the USA should refuse to

observe its provisions, '

It.is clear eﬁenvtp'upinfo:med‘pepple;.that'the American;?étar)waxs“;programme;qnd the -
treaty on the limitation of ABYM systems are mutually exclusive. . _.. .. . .. ..
The record of the U.S;:4eiegafionfat thébfifétbstage:qf ﬁhé,téiks'iéfghsgupcé of con~.
cern for the world public. Washington has so far categorically refused.to.make any . . .
gesture of goodwill, whichféould'be'evdluaped as its wish to attend .ptactically to ;.-
problems of limitation'and;fgguctiqn'of_arms._ . e
Washington declares that thé‘deﬁlo&ﬁen; of:Ameriééﬁ girétuéﬁfiké:miégiiéé'ﬂggn@rip?teél
to progress at the talks", and even summoned the head of the United States delegation ..
in Geneva to push: the MX missile programme’ through the Congress. While the Soviet Union
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~in the name of a better future.;‘ . e, R T P

_ proclaims that armg race and disarmament talks are incompatible, Washington is con—fipl

tinuing, with a persistance worthy of a better use,-upholding its absurd contantion it
that the sole reliable yay to disarmament lies through a preliminary build-up of arms
by the. United Statea. . v.rrAhnlippb e AR e o

As is known, the Soviet Union has unilaterally introduced a moratorium on, the deploy—jt
ment of medium-range missiles and build—up of .other countermeasures in. Europe. This .
decision has been evaluated world~wide as an important and constuctive one, contributing
to the success of the talks. Yet, according to Washington's distorted logic, such a
unilateral limitation of the USSR! 8; military activity allegedly exacerbates differences.
at the ‘talks. - . S Ce e o o

The USA has rejected the Soviet proposal on the introduction by both sides for the’ 3
whole period of the talks of a ‘moratorium on the creation of space weapons, freeze

- of the strategic arsenals and medium—range nucléar weapons..Acting under, far—fetchedf

pretexts, the U.S. Administration refuses ‘to follow the USSR!s. example and declare its
commitment not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. Neither does the USA wish to.;'
followithe USSR's ‘example and introduce a moratorium on anti~satellite weapons tests.
Against the background of the obstructionist:stand of the USA at. Geneva, the statement -
by the same Adelman that the Soviet Union blocked progress at'the first ‘stage of " the n
talks, sounds really ridiculous. e _ e e e

The Soviet Union believes that if. the present stand of the _USA is . rectified, this would
open up a possibility for ‘the attainment of. mutually acceptable agreemqnts at Geneva.v;

Now, more than ever before, political will is needed in the name of peace ‘on earth ";f

~
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SOVIET DEFENSE MINISTER INTERVIEWED ON SDI, NUCLEAR PARITY
Text of Interview
PMO70943 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian § May‘ 85 Second’Edition pp 1, 3'

[Unnamed TASS correspondent interview with USSR Defense Minister S.L. Sokolov: "Answers
of Marshal of the Soviet Union S.I. Sokolov, USSR Defense Minister, to TASS Correspond-
ent's Questions" -- date and place not given.] .

[Text] Question: Comrade Defense Minister, how do you assess claims by U.S. leaders
that they are in favor of "safeguarding security on the basis of strategic defensive
weapons'" while the Soviet Union, they claim, is conducting a strategic offensive arms
race? :

Answer: The United States, which for the 40 years since World War II has been trying to
achieve military superiority, has always acted as the initiator of the arms race. How-
ever, these attempts have been promptly thwarted by the Soviet Union's effective re~
taliatory actions. '

The existing military-strategic equilibrium between the USSR and the United States and
between the Warsaw Pact and NATO is a historical gain of the socialist community and
an essential condition of its security. It exists objectively today and, unless you
resort to deceit, no one can refute that fact. The existence of equilibrium curbs U.S.
imperial ambitions and prevents it from achieving world rule. That is why the
Washington leaders are trying to break this parity and achieve military superiority
over the USSR and its allies, ' :

Under these conditions their statements concerning some kind of shift toward an
orientation toward defensive weapons in questions of military building sound strange, to
put it mildly. The facts prove that the present administration has no thought at all

of "defense." On the contrary, it is counting on acquiring the potential for a first,
disarming nuclear strike. For that, the precision of U.S. nuclear weapons capable of
striking our retaliatory strike forces, above all, ICBM silo launchers, is being
enhanced. Conditions are being created for a surprise nuclear attack with the aid of
Pershing II missiles deployed in the West European countries and also long-range cruise
missiles of various basing modes deployed close to USSR territory. Various means are
being used to camouflage U.S. missiles and bombers in flight in order to restrict oppor-

tunities for detecting them as much as possible,

The Pentagon is rapidly developing new strategic offensive weapons -- two types of ICBM,
submarine-launched ballistic missiles and two types of heavy bombers. Defense Secretary
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C. Weinberger frankly states that, in creating a space-based ABM system, the United
‘States will also have a "powerful strategic triad" to deliver a crushing nuclear strike
jeopardizing the Soviet Union's existence. As we can see, it is by no means a case of
an.orientation toward defensive weapons but of the constant buildup of the U.S. strategic
offensive potential, " '

The Pentagon is now rushing into space, What for? Once again to attempt to achieve
military superiority over the USSR, through space this time. President R, Reagan's so-
called "Strategic Defense Initiative" is only called "defensive" as camouflage, while
it is in fact aimed at creating a new class of weapon, a space strike weapon. ‘

In an attempt to take strike weapons into space, U.S. officials, counter to the facts,
are claiming that the militarization of space began with the emergence of various
military satellites and that the USSR has been conducting an arms race in space since
then. That is not true. The satellites that both sides possess for communications, navi-
gation, missile attack warning, and others are not strike space weapons.. Right now
neither the USSR nor the United States has weapons in space. The militarization of

space so dangerous to mankind will begin when strike weapons designed to strike targets
in space or from space are put into space.. It is then that the space arms race will be
unleashed, and that is precisely where the United States is leading matters.

The Soviet Union resolutely opposes the arms race on earth and its dissemination to
space. Thus, it proposes the only sensible thing: freezing the sides' nuclear
_arsenals, halting preparation for the creation of weapons to deploy in space, and, on
‘this basis, immediately moving to reductions of armaments stockpiles, To prove more
persuasively its sincereity and goodwill, the USSR has stated that from 7 April through
November 1985 it is unilaterally ceasing the further deployment of its medium-range
missiles and is suspending the implementation of other retaliatory measures in Europe.

This decision confirms our country's desire to do everything to curb the arms race.
It is an open road from a moratorium to a reduction. But, as is well known, the United
States rejected the Soviet initiative out of hand, ‘thus creating doubt on the sincerity
of its statements that it is ready to agree on a nuclear arms reduction. '

Washington officials are now making irresponsible statements to the effect that the
moratorium announced by the USSR is not being observed. I will say frankly that this is
deliberate and malicious misinformation. ' The USSR is true to its word; it is not in-

. creasing and will not increase its medium-range weapons in the European part of the
country by a single missile or aircraft for the duration of the moratorium. :

Question: The U.S. Administration claims that the adoption of the Soviet moratorium
proposal would mean "the consolidation of the USSR's superiority" in the field of
.strategic offensive weapons and medium-range nuclear weapons. Does such superiority
really exist today? ’

Answer: There is no "USSR nuclear superiority" in strategic offensive weapons or
medium-range nuclear weapons. There is approximate parity with regard to these weapons.
Washington is resorting to the distortion of facts in order to justify its unprecedented
military programs and the arms race and to conceal its reluctance to reach agreement in -
Geneva on the nonmilitarization of space and a radical reduction of nuclear weapons.

The equilibrium between the USSR and the United States in the strategic arms field has

been carefully verified and acknowledged by the sides during the drafting of the SALT 1
and SALT IT accords. Right now the USSR has a few more delivery vehicles whilg the
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United States has the advantage in terms of nuclear charges. But as a whole there is
approximate parity. : : . . .

The U.S. Jbint Chiefs of Staff confirm this approximate parity. Their report to
Congress (1984) stated: "At present there exists approximate nuclear parity between

- - the United States and the Soviet Union." According to the official figures of the

Washington administration itself, the USSR and the United States have an approximately
equal number of warheads on ground-launched and sea-launched ballistic missiles. But
the United States has far more heavy bombers than the USSR and correspondingly more
nuclear charges on them. So if we are speaking of disparity [neraventsvo] in the field
of nuclear charges on strategic delivery vehicles, then it is in the United States'
favor. : ' ’

In terms of medium-range nuclear weapons the. NATO countries now have the advantage

both in terms of delivery vehicles (missiles and aircraft) and the number of nuclear
charges lifted by these vehicleg in one launching (the USSR has 850 vehicles and about -
2,000 nuclear charges while NATO has 990 vehicles and over 3,000 nuclear charges).

. How is Washington distortiﬁg reality? It is failing to count on the NATO side the
British and French medium-range missiles and aircraft and thewU.S. carrier-based air-
craft (a total of nearly 450 delivery vehicles and nearly 1,500 nuclear charges). all
the Soviet Union's weapons are counted, even those deployed in the eastern part of the
country with no bearing on the balance of forces in Europe.

Those are the facts with regard to nuclear parity. Under these conditions the establish~
ment of a moratorium on the sides' nuclear arsenals and on the creation of strike space
armaments, including scientific research work, is a timely, effective, and correct
measure from the viewpoint of curbing the arms race. It is totally in the spirit of the
accord reached in January. This step would make it possible to prevent the deteriora-
tion of the situation and to embark on the solution of the question of reducing nuclear
armaments. ' '

Question: Washington leaders call the plans to create a space-based ABM system "humane."
They claim that it would make ballistic missiles "unnecessary" and would rid mankind of
nuclear weapons. What is the true meaning of the U.S. "star wars" plan?

Answer: Allegations concerning the "humaneness" of the U.S. space plans have been
circulated to mislead the public and to distract its attention from these plans'
danger to mankind.

What is Washington really planning? To create an ABM shield over the United States
and, at the same time, to deploy first-strike strategic offensive armaments and new
space-based strategic forces designed to strike targets on earth, at sea, in the
atmosphere, and in space. It is not hard to see that, if these U.S. plans are
realized, the Washington strategists might be tempted to use the space ABM shield as
cover to risk using nuclear and spacé'weapons for a strike against the Soviet Union

and its allies, counting on impunity. According to the Pentagon's designs, the ABM i
shield is designed to thwart a retaliatory strike from the USSR and to "get," so to
speak, in flight, the Soviet missiles which have survived a U.S. first nuclear strike.

In this connection the U.S. Administration's remarks concerning "delivering mankind &
from nuclear weapons" are outright demagoguery. If, as it assures us, "star wars" are -
‘the path to the elimination of nuclear weapons, then why is the United States building
up strategic offensive arms on a huge scale, Creating more and more new nuclear
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facilities, deploying Pershings and cruise missiles in Europe, 'and engaging in the
production of 17,000 new units of nuclear ammuniton? Common sense suggests the need:
to freeze the sides' nuclear arsenals and go over to reductions. This is what the
Soviet Union proposes. '

People in Washington are acting in a different way. They say: Today it is necessary
to continue to deploy strategic nuclear weapons; it is, moreover, necessary to - '
militarize space and create a space-based anti-missile system, that is, offensive
space strike weapons. And later, when all ‘this has been done, "perhaps after many
decades," it will, they say, be possible to reduce or even eliminate nuclear arms.

So it turns out that in order to eliminate inuclear weapons it is first necessary to {
multiply the stockpiles many times over. According to this logic, the path to o
nuclear disarmament lies only in the buildup of strategic offensive arms and the . f
militarization of space, and will in any case take many decades. There can, supposedly:

be no other path. i

. : . : I
Why are they doing this? In order to deceive people and distract their attention from:
the need for immediate and effective measures to reduce nuclear arsenals. Meanwhile, !
they carefully hide from the public the dangerous consequences of this course and i
conceal the interconnection that objectively exists between offensive and defensive |
arms, which is the basis of the unlimited-duration Soviet-U.S. Treaty on the i
Limitation of ABM Systems of 1972. They keep quiet about the fact that the
creation by one of the sides of a large-scale antimissile system breaks this inter-
connection, destabilizes the strategic situation, and forces the other side to !
restore the position either by building up its strategic offensive arms or supple-
menting them with antimissile systems, or, .more likely, both.

In other words, the truth is that the space-based antimissile system which 1s being
created by the United States programs an arms race in all salients and leads to the
undermining of international security. This conclusion was clearly formulated by
M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, in his talks with
a PRAVDA editor: "Just as the appearance of nuclear weapons did not eliminate conven-!
tional types of weapons, but only gave rise to an accelerated race for both niuclear
and conventional arms, so the creation of space weapons will only have one result: |
The arms race will become even more intensive and will embrace new spheres." ‘

From the military viewpoint the American "star wars" plan is an integral part of U.S.
nuclear strategy, the first-strike strategy. The true purpose of this plan 18 to ‘secure
the conditions for permanent nuclear blackmail of the Soviet Union and other countries.
In view of the fact that the United States categorically refuses to make a commitment’
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons,gsueh*intentions constitute a real threat to
peace. :

Question: The U.S. Government assures us that the "star wars" program is supposedly
only a matter of scientific research, which iis not banned by the 1972 ABM Treaty, .and
that the Soviet Union is supposedly engaged ‘in similar research. What can you say
about that? : S o i

Answer: The White House's assurances that as yet things are confined to harmless '
research can only mislead. The atom bomb was also a result of research, under the
Manhattan project. Everyone knows how that iended for the population of Hiroshima;and
Nagasaki. Since then the world has been living under a nuclear threat. The “star wars"
program involves even greater danger to mankind. It must be banned, and that includes
scientific research work. - B = S :
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Washington's excuses about how "research" is permitted by the 1972 treaty are :
unconvincing. Article 5 of that treaty bans the development, testing, and deployment
of space-based ABM systems or components. The ‘so-called research taking place in 'the
United States with the aim of creating an ABM system with space-based elements is |
already going beyond:the bounds of scientific studies. : |
Certain ‘experimental models of space strikeiweapons arc being elaborated: various
types of lasers, electromagnetic guns, interceptor missiles, and antisatellite systems.
All these are components of an antimissile space defense, the "bricks to build the
eventual system," as Keyworth, adviser to the President, put it. The research work to
create these "bricks" is in direct contradi@tion to the 1972 treaty and must be stopped
and banned. ' :

. |
The White House's assurances that after the completion of research work the United
States could supposedly renounce the deploydent of a large-scale space-based ABM
system are not serious. It is difficult even to imagine that $60 billion, the !
expenditure planned for scientific research!work over 10 years,is necessary purely in
order to resolve a theoretical question, whether or not it is possible to create space
strike armaments. In a CBS interview on ]3§January this year, C. Weinberger statdd
frankly: "I exclude the possibility of renouncing strategic defense either at the
research or deployment stage." Commentary iis superfluous. ‘

. . i

|

Now for the question of space research in tﬂe Soviet Union. We do scientific reséarch
work, including work in the military,sphere{ This work is not aimed at creating dpace
strike weapons, but is connected with improging space-based early warning, reconngis-
sance, communications, and navigation systems. We are not creating space strike ;
weapons or an ABM defense of the country's territory.. The USSR firmly adheres to ‘the
open-ended treaty of 1972, g : : |

. | i
Question: The American plans to create a space ABM system, as you have explainedf are
designed for the purposes of a nuclear strike with impunity against the Soviet Union.

What might be the nature of the USSR counter#easure? |
Answer: 1f the United States commences the militarization of space and thereby |
undermines the existing military-strategic equilibrium, the Soviet Union will be left
with no choice but to adopt countermeasures !to restore the situation. o

: | o ]
This could be measures in the sphere of both defensive and offensive arms. It goes
without saying that'the USSR will choose the means of action that most accord with the
interests of its defense capability, and not those toward which figures in Washington
would like to incline it. I consider it necessary to stress quite definitely that
our measures will be adequate to the threat which could be created to the Soviet Union
and its allies.

The U.S. course of militarization of space will have an extremely negative effect on
the military-political situation in the world and will make the resolution of the
problem of nuClear arms reduction more difficult, if not impossible.. The creation of
space strike weapons will inevitably result in a lessening of security both for the
United States itself and for its allies. The initiators of "star wars" and those who
are inclined to complicity in this provocative program should not forget that outcome.

As we have repeatedly stated at the highest level, the Soviet Union doesnot seek to
obtain any unilateral advantages over the United States and the NATO countries. We do
not need that, since we have no intention of threatening them or imposing our own will
on them, but want to live in peace with them and maintain normal, good relations. Our
aim is to end the arms race and entirely eliminate nuclear weapons everywhere.
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- would like the United States to understand the Soviet stance at the Gemeva talks and
reciprocate. It must renounce attempts to impose on the Soviet Union an agreement that
is unacceptable to it and that would leave the doors wide open for the implementation
of Washington's planned military programs. "We propose to the U.S. Governmment," M.S.
Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, says, 'that matters be
conducted in such a way that it is clear to everyone, our peoples and other countries
that the policy courses of the USSR and the United States are oriented not toward. ’
-enmity and confrontation, but toward the quest for mutual understanding and peaceful
development." ' '

State Department Response Criticized

1LD071646 Moscow TASS in English 1621 GMT 7 May 85

["Unsuccessful Attempts by 'Star Wars' Advocates" —= TASS headline]
[Text] Moscow May 7 TASS -- TASS military news analyst Vladimir Chernyshev writes:

The U.S. Department of State has made an unsuccessful attempt at "whitewashing" the so-
called "Strategic Defense Initiative" (SDI) or putting it in a simpler way, the "star
wars" concept. A State Department spokesman, Edward Djerejian, at a press conference

in Washington, commenting on the answers given by Marshal of the Soviet Union Sergey
Sokolov, minister of defense of the USSR, to questions of a TASS correspondent, chose a
very simple way: He quite unfoundedly denied the impartial criticism of the U.S. Admin-
istration and, using the same "scientific" method, tried to advertise the "commodity"
which is not only unnecessary but it really dangerous to the very existence of mankind.

First of all he stated that the real aim of the SDI is allegedly - being distorted and
that the SDI is ostensibly of "defensive' character and is designed only to provide an
answer to the question of a possibility of creating a technology for a new stable basis
for deterrence. This was a repetition of the selfsame Washington tale which is designed
to 1lull the world public. The one who makes such statements deliberately ignores the
objectively existing connection between offensive and defensive arms and seeks to conceal
from the peoples Washington's true intentions: through militarization of outer space to
make yet another attempt at upsetting the military-stratetic balance of forces in its
favour, to achieve superiority and to implement in practice the repeatedly proclaimed
"position-of-strength" slogan. Pentagon spokesman are more outspoken.

Some time ago Edward Aldridge, under secretary of the Air Force, stated that one does
not have to strain one's imagination to see that a nation controlling outer space can
control the entire world. Colonel Jack Lousma, commander of the space shuttle Columbia,
put it still more straightforwardly. He said that outer space is a place from where

the whole world can be kept in fear. The SDI is a step not towards mutual security and
reduction of arms but in the direction of pursuit for the creation of conditions for an .
"agsured destruction" of the other side. As the British newspaper FINANCIAL TIMES has
written, if a great power creates an anti-missile system, it will come to believe in its
capability of delivering a nuclear strike without the danger of a retaliatory one. And
this means that any attempt at providing oneself with a large-scale anti-missile system .
looks like an aggressive policy. It .becomes increasingly difficult for Washington to con-
ceal these true intentions behind the web of verbiage. ' '

Another, worn-out "thesis" which was repeated by the State Department spokesman is: that
the SDI ostensibly envisages only vresearch”. He went to the lengths of making a ridi-
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culous assertion that the President's intiative does not envisage the development of
weapons. Really, such an innocent, open-hearted and unknowing Department of State! It
does not know that experimental specimens of space strike weapons are being tested -in the
United States: lasers ot various types (including an X-ray laser powered by the energy .
.of a nuclear explosion), electromagnetic guns, interceptor missiles, and anti-satellite
systems, It would be useful for State Department spokesmen to read an article in NEW
YORK MAGAZINE, [as received] which was' signed by Max Kampelman, the head of the U.S.

- delegation at the Soviet-U.S. talks in Geneva. It is directly stated in the article

that some technical means for a large-scale anti-missile system already exist in the
United States and could be practically deployed even now.,

launching phase ("exotic" systems) from five to three years,

The State Department spokesman tried to assert that the warning that the "star wars"
Programme poses a still greater danger to mankind than the "research" into the creation
of an atomic bomb is allegedly "unfounded". Another totally unsubstantiated assertion,
The creation of a new class of weapons —- space strike systems -- in addition to

. offensive nuclear systems -- increases the danger of a nuclear war many times over.

If a war down here on earth ig a catastrophe equation with many unknown ‘quantities,
"the supplementation of it with a war in outer space and from space increases still more
the number of unknown quantities of this fatal equation. =

And, of course, the State Department spokesman failed to get away from Washington's
cliches. He stated that the USSR allegedly possess both anti-satellite and anti-missile
systems already, has created ground laser installations which are capable of destroying
satellites, and so on and so forth. This confirms once again that Washington is aware
of the futility of its attempts at justifying the "star wars" concept with peaceable
phraseology and is moving on to a traditional method —- to laying the blame at somebody
else's door. However, this method will not obviously bring the U.S. Administration

any "dividends" either. - .

The entire world knows that the USSR's unilateral obligation not to be the first to
use nuclear weapons has been in effect since 1982, Its unilateral moratorium on being
the first to launch anti-satellite weapons into space has been in effect since 1983.
And its unilateral pledge to cease further deployment of its medium-range missiles and
to cease the implementation of other reply measures in Europe has been in effect since
April 7, 1985.

.The Soviet Union firmly comes out against the arms race on earth and against its being
“spread over to outer space, and suggested the following natural and reasonable steps:
to freeze the nuclear arsenals of the sides, to stop preparation for the creation of
wespons for deployment in space, and on that basis immediately to move on to reductions
in arms stockpiles. It is time for Washington, at last, to give up its prospectless
attempts at achieving a military advantage, and to respond with reciprocity to the

good initiatives of the USSR and to stop drawing the world into a senseless squandering
of funds, the latest equipment and technology and scientific thought. v
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VELIKHOV CRITICIZES SDI CLAIMS, SPACE ARMS RACE .
PM301818 Moscow SOVETSKAYA ROSSIYA in Russian 21 Apr 85 Second Edition p 5

[Article by Academician Yevgeniy Velikhov dnder'the-rubric:"Protecting the Future":
"Star Wars' Illusions"] : _ . . o L . :

. [Text]"Thétplans for the creation.of gnUABM:sys€emfwith SPacé-hased components is oﬁe'f

of today's most important and critical questions. This year of 1985 is a special year,i . ..

a turning point for the destiny of peace, the year of the 40th anniversary of the
victory over fascism. S S o e o . L
Yet it is also the year of the 40th amniversary of the atom bombing of Hiroshima and LR
Nagasaki; it is 40 years since a qualitatively new weapon appearad that was many o
" times more powerful than any people had ever had before. Mankind was faced with the !
question of how to carry on living in this world, in the new nuclear age. It was in !
1946 that the USSR gave its reply, as the first to propose a complete ban on nuclear '
weapons for all time. Unfortunately, the United Statea categorically rejected the = |
proposal. The logic of the decision was simple; it reckoned thst by having a monopoly :
on nuclear weapons and by threatening to use them it would be able to dictate to the ‘
-~ rest of the world. : . - . T '

Everyone remembers: the subsequent stages of the_U.S.aimposed:nuqleat arms race and
_knows where it led. 1In particular, to a considerable reduction in the security of the
United States itself. It became just as vulnerable as the other countries. Analyzing .
these vents in the light of history, one can state that when it refused to sign an
agreement on a total nuclear weapons ban in 1946, the United States made a big polit-

- ical mistake. Had it agreed to our proposal then, it would be more secure now, . -

This should have served as a very important lesson for the United States. L

The state of affairs in the world today is: such that if any type of weapon is.
allowed to be deployed in space, it can safely be said that it will be follow- -
ed by a second and a third type.... This will inevitably mean the start of a
.qualitatively new arms race spiral, a space arms race. Again, as in 1946, it
is necessary to erect a barrier, this time a barrier against placing weapons

in space. Again, as in 1946, the initiator of thae ban is the Soviet Union.

‘Our proposals for this matter are well known. Recall that at the 39th UN

General Assembly Session the Soviet Union submitted a proposal on the utiliza-
.tion of space exclusively for peaceful purposes. ' The United States was the
only country not to vote for the resolution, adopted with active USSR partici-
-pation, on “Prevention of an Arms Race in Space," which was supported by 150
countries., Thus the United States once again set itself up in opposition to - .
‘the vast majority of the world community, including its allies. = .
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There is still a chance that at least one area, outerlspacé, will be left free of wea-
pons, Soviet, and indeed the majority of U.S., scientists have been quick to draw the
international public's attention to the tremendous potential danger posed by Washington's

plans,

In this connection it is clear that the Soviet-U.S. talks on nucledar and space armaments
begun in Geneva are of special importance, their ultimate objective being to elaborate
effective accords aimed at preventing an arms race in space, stopping it on earth, and
limiting and reducing nuclear armaments. Of course, we will hope for favorable results
at the talks. The arms race on earth cannot be stopped without blocking the dangerous

plans to transfer it to space!

Representatives of the U.S. Administration and a numbef of'bdufgeois mass media organs
are claiming and taking great pains to emphasize that the proposed '"star wars" program is
"defensive." But mankind cannot and must not forget the bitter lesson of history. ‘

A group of scientists in various countries specifically carried out a detailed study of
various aspects of the "star wars' program and explained them to the general public.
They include our Committee of Soviet Scientists in Defense of Peace and Against the
Nuclear Threat (which has published a special report on this topic and issued numerous
individual publications), the Federatiom of U.S. Scientists, ‘the Union of Concerned
Scientists, the U.S. Congress Offjce of Technology Assessment, and others. Briefly summing
up their conclusions, you can say that the plans for the creatlon of an absolutely
impregnable ABM system with space-based components are an illusion not confirmed by any
modern scientific or technical notions. The scientists' ‘conclusions, based on profound
knowledge of the fundamental laws of nature and a comprehensive assessment of the state
of and prospects for the development of technology, rule out all variant readings and
different interpretations. They are categorical and the arguments are conclusive.

In that case, then, do we need to worry about the destiny of mankind and the prospect of :
the implementation of the "Strategic Defense Initiative" plan? Unfortunately, concern !
is essential. The plan is an illusion, but it is an exceedingly dangerous illusion. It °
is dangerous precisely because the White House is claiming that the creation of space

ABM systems is the road to nuclear disarmament and the 1essening of the danger of nuclear
war. In fact, however, the "Strategic Defense Initiative" considerably increases the
danger of a nuclear conflict. This is because even the partial implementation of the f
"star wars" program would prompt the creation of its much more dangerous component, the
first~strike weapon. We are talking in particular about the creation and deployment of
an effective antisatellite weapon that would upset the existing strategic balance and
act as a fillip to the further development of the arms race.

i
|
i
'

The second dangerous aspect is that any move in the directionndf"the creation of a
global ABM system is a most gross violation of the 1972 Treaty on the Limitation of ABM
Systems, the cornerstone of subsequent arms limitation accords.

Third, the continuation of research and development in the "Strategic Defense Initiative'
sphere effectively opens a "Pandora's box" and gives the green light to the development
of a variety of weapons systems in space.

So who supports the exceedingly dangerous "star wars" plans? Above all the militarists,
in their blind hatred of the Soviet Union, and the powerful military~industrial complex !
in the leading capitalist countries. This is understandable, since they can see the
real, and very tempting, prospect of massive profits. The first $26 billion, for
projected "scientific research work," is just a small part of these enormous sums, but,
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at the same time, it is the first step, setting in motion the massive flywheel of a new
arms race spiral. - That is why it is so important now, and I mean right now, to ensure:

the nonplacement of weapons in space; -
the preservation of the principles and provisions of the 1972 ABM Treaty;

the prohibition of "research," testing, and development within the framework of the
"Strategic Defense Initiative."

Even if we assume that it will be possible to solve certain tricky (from the scientific
and technical viewpoint) "defense" problems, the ABM system will turn out to be highly
vulnerabie to various countermeasures. The point is that there are always simpler and
cheaper methods of overcoming the most sophisticated "defense systems." The creation of
a space ABM system would quick lead to the development of offensive means to overcome
it. According to U.S. press data, the "accompanying" program, called a "countermeasures
program," is already being devised in the United States.

Even if in 10 years' time, as a result of "scientific research” in the space ABM sphere,
some practical results have been achieved (and we cannot believe that), by then suffi-
cient scientific and technical potential will have been accumulated in the sphere of
development of so~called defensive systems and the creation of new offensive facilities.
Let us emphasize once again the main thesis. The space-based ABM system is an illusion,
of course, but even the initial stages of development pose an enormous danger...

In the first place, the development of individual components of the space ABM system is
exceedingly difficult to verify and monitor. Second, in a critical situation it would
be difficult to depend on these components, for which absolute reliability would be a

very important prerequisite. Finally, the individual components of the space ABM system -

are extremely vulnerable since they have parts that can easily be destroyed, thus
crippling the whole system. .

Does carrying out "scientific research” within the framework of the "star wars' program
violate the 1972 treaty? Actually, the treaty says nothing directly about prohibiting
scientific research, but it does envisage "prohibition of creation and tests.” The
United States is already carrying out tests, for example of X-ray lasers, at the
Livermore laboratory in California. This has been reported in open U.S. publications.
Thus, a provision of the 1972 ABM Treaty is already being violated. A U.S. Defense
Department -directive specifies for the 5~year period that the weapon components will be
brought to the point where they ensure that the system is ready to be deployed. The
flywheel of the massive U.S. military-industrial complex is beginning to spin, and it
will be much more difficult to stop it later than it is now. :

In "technical articles" appearing in the U.S. press we can read highly detailed and
carefully devised "scenarios" for the deployment and use of space ABM systems. Generally
speaking, it can be said that the United States has taken a line toward undermining the
1972 ABM Treaty of unlimited duration. .

Effective antisatellite weapon systems are being developed within the ABM context, and
this is a real threat to the existence of vitally important communications, verifica-
tion, and monitoring satellites.

According to the U.S. Administration leaders' plans, the extensive space ABM systém will

" perform "policing functions," enabling the United States to control the whole world. We
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recall that the United States was harborihg similar illusions in 1946. We also know
what the result was.... :

So, an analysis of the plans for.the implementation of the "Strategic Defense Initiative"
once again leads to.the conclusion that the only sensible and logical path is the one
-proposed by the Soviet Union, that is, the radical reduction and gradual destruction of
nuclear and other armaments on the basis of the principle of equality and identical
security.. Only then can mankind actually be rid of the threat of nuclear destruction.

€s0: 5200/1128
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SOVIET COSMONAUT SEES OFFENSIVE GOALS FOR SDI
PML11055 Moscow SOVETSKAYA ROSSIYA in Russian 7 Apr 85 First Edition p 5

[Article by USSR Pilbt-Cosmonaut*Georgiy Grechko under the rubric "We Will
Defend the Future': "In Order That the Blue Band Does Not Disappear"]

[Text] Only a few years ago the paths of man's exploration of space excited
only a narrow circle of specialists and us cosmonauts. And the population
of the earth was increasingly widely enjoying the results of this work, while
showing less and less interest in its substance.

We worked on earth and in space so that people on all continents could communi-
cate by means of communications satellites. We built space bridges so that
people all over the world could get to know each other better, trust each
other, and share their best achievements in the sphere of culture, sport and
science. Space was used to improve safety on sea and air routes.

After work we watched with a condescending smile naive movies in which likeable
and noble heroes vanquished aggressors in World War II fascist helmets in
"star wars." Good conquered evil in those fantastic fairytale parables.

But today the problems of utilizing space have migrated from the pages of
journals known only to specialists to the front pages of newspapers all

over the world. But this does not gladden us. It is not cinematic evil but
real evil personified by the Reagan administration that has advanced the
"strategic initiative" in space. As in an improbable nightmare the "star
wars" have been transformed from a writers' fantasy into Pentagon plans posing
a mortal danger to every person and all mankind as a whole.

A terrible threat from space--so dangerous that it has become the subject of
the Soviet-American talks in Geneva along with the equally mortally dangerous
nuclear missile threat--has come swiftly to hang over us.

The swiftness of this unexpected transformation still makes many people have
doubts: :

Are we not exaggerating the real danger of "star wars'?

Are we not starting to sound the alarm too early?
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Do peace champions need to undertake anything at all, if talks are already
being held?

It would seem that Reagan's 'strategic initiative" is not dangerous, as it en-
visages the creation of an AMB /DEFENSE/ [capitalized word between slantlines

printed in boldface] system with space-based elements. But this is a deception.

The aggressor needs such a system in order to make a first strike and shelter
from retribution behind an ABM space 'umbrella." Otherwise the Reagan admin-
istration would have followed the Soviet Union's example in adopting a pledge
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, would not have deployed more and
more first-strike missiles around the USSR, and would not have proclaimed in
its military doctrine the possibility of winning a nuclear war.

All this put together leaves no doubt as to the extreme danger of Reagan's
"star wars" for the USSR. And, in the event of these sinister plans being
implemented, our country will be forced to take countermeasures. This will in
turn to the lowering practically to zero of the threshold separating us from
a nuclear missile catastrophe.

Indeed, when the U.S. and Soviet arsenals chiefly contained ICBM's, there were
dozens of minutes between the time of launch (which could have happened, for
example, because of a perfectly possible technical fault or by the will of some
maniac) and the explosion which might have started mankind's last war. During
that interval of time the possibility still remained of identifying the inci-
dent, giving warning of it, and, finally, shooting down the missile and hold-
ing the world back from the brink of catastrophe. i

Now that medium~range missiles, cruise missiles, and submarines with nuclear
weapons are deployed on combat duty near the borders of states, the time avail-
able to make decisions of vital importance to mankind has been reduced to a

few minutes. This is catastrophically little.

If nuclear weapons are now to be deployed in near-earth space, they will there-
by be brought to a distance of approximately 100 km not only from every con-
tinent or country but also from every city. The concepts of borders, front,

and rear will vanish. Nuclear bombs and battle lasers—-not fantasy ones--

will hang suspended over everyone's head. Wars will not be something remote
from us, taking people's lives somewhere on the shores of other seas known to
us only on geographical globes. War will step onto the threshold of every home.
And no one will be able to keep it off the threshold, for in practice no one
any longer will have time during the remalning seconds to distinguish an
accident from a planned attack.

But are we not getting concerned too soon, is the 2lst century not a long way
off, and is it not just scientific research work that is being envisaged now?

No, it is not too soon! Scientific research is just like the separate strokes
on a painting. They can be applied to a still blank canvas, when no one knows
what this painting will be. Unfortunately, scientific research in the sphere
of "star wars" is like the last strokes on this terrifying picture, It is not
questions of the possibility in principle of creating an ABM defense that are
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being researched but how to implement it more efficiently, simply, and quickly.
Research work is being carried out in the United States not on paper. . Missiles
are already being intercepted, and the latest antisatellite means are being
tested in space. Aerial targets (for the time being just practice targets!)
are already being shot down with laser weapons. Not millions but tens of
billions of dollars have already been and are continuing to be allocated to
this research.

But do we peace champions need to undertake anything now that official talks
are being held in Geneva on all these questions? Perhaps they will settle
everything without us?

I would like to have such confidence or, at least, hope. However, there are
no grounds for calm. On the contrary, there are alarming facts. What is the
Reagan administration undertaking against the background of the talks? Perhaps
it has suspended the implementation of its plans and established a moratorium
on them in order to prove the sincerity of its intentions with regard to the
talks' aims? No. Not for a single day.

The talks are proceeding, but Reagan demands unconditional support for his
"star wars" plans from the allies, and Japan offers him the latest technology
to realize those plans.

The talks afe prbceeding, but Reagan is twistiﬁg the legislators' arms and,
despite the campaign mounted by American peace champions, trying to secure
appropriations for a further 21 MX first-strike missiles.

What, you might think, are a further 21 MX missiles by comparison with the
hundreds of other missiles already in existence with thousands of nuclear
warheads?

With every beautiful sunrisé in space, like a rainbow in the sky, I saw the
blue haze of the earth's atmosphere—-the fine, very fine band between eternally
black space and the black, nighttime earth. And now I understand very clearly

that just 21 MX missiles, each with 10 warheads, are enough to poison the earth's

atmosphere with radioactive fallout and to obscure it with smoke from thousands
of conflagratibns. - The earth will be deprived of the sun's life-giving rays.

A nuclear winter will ensure, which mankind will hardly survive. And yet
these are the consequences of using just the 21 missiles for which appropria-
tions have been approved in the United States during the Geneva talks.

The Reagan administration will continue to use these talks as a screen if we
allow ourselves to be reassured by the very fact that talks are being held,
and not by their positive outcome. We must exert an active influence on the
course of the talks right now in order to prevent the start of the militari-
zation of space. Tomorrow this process might become uncontrollable and irre-
versible. And then the day after tomorrow might not come for us at all. The
blue band on the earth's atmosphere will disappear, and our blue planet will
be transformed into a black, scorched, lifeless lump flying through black
space,
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USSR: U.S.-FRG REPQRTAON’DIFFERENCES OVER SDI'NOTED
LD070919 Moscow TASS in English 0835 GMT 7 May 85
[Text] Brussels May 7‘TASS'-- TASS.cofreépohdéﬁt A1bert Balebanov reports:

Serious differeﬁces between the United States and its West European-NATO allies over
Reagan's "Strategic Defence Initiative" are inevitable —- this is the conclusion that has
- been made in a joint report of American Congressman Robert Badham and Deputy of the West
German Bundestag Peter Petersen, which has been distributed here. That document is to be
submitted to the spring session of the North Atlantic Assembly due to be held in

Stuttgart (FRG) on May 17-20. s o S

The authors of the report note that the West Europeans fear serious negative consequences
of their being drawn into preparations for “"star wars". First, they note, scepticism
prevails in European capitals as to the efficiency of the programme being built up by
-Washington. They feel concern that such a system might have negative consequences for
stability in the world. . o S

‘Second, they believe the stand of Western Europe is largely prompted by apprehensions
that the drawing of NATO partners to Reagan's "Strategic Defence Initiative" might lead
to violation of the provisions of the Soviet-American Treaty on Limitation of Anti-
"Ballistic Missile Systems. As is noted in the document, this is fraught with torpedoing
the whole process of .control over armaments. . S

Besides, write the authors of the report, the Europeans fear that even a limited

~ participation in "star wars" preparations might lead to outflow of European scientists
to the United States. 'The West Europeans pelieve that Washington could deceive them, by
giving its allies not at all full but only a limited access to research, specifically

‘in the spheres in which the United States lags behind Western Europe. As is shown by the
experience of the past, it is noted in the document, the United States never strove to -
share results of its accomplighments in the sphere of technology with European allies
and potential trade rivals. S S T .

€S0:  5200/1153

52




JPRS~-TAC-85-014
21 JUNE 1985

SPACE ARMS

TASS ANALYST HITS WEINBERGER FOR.CALLiNG SDI 'IRREVERSIBLE'
LD141914 Moscow TASS in English 1825 GMT 14 May 85
["USA: Policy of Militarizing Outer Space"--TASS headline]

[Text] Moscow May 14 TASS —- TASS political news analyst Leonld Ponomarev writes:
Speaking iu an interview with the ncwspaper WASHINGION TIMES on Tuesday, Caspar
Weinberger, United States secretary of defence, said that the USA would under no
circumstances give up the implementation of its anti-missile defense programme with
space-based elements and that 1t was "an irreversible." This statement by the Pentagon
chlef is apparently designed to disavow the claims recently made in the Amerlican press
that President Reagan was ready to take a "flexible stance" on the issue of the "star
wars" programme and that he was keeping that stance "secret" only to ensure a more
successful holding of talks with the Soviet Union. Weinberger's statement shows that

‘any Washington - "flexibility" is out of the question and there is no "secret stance"

of President'Reagan. v .

Everything is absolutely clear: There is a "star wars" programme, i.e. a militarization
of outer space, and it is being implemented in violation of the Soviet-American treaty
in effect on anti-missile defence of 1972.

. : N
The U.S. Administration is making every effort to expedite its military space programmes
for the use of outer space as a theatre of war. This 1s secen both from the sharp
1ncrease in appropridtions on the "star wars" programme in the Pentagon's budget for
1986, which is now being examined in Congress and the official statements by persons
cavrying out President Reagan's decisions. Thus the budget for 1986 provides for an
increase in appropriations on the anti-missile defence with space-based elements by 166
per cent as compared with the current year to reach 3.7 billion dollars. Within the
next five years it is planned to spend 26 billion dollars on "star wars" preparations.

According to a statement by Lieutenant-Ceneral James Abrahamson, head of the organiza-
tion for the implementation of the anti-missile defence with space-based elements
programme, his department is planning to start already in 1987 the testing of equipment
and arms on board a space shuttle, The point at issue, as we see, is the quite specific
task of creating space-based strike weapons. Statements to this effect are also made,
according to the newspaper NEW YORK TIMES, by Paul Nitze, adviser to the President
Reagan on the arms reduction talks. He only wishes that these arms be "survivable", -
that 1s invulnerable to the enemy and cheap. '
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Thus the problem of Washiugton's "star wars" preparatious reduces to a search to the
possibility of launching the first strike, "guarantecd" from retallation. That American
concept includes as its part a militarization of outer space, which will inevitably

lead to uncontrolled arms race in all directions.

In strictly observing the ABM Treaty of 1972, the Sovict Union does not create strike

space weapons and an anti-missile defence of the country's territory. This stand of

the USSR can serve as a constructive example to Washlugton for following the same line

of renunciation of militarization of outer gspace. [t must be noted that there is no

fatal inevitabllity of a confrontation between the two countries. -
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THATCHER DISCUSSES SDI IN DER SPIEGEL INTERVIEW
Hamburg DER SPIEGEL in German 29 Apr 85 pp 127-142

[Interview with Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher by DER SPIEGEL editors
Johannes K. Engel, Valeska von Roques, and Joachim Hoelzgen in London--date
not given]

[Excerpt] DER SPIEGEL: In Bonn, Mr Reagan will for the first time

have an opportunity to use his persuasive powers to win over the other heads of
government to his "star wars" program. You could give valuable advice to your
European counterparts and the Japanese prime minister since obviously you have dealt
with the matter in greater detail than the others. This is true, is it not?

Thatcher: I have concerned myself with it somewhat thoroughly, this is true, with
respect to both the scientific and the political aspects.

DER SPIEGEL: You discussed it with the President at two meetings?

Thatcher: Yes.

DER SPIEGEL: Did his scientific advisers brief you on this subject?

Thatcher: Yes.

DER SPIEGEL: And afterwards you announced that you had receiﬁed assurances that there
would be negotiations before the systems would be produced and deployed. Was this the

reason why you stated that you would fully support the research on the SDI program?
Have we paraphrased you correctly?

" Thatcher: I think that we must do research in any case because the Soviet Union also

has explored a great deal already.
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DER SPIEGEL: 1In this field?
Thatcher: Yes, definitely.
DER SFIEGEL: How do you know?

Thatcher: We know., They are fairly well ahead in laser and electron-beam guns.
We know their work on the development of a new radar. We know—-this is common
knowledge--that they are capable of destroying satellites. We cannot do that.

DER SPIEGEL: They deny it.

Thatcher: They do not deny it at all. They do not deny that they have anti-

satellite weapons. They have made good progress in the case of laser weapons

and electron-beam guns and the new radar equipment. For many years they have

had an ABM system, and they are modernizing it around Moscow. Surely you will
not want te start denying it?

DER SPIEGEL: How can this be reconciled with the U.S. claim of a lO-year lead
in the electronics field?

Thatcher: It is generally known that the Americans are ahead in computers. This
is the usual field in which they are absolutely brilliant, as you know. To all of
us ‘it is very difficult to catch'up with IBM and to keep in step with the pace with
~ which they push their computer technology. We are doing quite a bit in that field,
too. We have a large-scale publicly and privately funded program for getting

~ ahead with the fifth generation.computers.

DER SPIEGEL: Your arguments somehow remind us of the famous missile gap, the
famous window of vulnerability. e .

Thatcher: Let me deal with that directly. Whenever there is a new weapon—-be it
the airplane or the V-2 rocket--it is but natural to try to develop a defense. '
Why in the world do some people say that it is wrong to fathom the option of
developing a defense against the weapons having the greatest destructive potential.
This makes no sense. - Co

DER SPIEGEL: This sounds.good, theoretically...

Thatcher: Enticing on prineciple, and fundamentally consoling for ordinary
citizens, is the idea to actually try to develop a defense against the most
devastating weapon in the world. What argument could be advanced against doing
it? Many, many people in your country and in ours would be very glad to know that
* these weapons, should they ever be fired, could be intercepted while still in the
skies and that they would thus be prevented from reaching the earth. I simply
cannot follow a train of thought according to which it is possible to develop a
‘~defense for conventional weapons but that it is wrong to try to find a remedy
against the world's most devastating weapon.
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DER SPIEGEL: Even the Americans say that it is impossible to develop a defense
system with 100 percent effectiveness.

Thatcher: One did not develop a 100-percent defense system against airplanes,
either, but this did not keep up from developing the massive defense that has
been built up-—be it antiaircraft artillery or "Rapier" or "Roland" rockets. The
fact that 100 percent cannot be attained does not necessarily prevent a person
from trying to reach at least 95 percent.

' DER SPIEGEL: But this would call in question the whole concept of our'defense struc-
* ture and -- at least temporarily -- create a dangerous imbalance. We are living with
* the mutually assured destruction; which alone is an absurd idea, of course... '

Thatcher: I have never accepted this doctrine. - What matters is not mutually assured -
destruction but damage to an intolerable degree. Neither we nor France with our

independent deterrent force effect a completely assured-destruction of thé“Soviet

Union. What we say is that our indepéndent deterrent force could ' cause
intolerable ‘damage, and that will hold true for some time to come.. -

_ DER SPIEGEL: If SDI disturbs the precarious balance of mutual threat which, after all,

has presetved peace for the world...

. Thatcher: But the balance has‘alreédy been: disturbed by the fact that the Soviet
- Union is doing research:: You -cannot check on research, and at the very moment one

knows that somebody leads the way in research, one must do research as well. The:
agreement on antimissile missiles, the ABM Treaty signed by the United States and the

. Soviet Union in 1972 contains a clause which envisages the development of new weapons
~and prescribes certain procedures for that event. 'But research work is not prohibited
- for thé very good reason that it is impossible to maintain precise surveillance on it.

Probably I need not tell you that science will make discoveries which will make every-
thing possible that is conceivable. This is indeed why one tries to maintain a
balance, and this is why it is necessary to negotiate with the opposite side if and
when a defense system is ever set up. This is unequivocally prescribed by the ABM
treaty. : : . : )

DER SPIEGEL: Then you do not have any alternative but to continue? And if such large-

~ scale development is done and so much money:spent, then certainly pressure will be
- brought to bear on the next U.S. president in 1988 to have that introduced into
- production too. In any event, we know of n6 precedent in military history where a

new weapons was developed which, having been developed, did not go into production as

{ well; that was not the case even with the nerve gas. ‘Is that not true?

_ Thatcher: But one negotiates because we find ourselves in a situation where both sides
. have developed a potential —- and just do not underrate the scientists in the Soviet
. Union. They were the first to send a human: being into space. ' : '

- DER SPIEGEL: Why is it, then, that they are so fearful? They seem to be genuinely
afraid: o ‘ ' o . S

Thatcher: Do you believe that the Russians; should they be the first to haﬁe this
whole thing, would really abandon it upon remonstrations by the United States? No.
I believe what they would do is negotiate in keeping with the ABM treaty. I would

- like to say something else. I personally believe that chemical and biological

weapons likewise must be counted among the world's most destructive weapons.
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DER SPIEGEL:J:Why,are_spwyanxupeoplg“gopgérned about the whole "star wars" concept? -
. Even ypﬁr?fpﬁgﬁgﬁiﬁetrefé?yf.‘S;; Ge@ffréy;HOWe,fmgdé‘d“ériticalzstatemep;g.f;f'- '

_ Thatcher: He held completely to my line. -
DER SPIEGEL: He ﬁafned.agéinst buiiding.a Magiﬁdffiinéfbf'ihé“QiSt'cénturyff o

o

- Thatcher: He warned égainsf what?

DER SPIEGEL: ' Against building a new Maginot line.

Thatcher: I do not speak about the'bui1ding of Maginot'linés,:.l speak of it
‘that one ‘tries to achieve 'the best possible defense against the most horrible
weapons of the world, and about it’that ‘both sides may possibly have that
defense. : : ' v

DER SPIEGEL: "However, it looks as if there would be at first, only a 95-percent’
effective defense system for the United States against intercontinental missiles,
and even there 5 percent would get ‘through, as was admitted by ‘the U.S. planners.
For us it is most 'important that SDI would let Europe stand outside in the rain.

Thatcher: No, the U.S. Prestdent said that it would naturally also be available
‘for Europe. There would be a“shorter warning ‘time, that is true. =

" DER SPIEGEL: 1In such a case, defense‘Wbuld‘be left completely up to the cdmputers
if only 60 seconds remained to decide.... . . o '

Thatcher: You must‘élso“keep injmind‘fhat we are‘dealing Witﬁua world_ﬁhere not

only the big:powers‘haje“nuclearﬁweaponsmf»Maybe:we will soon have to deal with
a world where others will get nuclear ‘arms. “The only possibility of really de-

‘fending against their weapons would be to quickly ask'the computer. However, the
eomputer would ward off an attack. It would not :touch off an aggressive action

"~ ditself, Defense is“not”based.on*offensive“nuclear“WEaponS5 defense against
nuclearjweapOns'iS”not“barriedfoutibyga“nuclear weapons. © . =

DER SPIEGEL: We realize that.

Thatcher: Then I fail to understand what makes you 80 .terribly concerned. It is
-clear to me that omne ‘could get an ‘imbalance and, 'therefore, I say that one must
negotiate on the deployment, there is no doubt about it, :

-1 do not believe that one will ever have a 100-percent effective defense system,
and for this reason we will maintain our nuclear deterrence force. " We have only
- a small deterrence potential, maybe 2.5-3 percent of what the Soviet Union has,
but even a small number is still enough to cause unatceptable damage.

“DER'SPIEGEL:-'Then the Fréncﬁjforcé’de-frappe and‘yout'nucleag submarinés with

Trident 2 missiles would be outdated?’
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Thatcher: Not for a very, very long time. T remember how I was asked in the
House of Commons on the afternoon after the interception experiment when, as you
know, the interceptive missile had hit and destroyed the attacking dummy: "Is
Trident not outdated now?" As if one test meant that the whole technology was
available now. It will last for a long time until the technology is completed.

DER SPIEGEL: So you are still convinced that President Reagan wants only
research work to be done and that he is not out to have fireworks produced, too?

Thatcher: The President has told me and he has also said in a common statement
with me that if deployment were to take place, there would be negotiations
according to the ABM treaty. : .

DER SPIEGEL: So you fully support his line?
Thatcher: On this point, we are both on the same line.

DER SPIEGEL: The French have suggested’that the Europeans shouldfbétform their own
‘civilian reseaxch work in this field. ‘Do you think that this would be a good idea?

 Thatcher: I thought that they had suggested to coordinate our efforts if we were to
take up our own research work upon the U.S. invitation. I very much doubt that we

~ would be in a position to use the "Tantastic figure of scientific resources for this
work as the Americans do. It does not seem advisable to me to duplicate the efforts.
After all, we are allies. There must be no nonsense here. We ate not nonaligned, we'

" are not neutral, we are part of the defense of the free world, and we are allies.

" DER SPIEGEL: However, we are unequal allies, some are morejequél'than the others ~
- because they have nuclear weapons and worldwide power, as the United States and the
Soviet Union. ' ' '

~ Thatcher: Yes, indeed.

. DER SPIEGEL: Our foreign minister had asked the Europeans to concentrate their
- technological forces in order to be able to talk to the Americans as equals, and not’
to be just suppliers to U.S. industry. Is that not a semsible proposal? )

 Thatcher: It is a possible proposal. However, I would not absolutely agree that we
with our research efforts, in complement with yours, would be only suppliers to U.s.
industry. We have some excellent scientists, just as you and France do.

- DER SPIEGEL: Our experience is sad.

. Thatcher: When I went overseas to visit NASA and to see the Gemini program, it turned
out that the chief came from my election district and that he is now working with the

_ Space Shuttle program. We have quite a lot of people who are very good in the fields

" of communications and software. I hope that out Scientists are in demand in the

' United States. After all, our people went over there during the war to work on the
 development of nuclear weapons. We have a long common history of research cooperation.

" DER SPIEGEL: Bilateral technological cooperation with the United States has been a sad

story for us. We invested a lot of money in the Spacelab program, and we received
almost nothing for it. o
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. Thatcher: But you certainly carried out some ijygurdenZgXpétiﬁenté"1n spacélab? @ "

 DER SPIEGEL: Very few. Therefore, the chancellor is urged in our country to adopt a |
" harder attitude: o = LR TR TR R e S

| Thatcher: May I say the following: I do not think that we would helpﬂanybcdy-by_‘,

B trying to separate the Unitéd"States'ffbmehrbpe}mpx?ﬁY"?ébaféting one’ of pur‘éouhtries 

© from the United States. In all disguSQioﬁs'IZhaﬁéV¢ng”h§§ with ‘the ‘Soviet Union, I
. have always clearly said: Do not wésté'ybﬁrffiﬁe;fjtbfthé:éttémpt to separate me
from the United States! We are the WéSfth@ﬁlii?Qéé and it 'is senseless to try to
. 8plit us up, because yqu;ﬁ;lllnbt_be*éuccesﬁfdl”iﬁ”dbidgfit}ﬂj_“;;, o ‘

. DER SPIEGEL: The Russians unders;and.this.Yefy»wgll.,jWhen we spoke tp;them.in L
- Moscow, they often began with the introduction: "~ "Naturally, we do not want to try to
. 8eparate you from the,Americans..;"," S - g ‘

__Thatcher: ’Whereupon they_ﬁromptly_try_q@'dé;é#é@gly;thaﬁ.';'““nfigu
DER SPIEGEL: _Ihg;%ﬁgpénds;?}nfé‘Tﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁé;;fﬁifﬁjg;Giew;to.zagthesp relations, you are
in an’ outstanding pogitio ecaiise you have .tdlked to Mr Reagan ‘about "star wars" and
to Mr Gorbachev.:jWhéfvwisfydur.imptéésiph?7“waéfhe really frightened by this develop= -

ment, becaiise hé threaténed to disrupt' the Geneva talks 1 Mr Réagan...

Thatcher: . Why do §oi ‘use thé word "frightensd?" I do mot believe that Mr Gorbachev
is afraidvof_énffhiﬁgglknéfﬁﬁdwsgﬁétifweliftﬁatltﬂ?ébﬁe‘fieldsffhé‘Soviet'Uﬁién'is '

ahead of the United States; fét;iﬁsféﬁ¢é;fﬁgﬁhjrégéfd to the ability to destroy
satellités,-an&'IEEiSQZBéIi§§g7ﬁiiﬁjt§§éfﬁftd.laBé;Téuns‘and electfbnicvbeém_gnns'—f :

at any rate, it ﬁhslﬂﬁi§p§;§ﬁé'pha§§;fj;&ﬂo;nq;;knbw'exéctly in how far the United
States has cqﬂgﬁtfﬁﬁ&:jH@jkﬁq@@;ihﬁt;éﬁh@ﬁmﬁtﬁentvéXIstsfto.negotiate‘on deployment,
and that this commitment will. 1ve” hii to,gggrt_influence_on the

. y indeed & mechanism to exert |
deployment..‘Do.hdtifﬁfgéﬁgfhat~th§ ~Gi16§h?’mi?silé;défenSe systém around Moscow is

already rather-effective.

DER SPIEGEL:: It s an antiqusted ystem e

Thatcher;i.Yes;3§utw7 {iélbe;aQ]mpdérniZéﬁlt.Mf?Cotbgéhev.iS'ﬁotvﬁrightened by anything.
He would;sayﬂtd;hiﬁéélﬁ;thgt};fﬁthis';ébthéhﬁe$;fgepera;ion of weapons development, we
must naturall?«tékefPéFt?iﬁ'it; ST I R o

- DER SPIEGEL: Shduld. ¢}

Shiguld. t} threst seriously that he would let the
Geneva negotiati 'q{f&gi. SEE e SO En NPRLE Aet

- Lo lelive Ge _ﬂjbigfﬁﬁt{y@iiﬁééﬁﬂﬂ;téred..'In_fact, they have .
taken part'in.théﬁfiggt;ngpgiétiﬁﬁ;?dﬂﬁﬁ,thtaugh»to thé end, and I think that after
- an acceptable break’ they wil L e ,

 Thatcher: "The threst' tb Igave

will ferurn, . -

Eﬁéﬁﬁéﬁ-iéfhfﬁkﬁfﬁith'whomlfpu‘cbﬁId‘do business.

DER SPIEGEL: Yor V.16 a may with
sober-ainded and realistic men, & man who can

What ‘did yOu’mégﬁ,
" be trusted? .0 .-°
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' DER SPIEGEL:

' Thatcher. He‘i'iextremely'Wel» informed and_this is why one . can talk with him, on
_matters. in general és well: as'ifi detatl.”

_ : He''does not -do what is donme by so many
Soviet leadeérs” ha_fis'tofread from ,tYpewritten document. He is very well
informed. aboyt everything. _\myself, d0; ‘gm Vvery: well informed -— I hope so at
least -~ I have alteady: .attached value: to it and therefore we are getting along well,

" of course; he knows what iz going o, I know what is going on and this is why both of

us understand what e’ are telling each other. -

DER SPIEGEL' Cﬁﬁ you dishubs with him laser rays, faat particles, and other starf7f
wars" finesses? : . | -

. Ve?to know all the details to be able to R
v¥bachev. has: considerable scientific expefiences
on -only has to push forward to the vital points. e

Thatcher:

gained in. the field ‘of agriculture.f

- He obviously 18 vety eelf»confident_man ‘and a person who is also ready to engage in

a debate, @a. dtschbsiong snd a. combative diaputec 1 can-always do business. with a man
like him.- I am abaolutely aWare ae to when he’ lapses into propaganda. ‘

_ 'ou are aware as to when he is talking propaganda and he knows that you Co
know it.v.”ijﬁwﬁ o A T

Thatcher, Yes, this iB corfecta I hadra'very 1ong talk that went into great .detail.
He responded to uy’ nrgumehta and_I responded to his arguments. Someone like him can =~
be dealt with: profesaionally. ﬁofnot séé commurnism through rose-colored glasses.
Likewiee, he aoeé not see us through roee-cblored glaseea.

DER SPIEGEL: He has suggested regular meetings on the highest level between

‘the Soviet Union and the United States. Do you think that such meetings with

a man such as’ Gorbachev would"be-aﬂreasonable idea?

Thatcher: I certainly do not have any objections against it if it helps to
achieve something. ' However, normally it is something that is needed only if one
got stuck in other negotiations. ' 'Then a high-level meeting may be needed so as’
to achieve a breakthrough. However, this is done, in my view, only on very

rare occasions because it produces two equivalent but totally opposite things:
that is either an increased feeling of crisis or exaggerated expectations, both

of which actually are not desired.

Cso: 5240/14
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FRG OFFICIAL 'REGRETS' GORBACHEV'S ARMS INCREASE THREAT

LD270658 Hamburg DPA in German 0014 GMT 27 Apr 85

[Excerpt] Osnabrueck, 27 Apr (DPA) -- According to Foreign Ministry Minister of State
Alois Mertes (CDU), the Federal Government regrets that new Soviet party leader Mikhail
Gorbachev has threatened strengthened nuclear weapons in response to the American
preparations for a missile defense system in space (SDI). Mertes said in a conversation
with NEUE OSNABRUECKER ZEITUNG (Saturday's edition) that intimidation campaigns of this
type serve neither Western cooperation with the Soviet Union, nor "genuine detente and
balanced disarmament." The Federal Government held to its positive assessment of SDI.

' The Federal Government does not share Gorbachev's assertion that the danger of war has
increased by research into this defensive system. '"Neither Washington, nor Moscow nor

other capitals of the Warsaw Pact and NATO states are ruled by suicidal people,"
Mertes said.

- €CSO:  5200/2607
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BELGIAN COMMENTARY'ON_'CHOICE' BETWEEN EUREKA, SDI

PM231507 Brussels LE SOIR in French 20-21 Apr 85 pp 1, 3

[Commentary by Guy Duplét: "Star Wars' or Eureka?: Europe Must Decide on Its
21st Century"l '~ ’ : G ’ o .

[Text] "grar wars" has set Europeans' minds spinning. They do not want to miss the

boat when it comes to 2lst-century technologies. The United States proclaimed that

the race was on when it announced the Strategic Defense Initiative [sDI]. Nobody knows
whether the project will. succeed, but it will certainly cost a fortune (a figure of
$500 billion is being mentioned). President Reagan is inviting the Europeans, Japanese,
Australians, and Israelis to take part in it. And the Europeans are hesitating. This
research could certainly produce the discoveries and industries of tomorrow. But is’

the only choice between abandoning the race and throwing oneself into a military project.
over which the United States will maintain its leadership? T

France's Eureka proposal, formulated in Paris Wednesday, seems to offer another solution.
This would be to create, with any European nations which desire, a "high~technology
Europe" that would take up the SDI scientific ambitions, perhaps with civilian but
certainly with more European objectives., This will be discussed next Monday and -
Tuesday in Bonn at the summit of WEU defense and foreign ministers and the following
week in Brussels at a meeting of the Ten's foreign ministers.

Eureka remains a vague project, but it will shuffle the cards and force the Europeans
to define the strategy more precisely. 1In a letter to the ‘Twelve, Paris proposes a. -
joint research program in several strategic fields such as lasers, particle beams,
optical electronics, new materials, biotechnology, artificial intelligence, and
microelectronics. There is a striking similarity between this program and the "star

. wars" program. In this respect Eureka could be a response to the SDI research program,
. but it could also form the basis for European cooperation with this program. The main

support for France's plan seems to come from the FRG.

We could thus see_the formation around the Paris-Bonn axis of a hard core of European
countries prepared to make a major effort in vanguard technologies. Eureka would then

"constitute a step toward a scientific Europe with two levels. Be that as it may, the

French proposal seems to be in line with the proposals that European Commission
President Delors made before the recent European summit in Brussels. He proposed _
doubling the European research budget by 1989 in order, he said, to respond to the SDI.
The British did not accept the idea, but Eureka now revives it, at least for the

countries which accept it.
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One authoritative French source commented Thursday that Mr Mitterrand's initiative in
fact fitted both bills -- civilian and military -- with regard to the present techno-
logical acceleration. According to this source, it means seeking with our European
partners, not just within the EEC, ways of jointly mobilizing our capacity for invest-—
ments with a view to strengthening Europe's "strategic independence" in the industrial
field. The United States, it was pointed out, is preparing to invest the prodigious
sum of $26 billion in the SDI, and its research and development budget is already
double the EEC's. ' ‘

Eureka as yet lacks any definite structure or specific means of financing, and no time—
table has been set for the establishment of this policy of technological coordination.
According to its promoters, it is a matter of examining with the countries concerned an
institutional formula and means of financing within the framework of a "variable geo-
graphy" approach.

France's Research and Technology Minister Hubert Curien spoke out Thursday against the
creation of a European technology agency, which could appear to some as a structure
rapidly dominated by the wealthiest countries (particularly France and the FRG) and
could discourage countries anxious for budgetary savings, such as the UK. According
to Mr Curien, it is necessary to establish a "system of networks, of communicating
vessels between the laboratories of several countries working on jointly agreed upon
subjects." '

Eureka poses two questions. Is there an alternative to a military project? And
is there an alternative to cooperation with the United States?

The SDI project is clearly military, as shown by the character of some of its most
eager advocates (such as the father of the H-bomb, that Dr Strangelove, Edward Teller).
But the United States is proposing that we partlicipate in a research program, not in
future deployment of new weapons. In any case the dividing line between military

and civilian research is highly artificial, as shown by the example of nuclear energy
or, as Mr Martens pointed out to parliament, the Fact that laser research has
applications in eye surgery.

Conversely, even if the Eureka project were apparently more civilian than the SDI,

‘it would also have obvious military repercussions. It is the usual philosophical
debate on the distinction between essentially "useful and good" scientific research
and applications which can be "good" or "bad." Research and technology are always
"dual." Nevertheless, if Belgium were to participate in the SDI it would be the first
time our scientific policy had directly subsidized military or paramilitary objectives.

Such a debate does not really seem to have begun yet in Belgium, or even within the
EEC. Why introduce a new project instead of further subsidizing existing projects
(ESPRIT, RACE, JET, ESA, CERN) which are already involved in the high technology
sector? At the moment there is hardly any answer to this kind of question other than
the "necessity" to respond to the race announced by Washington.

The second issue raised by Eureka 1s of course European independence. The same debate
has confronted the European Space Agency. The United States offered it participation
in its future orbital station. Europe accepted but at the same time is to develop its
own means for occupying space.
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Are Europe's industries not simply subcontractors of the U.S. main contractor? Will
technology transfers not be in one direction only, from Europe to the United States?
Do we not risk losing our technological independence even before our political inde--
pendence? Such anxieties are felt not only in Paris but also in Bonn. Of course FRG
industry is eager for technology contracts, but if it can secure a European equivalent

to U.S. offers it could only find that advantageous.

So the stakes in the present debate are crucial. They are Europe's scientific and
political indepndence. But how can they best be guaranteed? Nobody yet seems to

have a clear understanding of the technological aspects of the issue, and there is

a danger of decisions being made purely according to political alignments, irrespective
of the technological issues.

CcSO: 5200/2592
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NORWAY 'TACITLY' REJECTS SDI PARTICIPATION OFFER
AU181645 Paris AFP in English 1636 GMT 18 Apr 85

[Text] OSlo,'April 18 (AFP)--Norway has tacitly turned down the United States'
offer to participate in the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI),_saying the so-
called "star wars" program could lead to "an extension of the arms race into
space." - '

In a letter to the Parliamentary Committee of Foreign Relations published here
Wednesday, State Secretary of Foreign Affairs Torbjoern Froeysnes voiced "great
concern (should) the allocation of enormous resources to this field of research
establish a technological basis for an extension of. the arms race into space."
The letter comes after repeated calls from U.S. Secretary of Defense Caspar
Weinberger for North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) nations to join the
space-based antimissile research. Norway is a NATO member.

- "Norway expects this research not to reach proportions nor take directions‘that
could Justify the impression that the United States is seeking strategic superi-
ority," Mr Froeysnes said. S : .

Earlier today, Chancellor Helmut Kohl of West Germany confirmed Bonn's backing
for SDI but said his country would respond to the offer to take part in research
on its own timetable. No NATO members have officially committed themselves to
the program since Mr Weinberger last March 26 first called for NATO cooperation,

CS0: 5200/2592
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SPACE ARMS

DANISH FOLKETING IN DEBATE OVER 'STAR WARS' STANCE
PM171200 Copenhagen BERLINGSKE TIDENDE in Danish 13 Apr 85 p 1
[Ole Déll‘reportﬁ "New Footnote Conflicp"]

[Excerpt} A new political battle in the Folketing over Danish security policy is nmow
in the offing after the Social Democratic Party yesterday requested a debate on
Denmark's attitude to the U.S. "gtar wars" project.

The Social Democrats, the Socialist People's Party, the Left Socialists and the Radical
Liberals are most dissatisfied that at the NATO ministerial meeting 26 and 27 March -
Defense Minister Hans Engell (Conservative Party) did not make clear Danish opposition
to the space defense system in 2 so-called "footnote" to the joint communique. The:
four parties point out that on 26 March the Folketing passed a motion opposing spaces
weapons and "research into and the development of them." : : :

After a meeting of the Fé}ke;;ng Foreign Affairs Committee yesterday Prime Minister
Poul Schlueter said: "We have informed our NATO partners of the Folketing motion,

but we did not think that its contents were such that it was necessary to add a
'footnote.' We should have as few of these as possible.”

CcSO: 5200/2592
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FORMER NORWEGIAN LABOR PARTY LEADER COMMENTS ON SDI
PM241515 Oslo ARBEIDERBLADET in Norwegian 20 Apr 85 p 17

[ForETr Labor Party chairman Reiulf Steen "commentary": "Al1-Out Waf.Over'Star )
Wars ’ ' ’ '

-[Text] What is the background to and the real reason for Ronald Reagan's plans to set
in motion a research program for the militarization of outer space, the so-called
Strategic Defense Initiative [SDI]}? As the majority of people interested in this
issue already know, this is not a new idea. e o L .

More than 30 years ago it was pProposed that a weapons system ~- ABM —= be developed
which would be able to defend the United States against strategic nuclear arms.
Past presidents rejected the proposals as economically irresponsible, dntealistiq
in defense respects and also likely to trigger off new rounds in the nuclear arms
spiral. ' ' ’ R

It was President Nixon, certainly no dove, who, in 1972, with the support of Congress
created the opportunity with the Soviet Union for the so-called ABM»@réatygin‘which-bb;h

sides renounced further deVelopment of such weapons systems.,

Once again: Regardless of what you may think of Richard Nixon, this agreement, which

. those with the greatest insight regard as one of the two most important steps (the.test
ban treaty is the other) toward limiting the nuclear arms'buildup;LcaﬁVQafely.be{deSPf' _
cribed as. one.of.the most. important. results :achieved by an president ‘In the work of =
making the earth a little safer. - . . .- - . ST s e e

In a‘fewgéénﬁéhcésiiﬂ;élspééchnﬁhiéhuheugavg 23:March 1983~and“ﬁh16h béﬁe}as 5~t§ta1}:;'
surprise to.even hisiclosest -aides Ronald:Reagan .not only endangéred the 'ABM treaty but
~- and this. is-even,more staggering .-~ he also reversed a main element in'U.S. nqglearfa

policy and in;NATO stpategy, namely that of the doctrine of detérrence, -

T s T B N ‘ SRR G _
As 1s well known, Western strategy has been-based on the thesis of deterrénce.  This =
thesis has often be questioned. . German Social Democrats have done so, the European.
peace movement has done so, the Norwegian Labor Party has done so, prominent Americans
.such as George F. Kennan, George W., Ball and others have done so. But is it likely that
President Ronald. Reagan :now:suddenly.. agrees with the European peace movement; German
Social Democrats and the Norwegian Labor Party? Nothing would please me more, but I do
not' think it.likely! ' R S - _ ER U ST
Unforgunately it.is necessary to ask a-different and. mich more worrying question: : Is - .~
the SDI not simply founded on. the President's lack of faith in negotiations as a means .
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to achieve agreements on. mutual "balanced and verified disarmament?: It is a regrettable,
but unfortunately. indisputable fact that Ronald: ‘Reagan has. on several -occasions said.
that he does. not. believe in negotiations To put it in his own. words:  -""How can you "
negotshate: between good ‘and, ewil?. - -How .can you negotiate with people who say that they:
do not believe in’ €od?". ‘Singce long before he.became President he has also been an
opponent, not- only .of:the ABM treaty, but of all agreements on arms control between the
United States and the Soviet Union._‘. - .

This is the background to the following description by former U.S. Under Secretary of :
State Gearge W.: Ball of -the speech Ronald Reagan delivered 23 March 1983: ;"....one of

the most irresponsible acts by .any head of state in modern times.. THE NEW YORK REVIEW
OF BOOKS, 11 April 1985. ‘ . . . - , .

It is astounding that these key political questions ‘have not been commented on in detail
in the Norwegilan debate -on SDI. - For me, this is the most important consideration,
because, for example, -SDI could lead to-the most dramatic break we have seen in the
broad strategy on which there has been broad agteement: negotiations which could lead
to agreements. o wmutual and. verified disarmament. - Nor have we to"any great..extent dis-
cussed the fundamentally new situation in Whlch Furope will be placed if the Sl plans
are realized.. . V‘¢r_1~. LN G i ,
Why has it proved so impossible for Norwayls foreign policy and Armed Forces‘ leadership
to discover what-was discovered by [Norwegian Foreign: ‘Minister] Svenn Stray s Conserva~
tive counterpart in Britain, Geoffrey Howe, among other37 el s : :

Now I see that [Prime Minister] Kare Willoch has been in Larvik and has repeated the
argument that the Soviet UInion has already set in’ motion its program.for ‘the development
of a corresponding system in space. Reagan's: "star wars" 'is presented almost as a res-
ponse to a Soviet provocation. But this is not correct and I am concerned that the-
prime minister has been misinformed on this point. S

CSO: 5200/2592

69




JPRS-TAC-85-014

SPACE ARMS 21 JUNE 1985

DUMAS REJECTS SDI 'SUBCONTRACTOR' ROLE

AU101851 Paris AFP in English 1828 GMT 10 May &5

[Text] Limoges, France, May 10 (AFP) —- Europe will not be an area with an economy
"subcontracted to the U.S. econom »"" French External Relations Minister Roland Dumas

said here today. He was referring to the deadlocked summit of seven leadingnon-communist
industrialised nations in Bonn last weekend -~ mainly over a clash between France and

and the United States concerning European participation in U.S. space defence research
and over a new round of international trade talks. Mr. Dumas acknowledged that
everything had not worked smoothly on the European side.

He also said that West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl "turned away from the path of
Europe because he was anxious to give a good welcome to Mr Reagan" who arrived back in
the United States today from a 10-day tour of Europe. But Mr. Dumas declared: "France
~ is taking, and will take, the lead in the economic recovery of Europe. France will put
all its good w#ll behind this, and will prove it in the weeks and months to come."

He then revealed that President Reagan had said clearly to Mr. Mitterrand in private
talks in Bonn that the "United States would !give European countries some sub-contracting
contracts"” for the U.S. Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI), popularly known as the
"star wars" programme.

Mr., Dumas declared: "The reply at the very least is that we are not in a hurry to rush
along this route which is being offered to us." The minister, who was opening a trade
fair in this southwestern town, said that France "will do everything to help the move-
ment for European recovery to pick up momentum in the right direction.”

In this concext, France had proposed in Bonn a move "in,a new and modern diréctiop"
with the Eureka project, he said. Eureka is a France-German proposal to concentrate

and coordinate research in a high technology agency within the European Economic
Community (EEC). '

Cs0: 5200/2615
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HUNGARIAN DAILY REPORTS SOKOLOV TASS INTERVIEW

AU070850 [Editorial Report] Budapest NEPSZABADSAG in Hungarian on 6 May 1985
on page 2 carries a 720-dord unattributed report on Soviet Defense Minister
Sergey Sokolov's answers to questioms put by the TASS correspondent, head-
lined: "The Soviet Union Will Not Allow the Militarization of Space To Upset

. the Strategic Balance--Defense Minister Sergey Sokolov on 'Star War' Plans."

Commenting on the strategic defense plans put forward by Washington, Marshal

Sokolov says that "They do not think of defense at all in Washington but they
want to acquire the capacity for a first disariming nuclear strike" to destroy
the Soviet counterstrike capacities, and that is why the Pentagon "continues
at high speed the development of new strategic attack weapons"; and the star

war plans initiated by Reagan "are called defensive only to cover the essential

thing that they are in fact plans for the creation of new class weapons,"

Sokolov continues by pointing out that both the Soviet Union and the United

‘States have satellites of different kinds stationed in orbit bat these are not:

nuclear weapons of attack, and the militarization of space will start when

attack weapons are stationed in space, ‘ :

On the moratorium proposed by the Soviet Union, Sokolov stressed that "Moscow
keeps its word and is not increasing its intermediate-rapge weapons stationed
inthe European part of its territory by a single plane or missile in the period
of the moratorium." Ce R . o :

Sokolov is reported as condemning the U.S. experiments and -the attempt to pre-
sent them in the 1light "of some sort of scientific experiment that would not be
banned by the 1972 Salt Agreement." The Soviet Union is also carrying out
scientific research activity in space, he is reported as saying, "among other
things in ‘military areas, too, but is 18 not directed at the creation of
attacking space weapons" but deals with the perfection of already existing
early warning, communicationms, and navigation systems.

In conclusion, on the issue of possible Soviet countermeasures, the defense
minister stressed that the Soviet Union "will be forced to institute counter-
measures if the United States begins the militarization of space and thus up=
sets the existing military-strategic balance,” and that "our measures will be
propertionate to the threat with which the Soviet Union and its allies is faced."
No further processing planned. _ -
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CANBERRA DETERMINED NOT TO ENDORSE SDI
Foreign Ministry Official Briefs Parliament
BK130912 Melbourne Overseas Service in English 0830 GMT 13 May 85

[Text] An American technical mission is expected in Australla late this month to explain
the United States' Strategic Defense Initiative [SDI], also known as “star wars." Radio
Australia's Canberra correspondent, Walter Hamilton, says although Australia is to get a
detailed explanation of the space-based antimissile defense system, it is holding fast to
a decision not to endorse the plan and is unlikely to accept an invitation to take part

in research,

Hamilton says the deputy secretary of the Foreign Affairs Department, Mr Duncan Campbell,
told the parliament subcommittee on disarmamgnt and arms control today that there was a
series of very difficult contradictions involved in the defense system. However, Mr
Campbell said that as the debate on the "star wars'" system continued in the United
States, support for it was probably increasihg, He told a hearing in Canberra that it
was the government's view that the present system of nuclear deterrence which would be

undercut by the SDI was the only appropriate way of approaching disarmament and arms con-
trol. :

Satellite Téstﬁng Decried
BK100900 Melbourne Overseas Service in English 0830 GMT 10 May 85

[Text] The Australian Democrats have condemped the ‘government's decision to assist the
United States in testing a new satellite suryeillance system. Australia's participation
in the program was cohfirmed‘earlier today by the defense minister, Mr Beazley. The min-
ister said that although the satellite system was associated with the so-called Ameri~ |
can "star wars" plan to base weapons in space, Australia's part would not be directly

linked with "star wars."

The Democrats' spokesman on defense, Senator:Mason, said the research was an essential
part of the "star wars" system and the govermment was guilty of hypocrisy in agreeing to

participate in the testing.

Cs0: 5200/4320
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BRIEFS

TASS ON U.S. MILITARY ROCKETS--~Washington, 8 May (TASS)--U.S. Under Secretary
of the Air Force Aldridge has announced the beginning of work on the creation
of special heavy rocket carriers for the needs of the U.S. Air Force's space
programs. Speaking at one of the subcommittees of the Senate Allocations
Committee, he stated that it is proposed to entrust fulfillment of the
$1.68-billion contract to the "Martin-Marietta" aerospace concern, which will
build a new variant of the "Titan" rocket system. At the same time the Air Force
request for the 1986 fiscal year. speaks of the continuation of work on building
a unified space operations center that will unite the functions of control over
military satellites and manned flights in the "Shuttle" program being carried

out for military purposes. [Text] [Moscow TASS International Service in Russian
0610 GMT 8 May 85] ‘

TURKEY PROMISES TO HELP SDI--Ankara--National Defense Minister Zeki
Yavuzturk, who visited the United States at the official invitation of U.S.
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, stated that Turkey has informed
Washington of its intention to contribute to the project known as "'star
wars." Turkey's contribution will pertain more to the "construction" [yapim
sahasi] Yavuzturk added. He also noted that European countries are worried
that this project will "accelerate tension between the United States and the

Soviet Union." [Excerpts] [NC151251 Istanbul CUMHURIYET in Turkish 10 May
85 pp 1, 11] ‘

AUSTRALTAN MINISTER ON INFRARED SENSING  --The minister for defense, Mr Beazley,
has confirmed that Australia will help test a new United States satellite
system codenamed Teal Ruby and associated with the space weapons system known
as “"star wars." But Mr Beazley stressed that Australia's involvement was not
directly related to "star wars' and would end next year. Australian defense
vessels and aircraft will be used to test the satellite system using infrared
rays. Mr Beazley said that the project had some benefits for Australia in the
long term because of surveillance problems here. He said infrared sensing was
a good way of providing surveillance of opponents with electronic warfare
systems. [Text] [Melbourne Overseas Service in English 0430 GMT 10 May 85 BK]

CSO: 5200/4318
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PRAVDA LISTS ALLEGED U.S. VIOLATIONS OF SALT, ABM TREATIES
PMI11804 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 12 May 85 First Edition p 5

[Article by I. Zakharov: "The United States Violates Its Own Commitments";
first paragraph is PRAVDA :introduction]

[Text] The PRAVDA editorial offices have received many letters linked with the
publication of items on Reagan's "star wars" program. These letters testify to the
profound alarm felt by Soviet people, like broad circles of the world public, over

the aggressive U.S. course aimed at achieving military gupremacy for itself. Qne of
the questions most frequently asked is: How do such U.S. actions square with the. legal
and political commitments the United States has assumed in the field of strategic arms
limitation? ' . .

On frequent occasions recently, the Soviet Government has drawn the U.S. Government's .
attention to the inadmissibility of disregarding its assumed commitments. - A principled
assessment of U.S. actions aimed at circumventing arms control agreements was given '
in the Soviet memorandum conveyed to the State Department in January 1984 and the’

TASS statement and USSR Foreign Ministry announcement published in PRAVDA on .

21 October 1984 and 28 February 1985, respectively. These documents describe the U.s.
approach to the arms limitation and reduction process itself and to . the fulfillment

of the legal and political commitments it has assumed in various fields -- from
strategic to conventional arms and from treaties as a whole to individual provisions
thereof. These assessments of U.S. actions and the Soviet Union's attitude to them
retain their validity wholly and completely. S

The strategic arms. limitation agreements include: the Soviet-U.S. open-ended Treaty :
on the Limitation of Antiballistic Missile Defense Systems (the ABM Treaty) and interim:
agreement on certain measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive
arms (both were concluded in May 1972 and relate to the SALT I stage of negotiations)
and also the treaty on the limitation of strategic offensive arms (SALT II), which was
signed in 1979 but has not been ratified through the fault of the United States. Tt
should be noted that after the expiration of the interim agreement, the sides exchanged .
official statements confirming that the commitments arising from the agreement remain
in force. . There is also an official U.S. Government statement of intent not to take
actions that would undermine the pProvisions of SALT II. These three agreements
basically regulate Soviet-U.S. relations in the field of strategic arms.
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How do things stand in terms of the U.S. fulfillment of its commitments under these
accords? Being of unlimited duration, the ABM Treaty is the main obstacle to the
implementation of the U.S.. Administration's schemes for acquiring military superiority
 in the world. The "Strategic Defense Initiative" proclaimed by the U.S. President,
which has been christened the "star wars" program, envisages the creation of a large-
scale ABM system with space-based elements, which blatantly violates the spirit and
letter of this treaty. Thus, Article I of the treaty records the parties' commi.t~
ment "not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory of its country and not
to provide a base for such defense," while Article V records a commitment "not to
develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-, air-, space-,

or mobile land-based." ' :

What is now being planned in the United States, of course, is not "defense" or the
development of "ABM means." These words are used to conceal the essence of the
matter, which is a plan to develop a dangerous new class of arms: space strike
systems intended to become a weighty addition to the U.S. nuclear arsenal and secure
an opportunity for the United States to launch a surprise first nuclear strike with
impunity. :

Washington is advancing spurious arguments in an attempt to justify the "star wars"
plans. Arguments that the "Strategic Defensge Initiative" is nothing more than research,
which is allegedly not prohibited by the AMB Treaty, are fashionable there. This is a
deliberate untruth. For a long time now, it has been a question not of "innocuous
scientific research” but of targeted programs for the development of space strike arms.
This work essentially pursues the objective of destroying the ABM Treaty and is in-
compatible both with the objectives of the treaty as a whole and the specific provisions
contained in its articles. ’ ' ’

First, the very objective of the so-called "research" -- the development of space
strike arms and an all-embracing ABM system -- fundamentally contradicts the treaty.
Second, the measures the U.S. Administration is taking even now testify that what is
being conducted is targeted work envisioning the development of models of space arms

to be followed by the appearance and deployment of this new class of arms.. The proposed
"peace" of this work can be judged from the astronomic appropriations for it: $26
billion over the next 5 years, which Washington plainly does not intent to spend on
"pure science." Third, the intention of starting tests of these arms and their
components in a couple of years has been openly announced. Fourth, Washington makes no
secret of the fact that it intends to implement its plan at any price, up to overt
abandonment of observance of existing accords. U.S. Defense Secretary C. Weinberger has
stated shamelessly on this score: '"At the present stage we are conducting research
work with a view to determining whether a totally reliable system can be developed.

If it can, we will have to go outside the framework of the ABM Treaty." :

Other facts also testify to the U.S. side's arbitfary, to pdt it mildly, treatmeﬁt of
the provisions of the ABM Treaty. ~

Shemya Island (in the Aleutians) houses a large radar station where use was made of
components tested for ABM.defense purposes in violation of the agreed accords during its
construction. This station can be used for the creation of a radar field for the ABM
defense of. U.S. territory, which contradicts the commitment made under Article I of the
ABM Treaty. ‘ '
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_part of U.S. territory — isﬂfhe"cénstruétipn:of large radar stations of the "Pave Paws"
type, whose tactical and technical specifications match the requirments of ABM radar

stations. Two of them have already been built on the western and eastefn seaboards of

the United States, and constructfon of anothar two is in progress in the south.

In violation of the commi tment "not. to deploy in the future radars for early warning of -
strategic ballistic missile attack except at locations along the periphery of its :
national territory and_brientédfoutward;fjArticle'VI),ithe United States is building a

big "Pave Paws" radar stationwfar”beyond'the_bOrderS'of'its territory in Greenland. .

The United States is carrying out work to develop components and systems prohibited

by the treaty, particulary mobile AMB radars and multiple warheads for AMB's; Minuteman -
ICBM's ave being tested to give them ABM capabilities. This also violates commitments
assumed by the United States under the treaty. = ’ ) o e

Anéither patent violation of the ABM treaty is the fact that Washington is currently .
making persistent efforts to involve its allies in the implementation of the "Strategic
Defense Initiative" announced by Reagan. ' ' : R ‘
The list of U.S. violations in the field of strategic offensive arms, a field where
the commitments of the Soviet Union and the United States are governed by’ the interim
Aagreement and the SALT IT treaty, is equally extensive,

In these documents, the parties acknowledged the existence of strategic balance and
defined measures promoting the maintenance of this balance in the future. This does not '
please the Washington administration, which intends to change the correlation of forces
in its favor and attempt to achieve military-strategic superiority over thé Soviet
Unfon. It is attempting to find loopholes in the ‘treaties, ‘and where it cannot find any
it goes in for direct violations. SR e o

For example, the nondeployment of long-range sea~ and land-based cruise nissiles was
stipulated by the protocol to the SALT II treaty, which is an integral 'part of the
treaty. By refusing to ratify the treaty, the . U.S. gide violated this accord and,
having blocked the further resolution of the cruise missile question, embarked on the
deployment of long-range sea-based cruise migsiles on its submarines and surface ships.

The siting of 1U.S. Pershing IT ballistic missiles and cruise missiles in ‘Westorn Europe’ -
also violated a commitment contained in Article XII of the SALT II treaty: not to '
circumvent this treaty "through any other state or states; or in any other manner," and
also "not to assume any international obligations that would .conflict with" the treaty
(Article XIII). No ‘subterfuges are capable of refuting the fact that the siting of

these first strike nuclear means, which can reach targets on the USSR's territory and -
are a direct addition to the U.S. étrategic.nuqlear'potentiél, violates the maintenance

of strategic balance between our countries prescribed by the SALT II treaty, *

The question of deliberate’ concealment measures 1s also an example of Flagrant dis-
regard by the United States of the commitments it has assumed. The parties in included’
in the interim agreement a provision "not to use deliberate concealment measures that
‘impede verification" (Article V). This provision is also recorded in the SALT II treaty.




However, the United States has violated it so often that such violations have become
more of the rule than the exception. The U.S. side's use of shelters [ukrytiye] has
‘been observed when it has carried out. work on both intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) launchers and submarine-launched ballist{ic missile (SLBM) launchers. The Soviet
Union has repeatedly informed the U.S. side of the ‘illegality of such actioms, but the =
practice of using shelters has continued, AR : S

The situation taking shape is especially serious since it undermines confidence in U.S. -
observance of one of the main accords on the limitétién5qf‘the'numbér of MIRVed ICMB's.
The single~warhead Minuteman II ICBM launchers .that have beem converted under cover are
indistinguishable from the launchers of MIRVed Minuteman-IIT missiles. This being the
case, there are objective reasons to consider that all Mimuteman launch silos contain
missiles with a minimum of three warheads. S SRR -

The use of.shelters during work on Titan-II ICBM launchers, too, hds also been’
repeatedly noted. ‘Receutly the United States has violated the agreed procedures for
dismantling such launchers: instead of the stipulatéd 6-month period for dismantled
launchers to remain in the open they have been buried within 1-2 months; .which '
reduces confidence in the effectiveness of dismantlement measures and does not guarantee
thelt irreversibility. : ‘ - o o

The U.S. Administration's activity also calls into question its readiness to observe
Article VI of the SALT-II treaty, which»prohibits the development of new types of ICBM

.(except for one type). The MX type of ICBM has already been developed, and

Washington is embarked on the implementation of plams to develop dnd create yet
another type of ICBM, the Midgetman. ’ ' Co - k -

These are only some o f the examples of the3U.S; side's disregard forithe spititxand
letter of agreements that have been reached.- ' o S o

Violations of the provisions of the t;eaties'inevitably un&grmine-the foundation of the
package of legal and political norms elaborated in the past decade and has a negative
effect on the entire spectrum'offSoviet—U.S._relatidnsb:4 . ,

The U.S. line of undefmining existihg agreements in the field of strategic arms and
eroding the system of binding mutual agreements elaborated through joint efforts

demonstrates not only Washington's reluctance to follow the path of detente but also
its aspiration to seek military superiority over the Soviet Union at any price, despite
the fact that the entire history of the arms race has .shown .the futility of such '
attempts.  As statements from the Soviet leadership have repeatedly noted, the USSR
will not allow such superiority and insists that the United States stricly observes

the international commitments it has assumed in the field of arms limitation..

CsO: 5200/1157
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SWEDISH DAILY DAGENS NYHETER WEIGHS GORBACHEV 'INITIATIVE'
PM120857 Stockholm DAGENS NYHETER in Swedish 9;Apr 85 p 2

[Editorial: "Gorbachev's First Initiative']

[Excerpts] The new tug-of-war over nuclear arms has begun in earnest. With his
decision for an immediate freeze on the deployment of medium-range missiles Soviet party
leader Mikhail Gorbachev is addressing himself chiefly to public opinion in West Europe,
even though the gesture is directed toward the United States. The two sides' joint
silence about the recently begun CGeneva negotiations has thus been conspicuously broken
by the Soviet Union, :

The Soviet leader says that his intention was a joint interim freeze on new nuclear
arms in Europe. He invites the United States to follow the Soviet Union's example., It
can hardly come as any surprise to anyone that the United States immediately refused.
According to Washington, halting deployment of medium~range missiles at the present
moment would.simply consolidate a Soviet advantage in this particular class of nuclear
arms.

No one in the West is likely to deny that this is a correct U.S. observation. Since the
end of the seventles the Soviet Union has consistently striven for superior strength —-
necessary in Moscow's view because its rival has so many other nuclear arms whose range

embraces Europe.

There has been good reason to criticize the Soviet leadership for further accelerating

a nuclear arms race in this way. But from the deterrence viewpoint it has hot been
necessary for ‘the United States to respond in kind. The Americans already have more

than enough arms for this purpose. One wishes that the West had refrained from counter- -
ing the Soviet arms buildup with its own medium-range missiles -- not least to spare the
NATO nations divisive internal conflicts. Of course, it would have been highly desirable
if the White House had not .immediately reacted negatively to Gorbachev's first initiative

in the nuclear arms field.

The Eastern offensive in PRAVDA was simply the first step in a major diplomatic
offensive against Reagan's "star wars" defenses -- an offensive fn which it is of
crucial importance for Moscow to enroll a worried Western public opinion on its own
side in a major application of pressure on the United States. How much better would
it be if the Americans themselves were to see the danger and possible disaster.
involved in turning space into a potential theater of war and were Instead to try to
stop both their own and the Soviet leaders' pernicious activities in this new field!
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In the past;, the Soviet Union has also made interim commitments not to deploy .

additional medium-range missiles -—.chief1y~the_SS-ZO--r;without;keéping‘its'wqrd'
in practice, according to U.S. accusations. Unfortunately, a freeze on the further
deployment of missiles does not necessarily mean a halt to arms production -~ ‘and’

for this reason the gesture could be worth little.

But the fact remains that the new Soviet leader's signal is an important event.

More clearly than ever before Moscow has now accepted the presence of some U.S.
medium-range missiles in Europe. Many people also take the view that it is perhaps
primarily through unilateral initiatives that the two sides in the gruesome nuclear
arms game can achieve openings and changes. By pointing at the same time to the .
fact that relations between the two superpowers are still tense, by setting a -
November limit for his deployment freeze, and by dropping reminders of his interest
in a summit with Reagan, Gorbachev is trying to force his opposite number into -
swiftly showing his readiness to compromise. . SR

At the present moment it is the Soviet Union which has tried to hustle the United”
States. It is true that Mikhail Gorbachev has not effected a really promising move.

But it would be wrong of the West to ignore his outstretched fist.

CSO0: 5200/2593
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SWEDEN'S PALME WELCOMES USSR MISSILE MORATORIUM
PM171355 Stockholm SVENSKA DAGBLADET in Swedish 13 Apr 85 p 9

[Report by Lars Christiansson: 'Palme Supports Missile Freeze']

[Text] Prime Minister Olof Palme has welcomed Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev's
announcement that the Soviet Union will halt its deployment of medium-range missiles in
Europe and, in the period up to November, refrain from adopting further countermeasures
to NATO's deployment of medium—range missiles.

Olof Palme expressed his support for the Soviet decision when he spoke at the opening of
a peace seminar for female parliamentarians from different parts of the world. The
initiative for the conference was taken by Swedish Disarmament Ambassador Maj Britt
Theorin.

Palme said that Gorbachev's initiative could mean the possibility of partial agreements
at the Soviet-U.S, disarmament talks in Geneva, provided the United States and NATO
reach a corresponding decision to halt the Western deployment of medium—range nuclear
arms in Europe.

"This would at least mean a step toward arms control. Such a decision would be a posi-
tive contribution after the intentions already announced by NATO, in the Montebello
decision, to reduce the number of nuclear warheads in Europe," Palme said.

In her speech Maj Britt Theorin raised several of the steps which the Swedish Govern-
ment considers would reduce the nuclear threat. Among other things she mentioned the
Swedish call for a nuclear-freeze. "Such a decision does not require time-consuming
negotiations. The two superpowers could declare a freeze immediately," she said.

The disarmament ambassador also stressed .the importance of reaching an agreement for
a total test ban agreement.

She also said that an agreement between the nuclear powers not to be the first to use

nuclear arms would increase confidence and help to counter speculations that it ought

to be possible to fight a limited nuclear war.

The conference, which lasted 2 days and is part of the preparations for the UN Women's

Conference in Nairobi in July, gathered female parliamentarians from 16 countries.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union were represented.

CSO: 5200/2593
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ITALIAN CP HEAD BACKS SOVIET INITIATIVES

PM031029 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 2 May 85 First Edition p 4

[TASS report: 'Communist Position"]

[Text] Rome, 1 May -~ At a press conference here, A. Natta, secretary general of the
Italian Communist Party [PCI}, expressed support for the Soviet Union's peace-loving
initiatives aimed at curbing the arms race. We consider the USSR's recently announced
unilateral moratorium on medium-range missile deployment and its proposal imposing a
moratorium on the creation of space weapons to be very important, he said. The PCI,
A. Natta continued, welcomed the opening of the Soviet-U.S. talks on nuclear and space
arms in Geneva. In our opinion, the accord reached between A.A. Gromyko and G. Shultz
to discuss all questions in their interconnection was of special significance. No
sooner had the talks begun, however, than clear contradictions were revealed between
that accord and the U,S. position.

The PCI secretary general went on to emphasize that the PCI resolutely opposes the U.S.
Administration's "star wars" plans, which will fuel the nuclear arms race. We believe

that the Italian Government should not associate itself with those U.S. plans, A. Natta
noted. :

The PCI secretary general paid great attention to the upcoming 12 May local elections
in Italy. In this connection A. Natta rejected most resolutely U,S. President R. .
Reagan's recent attempt to crudely interfere.in Italy's internal affairs. 1In a recent
interview, R. Reagan openly stated that”"the United States does not want" a communist
victory in the elections or the possible concomitant change in the alignment of forces
in favor of the PCI. Perhaps the U.S, President is unaware, he observed, that the

PCI and the other democratic forces paid a high price for that freedom, which was won
with blood.

€S0: 5200/1146
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NETHERLANDS FOREIGN MINISTER SEES INCREASE IN SS-20'S
PM151423 Rotterdam NRC HANDELSBLAD in Dutch 11 Apr 85 p 3
[Report by Raymond van den Boogaard: 'Van den Broek Sees Increase in SS-20's"]

[Excerpts] " Moscow, 11 Apr —- Forelgn Minister Hans van den Broek 1s disappointed at
Moscow's reaction to the Netherlands' 1 June 1984 decision. "I strongly doubt whether
our appeal has found a positive response here," he ‘said yesterday after 3 hours of
talks with his Soviet_ counterpart Andrey Gromyko, in Moscow, chiefly on the subject
of medium-range missiles.

A final evaluation [onwhether or not to ‘deploy U. S. cruise’ missiles] will not be
carried out by ‘the cabinet until 12 November and will probably be exclusively made on
the basis of information provided by the Americans over the number of S$8~20's in the
Soviet Union. "I do not think that it is tight to begin an ‘{mmediate discussion of
whether .the American or the. Soviet figures are correct. I think that the alliance
must adhere to its own figures," Van den Broek said of the possibility that on 1 November
the Soviet Union will present different figures for the number of SS-ZO's.

In yesterday s negotiations this did not happen. Gromyko did not reply to Van den .
Broek's question about whether the announcement of a moratorium does not implicitly
confirm that further SS—ZO's have been added to the Soviet arsenal since 1 June.

"Really this simply confirmed my conviction," Van den Broek said. "And this will have
consequencés in the light of the 1 June decision." It was very, clear from Van den " -
Broek's statements that he has no intention of departing from the terms of the -
Netherlands 1 June decision, . -

According to Van_den Broek during the talks the Netherlands position "was criticized
rather than accepted." Gromyko was said to have stated that the Netherlands "is
speaking in the _past, instead of in the future

"I cannot- say that the reaction showed much understanding," Van den Broek said,

Another point was Russian critic1sm that the Netherlands decision also covers the-SS-20's
deployed in. the Asian part of the Soviet Union. Van den Broek explained that this

was necessary in the Netherlands view because of the great mobility of the '85-20 ) systems.

cso: 5200/2593
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DUTCH LEADERS ON MISSILE DEPLOYMENT

PM201700 Amsterdam DE VOLKSKRANT in Dutch 15 Apr 85 p 3

[Interviewwith Prime Minister Lubbers and Foreign Minister Van den Broek by Wio Joustra:
"The Labor Party Is Trying To Undermine the Cabinet's Peace Policy" -~ date not given]

[Text] Seoul -- "The statement by [Labor Party Chairman] Van den Berg [that there
would be no deployment of cruise missiles in the Netherlands under a cabinet involving
the Labor Party] is of course nothing new., I find it most regrettable that it has
proved to be impossible for the Labor Party [PVDA] to back the policy we set in motion
with the 1 June 1984 decision and which is also a first attempt to make a contribution
to the question of arms control within NATO." This was Prime Minister Lubbers' answer
to the question whether the Labor Party with its stance on the deployment of cruise
missiles in the Netherlands has put itself outside a possible coalition with the
Christian Democratic Appeal.

[Lubbers] I do not find their stance realistic and in foreign policy terms not very
productive. I think it is a great pity that the PVDA has failed us on this point and
that the Dutch peace and security policy is not being carried by the PVDA.

[Joustra] What sort ¢’ repercussions will the PVDA attitude have for the implementation
of the 1 June decisiou? ' :

{Lubbers] If the situation is such that a count of the number of $S-20's on 1 November
leads to an agreement with the United States for deployment, we will have to submit

it to parliament for its approval and I expect that this approval will be given. Then
it will be parliament's judgement, and thus the judgement of our country. These are
agreements which we are making internationally. The PVDA also functions within the
framework of democracy and I would consider it to be a bad course if the PVDA were to
dissociate itself from the decision. :

[Joustra] The PVDA considers that there would simply have to be new negotiations.
There is still enough time because deployment in the Netherlands will not take place

before 1988.

[Lubbers] If you make an enormous effort to turn the tide of the arms race —- and here
we are having to do without the support of the PVDA -~ it is a fact of paramount
importance in a constitutional state that "if you have made an agreement, you must
stick to it." It cannot be the case in a democracy which respects its parliament that
when on the basis of substantial discussion a decision is taken you can then turn around
and say "It has nothing to do with me." I cannot Imagine that the PVDA would act like

that. .
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There are two possibilities: either the Soviet Union continues to react positively to
our point of departure om arms control or it does not. If the PVDA wants to exert

influence on this process, it must adopt a position somewhere along this line, other-
wise 1t will put itself out of the arms control process. The PVDA stance sounds like

a clear position, but it is not.

[Joustra] But in a parliémentary democracy an opposition party does after all have the
right to its own view? .

[Lubbers] I see this as an attempt to undermine cabinet policy and personally I find
that sad. Our position which -- chiefly because it diverges from what the other
countries in the alliance have done -- bears witness to a great degree of restraint
deserves national support. This support it is not being given and, yes, the PVDA is
part of the Netherlands. '

[Joustra] On 1 June last year you said that the cabinet decision must set something
in motion in Moscow. However, is there not very little to see of this?

[Lubbers] It is indeed not a situation of "Isn't everything wonderful,"  But I do not
think that cynicism, which. is completely pointless, is very fruitful. Talks are

again taking place in Geneva, .I am not so pessimistic. On the other hand I cannot =
give any estimate of the time that possible results will take. But it is not impossible
that there is nothing happening in the arms control field. v

What I do not understand is why the PVDA is setting itself outside all of this. That
is not a tenable position. 'And this position is not that different from the PVDA's
views with regard to socioeconomic questions. The maintenance of purchasing power

~ within the framework of economic growth and the restoration of full employment does
not always need to be a goal. These are political questions which you cannot divorce
from the facts and that is what the PVDA is doing now. Peace and security policy
questions are too important for the PVDA to brush aside like that. - .

[Joustra] But for the time being it is the case that on the Soviet side there are
now more SS§-20'S deployed than there were on 1 June last year, namely 414 instead of 378.

- [Lubbers] The possibility cannot be ruled out that the Soviet Union is continuing with
the deployment of SS-20's although it only needs the numbers above 378 as a bargaining
counter at the negotiating table. They have_no military significance any more. On
the other hand I would say that the Soviet Union's rhetoric was of a different strength
than what you hear now and the verbal strategy of the superpowers .in never unimportant.

[Van den Broek] I described the Gorbachev interview with .PRAVDA on Easter Monday as
moderate. The chance. of substantive agreement between the superpowers is considerably
less if it is preceded by verbal violence rather than in a climate which lends itself
-more to rapprochement than to condemnations and tough talking. We must mot and do not
want to rule out the possibility that within the framework of the Geneva negotiations,
' for example, there might still be some movement in the Soviet position before 1
November. You must not take as your point of departure that .the situation today is
final. It is a continuing process. - ' C -

[Joustra] Was any mention made'in‘yourbtalks last week of verification by the
Netherlands of the number of $S-20'S deployed at the moment in the Soviet Union?

" [Van den Broek] No, but_béfore my departﬁre~1 éaid as far as verification is concerned
we are and will remain dependent on the information which the Americans give us. My

84




position is that it would not be good if we were to behave like some arbitrator

 between figures presented by the Soviet and the U.S. side,

[Lubbers] ' Of course it is not only a technical'problem. In the'political context
two things could happen:- Either becuase of Geneva the Soviet Union decides to bring
the moment for arms control closer and does not h1de the fact, or the opposite happens.

[Joustra] On the subject of the SDI you, Mr Van den Broek, adopted a balanced position
during the parliamentary debate on your ministry's budget. Now your party [Christian
Democratic Appeal] chairman Bukman is saying that we must ‘not bury our heads in the
sand. What is the actual cabinet position7 v _ .

[Van den Broek] We would prefer a joint West European answer to be formulated. Before
the Netherlands reaches a decision on participation there must be greater clarity about
what the possibilities are and the difficulties whichbattach to the project.

The cabinet position is not a definite 'no' because at the present time we consider a
final judgement on SDI to be completely premature, also because we are talking about a
research period of 5 to 10 years. There are of course a number of obvious reservations.
So we must look at the extent to which it makes a contribution to international security
and stability. Feasibility and cost are two key words.

[Joustra] Thus you do not ‘agree with Bukman's position?

[Van den Broek] It is difficult to give a complete 'yes' to participation until the
questions which arise and the possibilities have been properly charted.  But it would
be unwise to-put ourselves outside the research at this point in time because there
could be all sorts of te¢hnological developments where the Netherlands would be able to
make a ‘contribution and which could also be in the Dutch interest.

[Lubbers] I believe that Bukman's analysis is - and I share it -- that research must
not simply be understood in its technical sense, but that research is also necessary
for you to be able to reach a political decision. I think it’very correct that

Van den Broek has fixed the concept so firmly in ‘a European contéxt. It would not

surprise me if the political question were to become more important that SDI in itself.

The question is what attitude will the European nations’ adopt toward the United States
on’ this issue. ‘ . .

CS0: 5200/2607
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NORWAY'S STRAY NOTES 'BROKEN PROMISE' OF 1983 USSR FREEZE

PM011019 Oslo AFTENPOSTEN in Norwegian 25 Apr 85 p 3
[Einar Solvoll Report: "Stray: USSR Broke Missile Freeze Promise in 1983"]

[Text] In the light of new Soviet party chief Gorbachev's recent announcement of a
Russian freeze on all further missile deployment until November this year, Norwegian
Foreign Minister Svenn Stray reminded the Storting in his foreign policy statement yes-
terday that a similar promise was made in 1983 but was broken.

About this time 2 years ago the Soviet Union promised tohaltmissile deployments from
March to November. Nevertheless it deployed 63 new missiles targeted on Western Furope
in that period. 1In the Storting yesterday Foreign Minister Stray said that, if the West
were to follow the example with a similar proposal for a halt on further deployments,
this would amount to freezing the imbalance in the Russians' favor. The Soviet Union
now has over 1,200 warheads on its 8$5-20 missiles, against 120 Pershing II and cruise
missiles on the Western side.

The foreign minister said that the interim conclusion to be drawn from Gorbachev's de—
claration must be that it should be taken as an initiative directed as Western opinion.
Stray also touched on the Middle East situation and stressed Norway's ever increasing
reservations about having UN forces stationed in Lebanon, considering the very small
chance they have of meaningful peace work in this area of conflict.

From 1 January 1986 Spain and Portugal will be members of the EEC.. Together with Iceland
and Turkey, Norway will therefore be the only NATO nation not a member of the Community.
There is no reason to hide the fact that this expansion presents a problem for Norway
because it feels that there is further reinforcement of the tendency to equate the EEC
with Western Europe, the foreign minister said, but he gave assurances that Norway w1]l
continue to maintain close contacts with the European political system

and the foreign policy cooperation which takes place at that level.

CSO: 5200/2607
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CHINESE JOURNAL ASSESSES GORBACHEV'S SS-20 PROPOSAL
HK071030 Beijing LIAOWANG in Chinese No 17, 29 Apr 85 p 36

[érticle by Mei Zhenmin: "Gorbachev's Proposal and U.S.-Soviet Relations']

[Text] A series of repercussions have arisen since Gorbachev, general secretary of the

CPSU Central Committeej expressed his views on Soviet-U.S. relations on 7 April. Both
the Soviet Union and the United States have adopted a pose of some relaxation, which has
made people feel that: relaxation in U S ~Soviet relations is difficult and slow.

While expressing his’ views Gorbachev stressed the necessity for improving Soviet-U. S.
relations, adopted a positive attitude toward Soviet-U.S. summit talks, .and said that
"it is necessary to bring forward Soviet-U.S. relations at a very high political level."
He also put forward a: three~point proposal on suspending the manufacturing, testing, and
deploying of offensive space weapons; freezing offensive strategic weapons; and stopping
deployment of U.S. and Soviet medium-range missiles in Europe. He unilaterally declared
that the Soviet Union would suspend the deployment of 55-20 missiles in Europe until
November this year. Some Western observers were of the opinion that his remarks re-
flected his inténtion of - improving relations with the United States and could, after all,

be accepted as adopting 8 mild pose toward Washington.

Washington quickly respondsd to Gorbachev s proposal. Although it was Easter and a

“Sunday, in just 1 hour dfter the receipt of the news from Moscow, the White House issued

a responsive statement. expressing "disappointment at Gorbachev's proposal. However, the
Reagan administration welcomed Gorbachev s positive attitude toward holding a Soviet-U.S.
summit meeting but at the same. time blaméd Gorbachev for not making detalled suggestions
on the time, place,- and agenda of" the meeting. The Reagan administration bluntly refused
Gorbachev's three-point proposal, ‘asserting that his proposal on stopping the deployment
of medium-range missiles in Europe was aimed at maintaining the Soviet s 10 to 1
superiority. . , : :

As pointed out by some Western newspspers Washington made such a quick negative response
because the Reagan administratipn was worried that the antinuclear peace movements in the
Western allied countries, Western Europe, ‘and North America would be influenced by
Gorbachev's remarks -and felt. 1t necessary to set the time early. West European countries
are more eager and have probably gone further. than the United States in relaxing their
relations with the Soviet Unton ‘as_well as East-West relations. Therefore, the milder

-the tone of the Soviet Union, the ‘more worried the United States is about Soviet in-

fluence on West European countries.

Gorbachev's remarks did'arouse repercussions among West European countries. Although

. ;most West Europeanmcountries,_1ike_Britain, the FRG, Belgium, and France, refused Gor-
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"hachev's proposal on stopping the deployment of medium-range missiles in Europe, diffetr-
ences of opinion arose in NATO. Italian Prime Minister Craxi explicttly expressed a
different view saying: "I do not agree with explaining Gorbachev's proposal as a con-
spiracy. On the contrary, I think that this indicates a prelude to a dialogue. This
proposal ¢ontains something more than 'no.' It is worth making a counterproposal, at
‘least."

Two of the three ruling parties in Norway maintained that the Western world should
treat Gorbachev's proposal seriously and that there would be hope for Western Europe
if the United States also stopped the deployment of missiles. Opposition parties in
some West FEuropean countries held that the West should not bluntly refuse the proposal,
as stopping the deployment was better than deploying. Even people in U.S. political
circles made different evaluations of Gorbachev and his remarks.

The Soviet Union criticized the negative U.S. attitude toward Gorbachev's proposal.
While meeting a delegation from the U.S. House of Representatives on 10 April, A
Corbachev said that the U.S. Government "declared its negative attitude toward his pro-
posal in such an incomprehensibly great hurry" that people could not help "casting
doubts about U.S. sincerity in holding the Geneva talks.'

On 12 April, PRAVDA published a special article refuting Western newspaper comments
that the Soviet Union had deployed more medium-range missiles in Europe than the West
and pointing out that the medium-range missiles deployed in West Europe by the United
States plus British and French nuclear mlsslleq and planes used to carry medium-range
nuclear weapons were 50 percent more than the Soviet Union's.

Apart from assalling each other in this battle of words, both sides displayed their
"flexibility" to put each other on the spot.% On 12 April, U.S. Secretary of State
Shultz said that the United States had made :a suggestion in Geneva on the large-scale
reduction of nuclear weapons but that the Sov1et Union had not given an answer. With
regard to U.S. criticism that Gorbachev's proposal did not advance the summit talks,

on 14 April PRAVDA for the first time expresqed Soviet willingness to have regular
summit meetings with the United States to merove relations between the two countries.
At an arms control forum in Atlanta on 13 April, Dobrynin, the Soviet ambassador to the
United States, leaked that the Soviet Union would not persist in concluding simultaneous
agreements on the various weapons systems uqdcr discussion in Geneva. He added that
Moscow would possibly allow observers to vidit the large radar station in Siberia which
was described by the United States as v1o]ah1ng the ABM treaty.

In the latter half of last year, when the Uthed States expressed its willingness to
improve U.S.-Soviet relations, the Soviet Union gave it the cold shoulder. Now, when
the Soviet Union has expressed its W]lllngneqs to improve bilateral relations, the
United States remains indifferent. It is not strange for such a situation to have
emerged, as they have been each other's opponents for a long time and do not trust each
other. However, the deadlocked, tense, and antagonistic situation between the United
States and the Soviet Union will finally be .replaced by a situation in which dialogue
is intertwined with contention. Although the dialogue is very difficult, contention

is very fierce, and relaxation is limited and unstable, some relaxation has arisen

in the relations between the two countrles.i After the killing of a U.S. military
liaison officer by a Soviet soldier in the GDR, both sides still maintained a positive
attitude toward the convening of a summit meeting This indicates that the relaxation
that has emerged between the two countries Wl]] continue to progress.

Cs0: 5200/4035
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U.S. STATISTICS TO BE USED IN NETHERLANDS MISSILE DECISION
AU251447 Paris AFP in English 1444 GMT 25 Apr 85
[Text] The Hague, April 25 (AFP)--In the absenée of information from Moscow,

the Netherlands will base itself on figures supplied by the United States on
the number of Soviet 8§S-20 missiles when it decides on November 1 whether to go

_ahead with the scheduled deployment of 48 NATO missiles on its territory.

Foreign Minister Hans van den Broek reiterated this last night before the par-
liament, saying Dutch officials would accept a U.S. count that said 378 medium-
range SS-20 nuclear missiles were deployed on Soviet territory last June 1.

' Last June, the Dutch Government had voted to install the 48 missiles—-which will

be deployed under a North Atlantic Treaty Organization timetable after that a
final vote by the Dutch Parliament--if Moscow does not freeze the number of its
§S-20's at the June 1 level. ' '

Mr Van den Broek said yesterday that the goVernment still held to this position.

U.S. reports say the Soviets have continued deployment since .last June, and now

have a total of 414 SS-20's. A Soviet diplomatvhefe confirmed these figures,
but ruled out the possibility of any return to the deployment level of June 1.

Mr Van den Broek said the parliament would base its final decision on figures
supplied by the United States, even if these should be contradicted by the Soviet
Union. Until now, Moscow has refused to reveal the number of its missiles, but
has never contested the U.S. count. » : :

The Netherlands is the last of § NATO countries to vote on whether to accept its
quota of the 572 medium-range missiles to be deployed in Western Europe. The
other four, West Germany, Britain, Italy and Belgium, have all agreed to go
ahead with deployment of their share of the missiles. ‘

CSO: 5200/2593
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ROMANTAN ENVOY' ADDRESSES * STOCKHOLM CSCE MEETING
AU142209 Bucharest AGERPRES in English 1850 GMT 14 May 85

[Text] Stockholm, AGERPRES 14/5/1985 == In his address during the first-day pro- '
ceedings of the new session of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence~and~Security-
Building Measures and on Disarmament in Europe, the Romanian chief delegate under- -
scored the need to step up the conference's activities and brought to the fore the
requirement for work to be carried out more firmly for the meeting to. proceed in-

a constructive spirit and yield fine results. The constructive premiges created
from the very beginning of the all-European forum in Stockholm -~ in January last
year -- which were consolidated over the last few months, the speaker pointed out,
require and create opportunities for efforts to be stepped up during the conference,
particularly as concerns’ the broadening of the scope of agreement between the :
participating countries. In this respect, the working bodies of the conference
must be used more intensely, Just as the unofficial framework of consultations
for the channeling of efforts toward the rapprochement and hafhonizatiog of the
states' viewpoints. ' L : ' . ’ ' : ‘

In the same sphere of concerns, it would be useful to start consultations with a
view to identifying elements which might make up a package of substantial and
balanced confidence and security~building measures, apt to provide the framework
of a first agreement. . ' o '

The Romanian representative further gset forth the confidence—~and securiﬁy—building
measures envisaged by his country, among which: the reassertion and consolidation
of all states' obligations to renounce the use and threat of force; development '
and improvement of the confidence-building measures contained in the Helsinki Final
Act; the setting of limits on the armed forces participating in military exercises,
to number and duration of such exercises, and the cessation of military exercises
along the borders of other states and in other sensitive areas of the continent; ;
development of communication and consultations between participating states on 1: 
questions related to their security; prevention and peaceful resolution of crises.

Reiterating the significance which Romania attaches to the Stockholm conference,
the speaker underscored the need to spare no efforts to conclude it with fine
results, so that the future 1986 CSCE meeting in Vienna might decide a passage to
the stage devoted to disarmament in Europe, :

CSO: 5200/3046
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CHEMI CAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

USSR: U.S. COMMISSION URGES BUILD-UP BEFORE CHEMICAL ARMS BAN

PM061327 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 4 May 85 Second Edition p 5

_ [TASS correspondent N. Turkatenko report: "Building Up the Chemical Weapons Arsenal"]

[Text] Washington, 3 May -- The Reagan administration is stepping up its pressure to
get Congress to satisfy its request for $1.3 billion to be appropriated in fiscal
1986 for the "modernization" of the U.S. arsenal of chemical weapons. ' '

W. Stoessel, head of the "independent" commission on problems of chemical weapons,
which was set up by the White House chief, reported to the Senate Armed Services
Committee on the results of "{nvestigations" by the commission whose work, as he
admitted, was fully financed by the Pentagon. As was only to be expected, the
commission backed the administration's stance on the chemical weapons issue. This
stance, which was reflected even in Defense Secretary C. Weinberger's report to
Congress last February, could be summed up as follows: The United States would
apparently like to contribute toward the total ban of chemical weapons but, in order
to achieve this, it must first... build up its arsenal. Calling for an accelerated
production of chemical weapons, Stoessel repeated the Pentagon's false arguments that -
claim that the existing U.S. arsenal of chemical weapons supposedly has been '
"raduced" and has "become obsolete." The falsity of such arguments is proved by

the fact that, in the experts' opiniom, the United States already has at its
disposal a major potential of chemical weapons. The stockpiles are calculated at
150,000 metric tons of combat toxic agents, and the quantity of munitions at

3 million units. ' ' ’ ' '

The commission especially supported the Pentagon's demands to create a mighty
arsenal of a new generation of mass destruction weapons, that is, binary ammunition - .
inducing nerve paralysis. For this purpose the administration is asking Congress for -
$163 million in fiscal 1986 to complete the construction of a special enterprise
in Pine Bluff (Arkansas) so as to set at full speed the "production line of death"
for the output of binary bombs and artillery shells. '

€S0: 5200/1150
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MOSCOW RADIO NOTES ISSUE OF S.E. ASIA NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE

| U.S. Opposition o
BK681541 Moscow in Indonesian to Indonesia 1330 GMT 7 Mar 85
[KRASNAYA ZVEZDA commentary; "A Serious Conflict"--date mnot given]

[Text] The U.S. assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific
affairs, Wolfowitz, has been on a 5-day official visit to Jakarta.
According to political observers, the aim of the visit was to heighten
tension in the region and double efforts to draw Southeast Asian countries
into the orbit of the Pentagon's military strategy.

Serious differences of opinion on a number of key international issues
emerged during the talks between Wolfowitz and President Suharto and
other Indonesian high-ranking officials in Jakarta. To quote an example,
Wolfowitz opposed ASEAN's proposed declaration of a nuclear-free zone to
ensure peace and stability in Southeast Asia. In his efforts to soothe
anxiety in Southeast Asia, especially in Indonesia, over the hegemonistic
nature of Beijing's foreign policy, Wolfowitz, who arrived in Jakarta
from the PRC capital, .sought to justify the strengthening of military
cooperation between the PRC and the United States by saying that a weak
PRC will not contribute anything to peace efforts in the Asia-Pacific
region. The U.S. roving envoy's remarks were greeted with suspicion in
Jakarta. ’

Positive Soviet Attitude
LD102239 Moscow World Service in English 1531 GMT 10 Mar 85

[Excerpt] By deploying nuclear weapons in this or that country the United
States wants to use it as a springboard for attacking the USSR. Under

the circumstances the Soviet Union has only one choice: to take the
necessary defensive measures. The Soviet leadership has said that those
who let first strike nuclear weaponry targeted on neighbor countries be
stationed on their soil run the risk of suffering a retaliatory strike,

By letting nuclear arms be deployed on its soil this or that country turns
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into America's nuclear hostage. This conforms to America's strategy.

The United States believes that when it unleashes a nuclear war retaliatory
strikes will be dealt first of all on those countries where its advance
nuclear outposts are located. United States strategists hope that this
will weaken the retaliatory strike dealt on their own territory which will
enable them to survive by having sacrificed others. _

ASEAN countries come to realize the danger of America's adventuristic and
aggressive course increasingly better. Lately their officials have been
_discussing the proposal on proclaiming Southeast Asia as a nuclear-free
zone increasingly often. As for the Soviet Unionm, it is ready to legally
express its pledge not to use nuclear arms against the countries on whose
territory no such weaponry is sited by means of signing multilateral or
bilateral agreements.

cso: 1812/186
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NORWEGIAN, FINNISH OFFICIALS MEET ON,NUCLEAR—FREE ZONE‘
Vayrynen‘on Talks , / : ‘ v -

LD191029 Hélsinki International Service in Finnish 0830 GMT 19 Apr 85

[Text] After talks with Norwegian Prime Minister Kaare Willoch and Foreign Minister
Svenn Stray, Finland's Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen said on Thursday that Finland _
and Norway find it easy to understand each other's policies,

At a press conference in Oslo Thursday afternoon, Mr Vayrynen said that the discussions
had touched on East-West relations, the situation in Europe and Northern Europe, the
conference on security and cooperation in Europe and arms control. .0n Thursday
evening the Finnish Foreign Minister discussed Finnish views on Nordic security in his
speech at an official dinner given by Norwegian Foreign Minister Stray. (0livia Riden-
frost) has this report.

[Begin recording] Speaking at a dinner given by his host, Mr Svenn Stray Thursday
evening, Finland's Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen said that the basic structure of
security in the North had remained intact. Vayrynen said in addition to the Finnish
pProposal of a Nordic nuclear weapons-free zone, which Finland still considers important,
Finland is also prepared to accept other measures for strengthening confidence and
security in Northern Europe. Mr Vayrynen said that it was important for the Nordic
countries to take each other and the collective situation of the Nordic region into
consideration when making decisions on security policy. The Finnish foreign minister
also said that he hoped that the great powers would continue to refrain from taking
action that might increase tension in the Nordic region. On the subject of the dis-
armament talks of the great powers, Mr Vayrynen expressed hopes that they would result
in great reductions in nuclear armaments. He considered an agreement on limiting
cruise missiles particularly important. Vayrynen also said that outer space should not
become a new arena of the arms race but that it should be utilized for peaceful purposes
for the benefit of all mankind.

On the subject of Finnish-Norwegian trade, Mr Vayrynen saw room for improvement, even
though he conceded that the growth in trade between the two countries had been swift
during the past few years. The Finnish foreign minister also noted that the increase
of Norwegian tourism in Finland is a new and positive development in Finnish-Norwegian
relations. Mr Vayrynen saw promising opportunities for cooperation in the North [words
indistinct] region in oil exploration and production in the off~shore field with
northern Norway. In his dinner speech Foreign Minister Vayrynen did not mention the
Finnish proposal for a border peace agreement between Finland and Norway which had

come up during the discussions he had with his Norwegian counterpart. The Norwegian
position is that there is no need to make a separate agreement formalizing the problem-
free status quo. [end recording]
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. ‘ Vayrynen Comments on Talks
'LD192048 Helsinki Domestic Service in Finnish 1900 GMT 19 Apr 85

[Excerpt] . Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen says that he is surprised at the willingness
_of the Norwegilan prime minister to discuss the Nordic nuclear weapons free zone. '
Vayrynen holds the view that prime minister Kaare Willoch adopted an unexpectedly.
positive stand on the idea of establishing such a zone. Vayrynen expressed this view
" in Tromsoe. Vayrynen had talks yesterday' in Norway with both the prime minister and

the foreign minister. - Marja Nikkilae reports:

Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen has during his visit to Norway geveral times noted
that the Finnish-Norwegian relations are in good shape. A new positive point is unques-
tionably found in the Norwegians' unexpected willingness to discuss the Nordic nuclear-
weapons free zone. Vayrynen said in Tromsoe today that he was surprised that Prime
Minister Kaare Willoch wanted during yesterday's talks to discuss the details of a
‘nuclear-weapons free zone. Until now it has been usual in the high-level Nordic talks.
“that the governments of NATO countries Norway and Denmark have avoided an exchange of
views over the zone issue claiming that the implementation of the project is not
appropriate. Vayrynen did not want to speculate on the reasons why the Norwegians now clearly
took a more positive stance on discussing the project. In yesterday's talks Willoch posed
a number of questions, and the discussion dealt with the general structure that

would lead to a nuclear-free zone. Willoch had stressed his view that the zone
project must be in every respect well balanced. Norway is also interested to kmow

what steps the Soviet Union is willing to take on its own territories adjacent
to the zomne. T ‘ ’ o

The Soviet Union, however, has not wanted to specify its own plans before the Nordic -
countries reach a clearer mutual understanding about the establishment of the zone.
Vayrynen's talks in Oslo hardly indicate a breakthrough in the zone issue, as the
official Norwegian opinions continue to note very clearly that the Nordic nuclear-
weapons free zone can be dealt with in negotiations only when the progress of the
talks of the big powers in Geneva can be estimated. It is also obvious that within
NATO, Norway is mot ready for any solo performance. Thus Norway's stance on the zone

is decided in the first place by the line of the NATO nuclear arms control talks.

CSO: 5200/2609
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NORWAY'S STRAY COMMENTS ON NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE, FINLAND
LD171627 Helsinki International Service in Finnish 1500 GMT 17 Apr 85

[Text] Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen begins an official visit to Noxrway tomorrow.
During the visit there will be talks on East-West relations, the situation in the
north of Burvpe and bilateral relations between Norway and Finland. 1In an interview
with the Finnish Broadcasting Company Norwegian Foreign Minister Svenn Stray
reiterates his country's well-known views on the Nordic nuclear-free zone, among
other things. Stray does not regard it as appropriate to discuss Finnish proposals
for ‘a border treaty between the countries or for reciprocal declarations on this
matter. : . : ' ‘ : T

Here is a report by Marja Nikkila:

At today's interview the Norwegian message was clear: Norway sees the limitation of
the number snd deployment of nuclear weapons as primarily a matter for talks between
the nuclear powers. A Nordic nuclear-free zone will be appropriate only after it

is seen how the talks of the big powers in Geneva progress. Norway stresses that a
treaty on a nuclear-free Nordic zone is part of an arrangement concerning the whole
of Europe. » : S » _

Norway is carrying out 1its own investigations into the zone idea, and'when the time
is ripe, these will be presented also to the NATO partners. Quite clearly now is not
the time in the view of the Norwegian Government. ST

B&E~eyen'theAnonsocialist Norwegian Government has not rejected the idea of a
nuclear-free zone. 1In its view its own stance is a realistic way of proceeding in
the matter. : ' - ' '

In order to further streéngthen security. in the north, the Finnish foreign political
leadership since the middle of the 1960's has been offering its proposal for the
conclusion of a Finnish-Norwegian border treaty. Only a few days ago Foreign Minister
Vayrynen reiterated this stance in a press interview. The Norwegians are mot. .
enthusiastic about this proposal, and therefore during President Mauno Koivisto's visit
to Norway.a.couple of years ago the idea of parallel political declarations was
proposed in which the Finnish and Norwegian Government would stress the importance

of preserving peace ih the northern bordér areas. . o ‘

This is ﬁhat Forelgn Minister Strayﬁhadvto say aBout this.prdposél today:

[Begin recording in Norwegian fading intofFinnish translation] Stray says that such
declarations are not appropriate between countries as close éé’FiﬁIéng;gpd Norway.
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Such declarations (?would lead) elsewhere in the world ig_hisunderstandings. They
might wonder why such assurances as proposed would be needed here ‘in the north. . Stray
says he considers the declarations to be totally unnecessary.

Although the Finnish and Norwegian views on the measures demanded by the security
situation in the north differ comsiderably, Stray thinks that both countries under-
stand fairly well the situation and position -of the other country; in other words
that each keeps presenting its own views from its own interests.

Recently the straying of the Soviet missile into Finnish and Norwegian airspace led

to a very different use of words in Norway and Finland. Accbrding to Stray, the
Finnish statements caused some wonder in Norway. The nonsbcialist*covérnmént of
Norway has not dramatized the recent missile incident, and Stray says that the {inci-
dent has not created tension in relations between Norway and the ‘Soviet tniom. It.
was a training missile which strayed accidentally into Finnish and Norwegian airspace,
Stray emphasizes. He does not believe that it will be necessary‘to discuss the
missile incident during Foreign Minister Vayrynen's visit.

At the present time security policy is not a hot domestic policy issue in Norway.
Elections will take place in the country next fall, and Foreign Minister Stray does
not believe that security policy will become a very heated election issue. But the
situation may change, he says. Norway, as a NATO country, will have to adopt a
stance, for instance, on the so-called "gtar wars" program of the United States. At .
the same time as Foreign Minister Stray emphasizes Norway's stance according to which
everything possible must be done to prevent. an arms race in space, he equally
strongly describes the program now started by the United States purely as a research -
program. ' , : o

Stray says that Norway has not found any reason for the United States to halt this
research program. One reason for the Norwegian stance, according to Stray, is the
fact that such research has been under way in the Soviet Union, too. But just as
in other NATO countries, so alsc in Norway one can predict severe domestic political

struggles in the discussion of this matter. - [end recording]
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FINLAND'S KOIVISTO ADVOCATES NORDIC NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE

LD200907 Helsinki Dbmestic Service in Finnish 0500 GMT 20 Apr 85 S -. -

[Texi;] President Mauno Koivisto points out that as long as realistic possibilities
exist for bringing about an extensive arrangement, confirmed by agreements, for a
. nuc;ear-weapons-free north, one should strive for it.

In,an“interview'published in Social Democratic papers today, President Koivisto referred
to an idea sometimes floated in public that Finland and Sweden should by unilateral
means proclaim themselves to be a nuclear weapons-free zone. According to the president,
- the idea of a Nordic nuclear weapons-free zone has met with quite a different response
in the last few years in the other Nordic countries than before. The discussion on
‘point of view. The discussion has largely led to the adoption of an idea which
‘corresponds to 6ur thinking too; namely that the zone should cover the -territory of

the Nordic countries connected with it, but this solution should have an effect outside
this region too. . According to Koivisto, it is a matter above all of the Nordic
countries' own endeavors. After that, it is a matter of the attitude of those countries
“which have nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union has demonstrated itsg interest and under-
standing for this Project to an increasing degree. On the American side the view have
. been variable, A suspicious and, in some cases, a clearly negative attitude has been
chiefly prevalent, the president thought. ' :

Speaking about some recent domestic views on South Africa, President Koivisto thinks
that they clearly contain a topical -tactical taint. He believes that with regard to
South Africa we will have to face very problematic questions. - If there is no gradual
-or soft transition to majority power, ‘there will be critical changes. This poses
difficult moral questions for all the Western countries. '

CS0: 5200/2609
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NORWEGIAN MP'S: CHANGE GOVERNMENT TO SET up ZONE
Oslo AFTENPOSTEN in Norwegian 30 Apr 85 p 3

[Article by Bjorn Talen: '"Haarstad (Center Party) Agrees With Liberal
Opposition: Change of Government Necessary for Nuclear Free Zone"]

[Text] Norway needs a new government if there is to be any progress in
efforts toward a treaty-based nuclear free zone in the Nordic area. This
was asserted by the Labor Party's Thorbjorn Berntsen and the Socialist
Left's Hanna Kvanmo at a Nordic press conference which was arranged at
Holmenkollen yesterday. It was more noteworthy, however, that Member of
Pafliamént Ragnhild Q. Haarstad of the Center Party agreed with the position.

"Treaty Now'"--the Nordic movement for a treaty establishing the Nordic area
as a nuclear free zone--had gathered together a group of parliamentarians
from the Nordic countries yesterday in order to demonstrate its support for
the movement. The Finnish Social Democrat Saara-Maria Paakinen was able to
state that 160 of the 200 members of the Finnish parliament had signed a

. petition of support.

The movement has received support from Parliament from among the Labor
Party delegation, the Socialist Left and five non-socialist representativesi
Hans Hammond Rossbach and Mons Espelid from the Liberal Party, Ragnhild Q.
Haarstad and Lars Velsand from the Center Party, and Christian Democrat -
Johannes Vagsnes. ''More undoubtedly would have signed if there had been

more time," Ragnhild Q. Haarstad asserted.

"The problem is that, in contrast with the other Nordic national legisla-
tures, there is no outspoken majority in the Norwegian parliament," states

a Dane, Pelle Voigt. And from the Norwegian side, all blame was placed on
the Conservatives. "It is a fact that the Conservatives are a brake block
in this matter as well as on the issue of a freeze," said Thorbjorn Berntsen,
who added that without the opposition from the Conservatives, the work

would have made progress long ago.

"It is only the Conservatives who are resisting. It is impossible to get
Prime Minister Kare Willoch and others to understand that it is not a
unilateral agreement with the Soviets which we support," stated Hanna
Kvanmo. And Hans Hammond Rossbach instituted a search for the political
will within the government.
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It was regarding the issue of whether she also agreed that a new government
was necessary in order for there to be any progress in the treaty movement
that Ragnhild Q. Haarstad made the following statement:

"Yes, unfortunately. I would wish that I would be able to answer 'No' to
the question." But she emphasized as well that this applied to this parti-
cular issue. A short time ago, this Center Party representative caused
further attention by asserting that she preferred cooperating with the
Labor Party on cultural politics.

"The treaty effort creates special problems in Norway and Denmark by reason
of their membership in NATO. But all Norwegian parties, with the exception
of the Conservative Party and the Progress Party, have included in their
platforms to strive toward creating the Nordic area as a nuclear free zone.
The most serious hindrance is that the largest governing party is so nega-
tively disposed," were among the comments she had to make.

12578
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SWEDISH FbREIGN MINISTRX AIDE:SUEPQRTS NUCLEAR—FREE ZONE
PM190852 Stockholm DAGENS NYHETER in Swedish 15 Apr 85 p 8

[TIDNIﬁGARNAS TELEGRAMBYRA interview with Swedish Foreign Ministry Under Secretary
Pierre Schori: "Support for Nuclear-Free Zone"]

[Text] "A nuclear-free zone in the Nordic area has strong popular support which must
be welcomed because it makes a contribution to the democratization of disarmament
policy," Foreign Ministry Under Secretary Pierre Schori said in a TIDNINGARNAS TELE~
GRAMBYRA interview.

“Sweden has gone far in the internal work on a nuclear-free zone and we are prepared
. to begin consultations on the establishment of a zone with the other Nordic countries.

"Most immediate are bilateral consultations with Denmark and Norway which have
appointed committees to study the question and these are consulting us. In addition
to continued discussions between the Nordic countries' foreign ministers a nuclear-
free zone in the Nordic area will also be discussed at a meeting of parliamentarians
in Copenhagen in October. All of the Nordic area's political parties will take part."

[Question] 1Is the proposal for a nuclear-free zone in the Nordic area realistic when
it does not have the express support of NATO members Norway and Denmark?

[Shori] The idea of a zone has by no means been rejected in Norway and Denmark. There
is a common Nordic view of the value of setting up such a zone. What is being
‘discussed and what views perhaps differ on is the timing and the context. The

common fundamental view has been confirmed by the Nordic parliaments.

Norway and Denmark have said éxpressly that they want to solﬁe the question after
consultations with their Nordic neighbors and their allies within NATO. We also
consider that it is impossible to reach an agreement without the United States and the

Soviet Union.

A nuclear-free zone is not exclusively a question for the nuclear powers. The New
Delhi declaration (signed by heads of state and government from Argentina, Greece,
India, Mexico, Tanzania, and Sweden) recently said that the fate of the world lies
ultimately in the hands of the nuclear powers. This is deeply undemocratic. Other
states must also be able to have their say. What is at stake is the survival of us
all. '

[Question] What is your ﬁiew of the U.S. rolebin Central America, especiélly
Nicaragua? ' :
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[Schori] That it is characterized far too much by the superpower's lack of tolerance
for different political systems,

The only path to a peaceful solution in this region has been shown by the Contadora
Group (consisting of representatives of Venezuela, Panama, Colombia, and Mexico). The
heart: of the group's proposal is that the problems should be golved through political
negotiations and not through military actions.

CS0: 5200/2609
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SWEDISH FOREIGN POLICY REPORT DISCUSSES NORDIC ZONE

PMO21452 Stockholn DAGENS NYHETER in Swedish 28 Mar 85 p 8
[Sven Svenssbn réﬁort: "Nordic Zone To be Pursued Further"]

[Text] Sweden iS'prenﬁred to enter into concrete negotiations with the other Nordic -
countries about a nuclear-free zone. This was stated by the government in its foreign
policy report to the Riksdag. The document published by the Foreign Ministry on a nu-
clear-free zone states that Sweden is prepared to continue talks. The fact that the .
government has now declared its readiness to enter concrete negotiations represents a
reinforcement of the government position. ' :

The statement, DAGENS NYHETER has been told, should be interpreted more or less as a |
summation of the Social Democrats' 3-year term in government. On the Swedish side there
_-8 little belief that Denmark and Norway are ready to begin concrete negotiations about
the zone. The Norwegian and Danish position is that the discussions for a zone should
be-geen in a broader European context. v

To the extent that it is possible to carry discussions further, this will be at the
civil servant level. An important question will be to investigate the possibility of
passage in the Baltic and through Oresund and the Danish Belts for warships equipped
with nuclear arms. : : ' ‘

DAGENS NYHETER has been told that the Swedish position i{s unambiguous: The Baltic
must be completely nuclear-free and the Soviet missiles in the Baltic republics repre-
sent a problem. The government's foreign policy declaratidn states that even in ‘the
Nordic area we are increasingly dependent on international developments.. - The funda-
mental security policy pattern which grew up in the Nordic area after World War II -
has persisted despite trials and an international climate that has at times been
chilly. . : , S .

The distrust bgtweenvthe superpowers aisb'casts its shadoﬁ‘over our paft'of the }
world, the declaration states. In times of increased tension in:particular it is of
crucial importance that we act so that the rest of the world's ¢onfidence ‘in our

" desire and capacity to pursue our tradtional foreign policy should fiot be shaken.

The Swedish Government's approach has been purposeful and consistent. We will never
acecept violations of Swedish territory. We have not hesitated and we will not hesitate
to take action against every foreign intruder using our own forces. In order to be .
able to track down and take action against those making illegal.intrusions into our
waters, our resources are rapidly being expanded. We are not seeking confrontation
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but respect for our soVereignty'énd for our borders' inviolability, the declaration
‘states. We demand respect for fundamental international legal principles whose
observance is necessary if small states are to be able to live securely within
protected borders. This is a principle which we cannot abandon. Nor have we hesitated
to protest strongly through diplomatic channels in those cases when it has been
possible to establish the nationality of the foreign intruder. At the same time, our
conclusions must rest on objective and unambiguous foundations if our endeavors to
defend our independence and our territoria} integrity are to be seen as honestly
meant.

We have a clear interest in good and stable relations with the superpowers. We
should strive for dialogue even in situations when antagonisms and difficulties
occur, the declaration states. The year 1984 was largely a lost»year'fqrfdisarmament
endeavors. This year our hopes are linked to the fact that the United States and the
Soviet Union have resumed negotiations on both stragegic and medium-range auclear
arms, as well as the arms race in space. As long as nuclear arms exist there is.also
the threat that they will be used. New arms systems also lead to new military

countermeasures.

The declaration also condemns  the violations of the civilian bopulation of southern
Lebanon. A full Israeli withdrawal should take place without delay, ’

A long sectiqp also deals with the policy of apartheid in South Africa. The government
voiced the hope that in Helsinki Friday [29 March] the Nordic countries will arrive
at an expansion of the Nordic program of action against the policy of racism.

CS0: 5200/2609
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GDR'S FISCHER LAUDS IDEA OF NUCLEAR-FREE IBERTA
PM101025 Lisbon DIARIO DE NOTICIAS in Portuguese 4 Apr 85 p 3

[Unattributed report: "Keeping Nuclear Weapons Off Iberian Peninsula: Gama's
Proposal Welcomed by Oskar Fischer"]

[Text] Yesterday GDR Foreign Minister Oskar Fischer applauded his Portuguese counter-
part's statements in support of keeping the Iberian Peninsula nuclear-free.

"The GDR welcomes your remarks to the effect that the Iberian Peninsula should be kept
outside the nuclear apparatus,' he said. Oskaerischer made these remarks after signing
.a highway transport agreement between Portugal and the GDR and reasserted his country's
willingness to constitute a "eorridor free from nuclear weapons' between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact. ' ' ‘

Fischer spoke in favor the development of bilateral relationsxof mutual benefit, since
"in this way we can contribute to better understanding in Europe and worldwide," he
said. He went on: "Without good relations between states with differing social systems

it is impossible to create the confidence necessary to resolve the situation."

According to Oskar Fischer, "the peoples need meither militarism nor confrontation but
arms limitation and disarmament and the states' recognition and practice of peaceful

coexistence." The GDR foreign minister argued next that his country's geographical

position "on the dividing 1ine between two social systems and their military alliances
in the center of Europe oblige it to do its utmost to avert another war -- which would
not be confined to Germany -- and to ensure peace." This is why "the socialist German
state pursues its policy of peace and a policy of constructive dialogue," he stressed.

For his part, Jaime Gama expressed his desire to step up relations with the GDR "at the’
state level." The foreign minister said he hoped that the signing of the highway trans-
port agreement would make bilateral relations 'more solid, stable, and specific."

The accord signed yesterday is designed to facilitate commercial transport between the
two countries by means of concessions and the lowering of trade barriers. “"The accord
symbolizes the development and intensification of bilateral relations in all fields,"
Gama said. With regard to foreign policy Gama said he believed in the role of small
and medium nations in the establishment of the climate of confidence indispensable to
international detente.

Next the Portuguese foreign minister spoke in favor of the establishment of a "eclimate
of confidence in international relations, especially on the 01d Continent," by imparting
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continuity to "fruitful cooperation" in the wake of the Stockholm conference, Having
announced his intention to -appeal at coming meetings for observance of international
accords, Jaime Gama stressed that this is a Portuguese contribution "to the diminution
of the present ‘proliferation of hotbeds of tension in the various regions of the world,
particularly southern Africa, Central America, the Middle East, ‘and Southeast Asia."

" CSO:  5200/2564
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REPORTAGE ON ANZUS RIFT WITH NEW ZEALAND CONTINUES
Hayden Urges Stronger Ties
BK050658 Melbourne Overseas Service in English 0430 GMT 5 May 85

[Text] The minister for foreign affairs, Mr Hayden, says that Australia should
strengthen its ties with New vealand. He said Australia should concentrate its
energies on ensuring stability in the Pacific region rather than spending them on
world crusades. Mr Hayden was addressing a conference organized by the Australian
Fabian Society in the Victorian town of Lorne. '

- : : . : -f
He said that while the United States was a superpower, Australia and New Zealand
were more effective in the context of the security of the small Pacific states.
The foreign minister said New Zealand's policies on nuclear shipping had given the
ANZUS alliance a great shake. He hoped it would not be long before the defense
arrangement between Australian, New Zealand, and the United States was once again
operating normally.

A similar hope was expressed by the New Zealand high commissioner to Australia,

Mr Graham Ansel.” Mr Ansel told the conference that New Zealand was -strengthening
its economic and defense activities in the South Pacific region, and this should
provide the basis for.the United States to reconsider its relationmship with New
Zealand. However, he emphasized that any trilateral cooperation in'the future would
be on a more self-reliance basis as far as New Zealand was concerned.

Lange Confirms U.S., Australia Ties
BK030920 Melbourne Overseas Service in English 0830 GMT 3 May 85

[Text] The prime minister, Mr Lange, has said that his country's military links with
Australia and the United States will continue. Mr Lange referred to New Zealand's
military links when announcing plans for increasing his country's defense spending.
New Zealand had never believed it could afford to have armed neutrality.

Plans for increased defense spending by New Zealand were drawn up after its nuclear
warship ban strained the ANZUS alliance. During his defense expenditure announcement,
Mr Lange said Canada could replace Australia as New Zealand's partner in the Sinai
multinational force. Australia recently announced that it was withdrawing from the

multinational Sinai force.

As a result, Washington has cut off New Zealand from all its defense arrangements, and
that primarily includes intelligence sharing. But Mr Hayden's latest warni?g has not
been well received by the Philippines community in Australia. [end recording]
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'Kangaroo' Exercise Canceled

HK070852 Hong Kong AFP in English 0816 GMT 7 May 85

[Text] Canberra, May 7 (AFP) -- Australian Defence Minister Kim Beazley today announced
the formal cancellation of Kangaroo '85, Australia's major biannual defence exercise
with the United States and New Zealand. The Kangaroo series of military exercises
usually involves up to 20,000 defence personnel from the United States, Australia and
New Zealand, all linked in the ANZUS defence alliance. The cancellation follows the
New Zealand refusal in February to allow U.S. warships access to its ports under
Wellington's nuclear disarmament policies.
Mr Beazley simultaneously announced that Australia would take part in separate bilateral
exercises with the United States and New Zealand. He said the primary U.S. involvement
planned for Kangaroo '85 would become the basis for Exercise Coral Sea involving
Australian and U.S. maritime, air and land forces. It would be held off the . east

coast of Australia in October.

Mr Beazley said Australian forces taking part in Coral Sea would include six .
destroyers, two submarines, four patrol craft, four support ships .plus F-111, Mirage
and Orion aircraft, two Air Force radar units and Army air defence missiles. - They
would exercise with "significant U.S..Navy, Army and Air Force elements," "he said.
About 5,500 personnel would be involved. Exercise Coral Sea would be followed by
Tasman Warrior involving mainly land and air forces from Australia and New Zealand
exercising in the Shaolwater Bay training area near Rockhampton.ianueensland.

CS0: 5200/4317
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REBEL AUSTRALIAN LABOR MP'S FORM ANTI-NUCLEAR GROUP
Auckland THE NEW ZEALAND HERALD in English 30 Mar 85 p 7

[Text]

'NZPA

~ Canberra

At least 28" ba‘ckbench” members of the

Federal Labour caucus have joined a new group
known as Labour Parliamentarians for a Nuclear-
aimed at promoting the anti-

free Australia,

nuclear issue.

Sources within the group
say it is definitely not just a
new code name for the
Labour Party's left wing,
but hoas attracted support
from members of all
Labour factions who want
{o force the party to take a

sironger _Stand  on  antl-

nuclear issues.
The impetus for the
group’s formation was the

-encouragement it received

from the Government's re-
jection of the United States’
invitation to take part in

Cs0: 5200/4319

research on  the “Star

Wars” strategic defence ini-

tiative. -

It also follows closely on
the heels of the Prime Min-
ister's backdown on the MX
missile, C

Avoided

" Issues the group will take

up include visits by nuclear

ships, United States bases, 8
nuclear-free Pacific - and
uranium mining ~- an issue
of - Labour Party policy

which the sources say "is by
no means finished."

‘The group also intends to
cultivate growing support
for -anti-nucicar issues
within the public, {rade
unions and the Labour
Party movement Australia-
wide by issuing a newsletter
and initiating a programme

of research, discussion and -

seminars with prominent
guest spealers.

- Sources said the group
was not intended (o subvert
the Government, but (o
force it to take a stand -
and to be seen to take a
stand- = on anti-nuclear
issues it had previously

- avoided and thereby lost

electoral support.

Non-left MPs who have
joined the group include the
former Queensland Opposi-

" tion Jender, Mr Keith
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Wright (3 member of the
Prime Minister's right fac-
tion), Mr Bob Chynoweth
(Victoria, right), Mr John
Langmore (Australian Capi-
tal Territory, non-aligned),
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Mr Neil O'Keefe, Mr Tony
Lamb and Senator Barney
Cooney . (Victorian ' inde-
pendent group), Govern-
ment whip -Mr Barry
Humphreys (Queensiand,
right) and Helen Mayer
(Victoria, centre Jeft), - -

-Intensity

A letter sent to federal
Labour Party caucus mem-
bers on Thursday seeking
their support for the group
notes that the MX missile
issue - illustrated that the
Government could respond
to - the concem of parly
members and the public.

“Labour Parliamen-
tarians for a Nuclear-Free
Australia will take a high
profile role in working for a.
nuciear-frec “Australia,” it
said. . S

“Our fask is twolold.
Firstly we will intensify the
campaign nationally within
the ALP to advance the
cause of a nuclear-free Aus-
{ralia and to encourage
greater party debate uod
understanding of such anti-
nuclear issues, o

< ropdly, we must elee-
iy Wi back Labour's
natural constituency.

" It was also hoped that it
would revitalise the anti-
nuclear miovement 8Cross
sustralia, ¢
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NEW ZEALAND OPPOSITION LEADER CRITiCIZES NUCLEAR POLICY

Auckland THE NEW ZEALAND HERALD in English 28 Mar 85 p 4

[Text]

NZPA Canberra
New Zealand's
nuclear ships ban is
having a serious
impact. on its rela-
tions with South
Pacific Governments
as well as Australia,
the United States
and the Western alli-
ance, the Leader of
the Opposition, Mr
McLay, said in Can-~
berra. T

He ftold the National
Press Club that, as a result,
there would be sigoificant
changes in the - South
Pacific, and several govern-
ments had already voiced
concern in Wellington.

He predicted .that the
United States would take a
greater role in {he region:
and that the Soviet ‘Union |
would try ‘Y6 "Ml ‘the
United States,

Censultation

“Concérn has already .
been expressed by the Gov-:
ernmems of Fiji, Western
Samoa, Tonga and the Cook
Islands,” he said, BT

“It would appear that

C50: 5200/4319

there has been no prior con-
sultation with those Govern-
ments or those of other
Pacific Island countries on
the New Zealand policy.”
He said that because of
the role played hy the
Anzus partners, the United
States had felt no need f{o
maintain a high profiie in
the region, and the Soviets

were also effectively kept

out.

He said he apreed with
the Prime Minister, Mr
Lange, that there was now
evidence of a considerable

. Soviet diplomatic initiative; -

to establish a presence in.
the South Pacific unrelated
to Soviet economic¢’ inter-
ests, ) . ..
Unfriendly -

“Indeed, in the past, they
have endeavoured to obtain
the use of port facililies at
Nuhw'alofa and Tonga. And
just last week it was.re-
ported that Kiribati was
considering entering into a

fishing agreement with the

Sovief Union . . - g

“Add to that {he consider-
able uncertainty about the
future of New Caledonia
and particularly the possi-
hility of an independent
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‘Kanak-led state strongly ins

fluenced by ‘elements un-
friendly to Australia and

" New Zealand, and you have

a very significant shift in
the stability of inc South
Pacific.” - - : c

He said that with the can.
cellation of the Anzus coun.
cil meeting, New Zealand
and Australa lacked a
formgl forum 1o which to

talk ’

) . "l.‘lleaty S .
Mfomething must  be

~ found to replace it on a

bilateral basis.”

But he ‘said later in
answer. 10 .2 “Question that
there would be.no move to a.

. formal -diplomatic treaty

between Australia-and New

Zealand because that would :
smack-of a political union'
which would not be accept-

able in'New Zenland.

" ‘He:told questioners he
did .not expect trade sanc-
tions fror the United States
in the meantime but satd

.the greatest danger for New
Zealand came from protec-

tionist “legislation which
could harm New Zealand
trade now there was less
political goodwill to block it.
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CANBERRA, WELLINGTON VIEWS 1944 DEFENSE PACT REVIVAL

Sydney THE SYDNEY‘ MORNING HERALD in English 28 Mar 85 p &

[Article by Hugh White]

[Text]

- CANBERRA: The keystone of -

the Australian plan to strengthen
defence co-operation between

Australia and New Zealand in the

" wake of the ANZUS crisis is a

quaint diplomatic fossil called the
ANZAC pact of 1944. :

Mr Beazley and Mr Hayden are
expected to recommend to Cabi-
net today that this war-time
bilateral agreement be revived as a
framework for greatly increased
defence co-operation which the
Government expects to result
from the breakdown of ANZUS.

The ANZAC:pact, (known in
New Zealand with Kiwi perversity
as the Canberra Pact) was signed
in Canberra early in 1944, It was
an ambitious attempt to assert

Aastralian -and New Zealand

control over the South and

-South-West Pacific after the war.

-~ The pact became moribund

almost as soon as it was signed. It
* was evident that the large claims it

made were not sensible and in the
post-war chill, the emphasis soon
switched from trying to limit US

presence in the area to trying to tie -

the United States into the region
as closely as possible.

That policy came to fruition

when the ANZUS treaty was
_signed in 195}, and the ANZAC

. Pact sank into the dust of the
* history ‘books, leaving the South

Pacific Forum as almost its only
trace. ‘ S

But the pact is still on'the books,
and it contains provisions to cover
co-operation between the two
countries over regional defence.

CS0: 5200/4319
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"It provides a useful peg on
which to hang the greatly

- increased defence co-operation

which both Wellington and Can-
berra now seem keen to establish
in licu of the battered ANZUS

-relationship. In fact, Mr Beazley's

visit to New Zealand next week to
discuss this co-operation will be
held under the aegis of the

‘ ANZAC Pact.

" In the early 1970s the regular

" defence talks, which the pact

established between ANZAC

. defence ministers and senior offi-

cials, were revived. - :
Mr Beazley’s talks will be the
latest in this series, although they
will be incomparably more sub-
stantial than the rather social
gatherings of previous years.
Of course, there is no legal or

"administrative necessity to base

extended trans-Tasman defence
co-operation on any particular
document like the ANZAC Pact,
but the existence of the pact is a
political godsend to both Govern-

- ments at this tense time.

. In both countries the pact will.
give a reassuring aura of order
and substance to what might
otherwise have seemed a rather
diverse and motley collection of
ad hoc arrangements. 1t will go
some way to calm electorates
which have become jittery over
the collapse of the regional
aspects of the largely-symbolic but
comforting ANZUS treaty.

Back in 1944 the ANZAC Pact

‘was basically Australia’s idea, and

was largely the brainchild of the
then Minister of Foreign Affairs,

" Dr H. V. Evatt, L.
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SOUTH PACIFIC FORUM WORKS FOR NUCLEAR—FREE—ZONE COMPROMISE
Auckland THE NEW ZEALAND HERALD in English 10 Apr 85 p 20
[Text]

The South Pacific nuclear-free zone will be a zone of
compromise, international surveillance and controls but the atti-

tude of France is seen as a major obstacle. |

A working group of the’
South Pacific Forum,
chaited by Mr David
Sadleir, an ascistant secre-
tary of the Australian Minis-
try of Forelgn Affairs, has
conducted its deliberations
al Wellington this week, in
its third sessions since the
forum decided to forge
ahead with the proposal,

The -problems arvise in
how far the forum nations
want to go geographically in
establishing the zone and lo
what extent they want to
exclude nuclear. activities
in the region. .

Boundary ‘

French  Polynesia - may
have (o be excluded from.
the agreement because the
French Government is un-:
likely to sign a treaty which
calls for an end to nuclear
testing. v

Similarly the northern
geographical boundary of
the zone may have lo be
Kirlbali because American
weapons testing, and mili-
tary commitments to its
presenl and former Mi-
jcronesian trust territories
may also be incompatible
with the treaty's require-
ments, :

The problems the
drafters of the nuclear zone
[treaty face are spelled out
‘in a New Zealand select
commiltee " réport. on
dis;lrmament and arms con-
tro, - -

At Tuvalu Jost year forum
_heads of Government sisked
for a draft treaty 'which
i would ban nucléar weepons
‘testing, nuclear waste
'dumping and storage and
ithe manufacture of nuclear
s weapens in the region,

;. -The treaty would, allow
dndividuat forum nations to
-make their own decisions -
-on the hosting of ntclear"
| warships. W

The forum working party
has already had (o accepl
‘the reality that not all
forum nations want a total
| ban on nuclear activities in
“the reglon.,

_Each pation will retain
the right to host niuclear
warships but that Is not re-
garded as a serious ohstacle
In working towards a geri-
eral principle which all
South Pacific nations sup-
port, _ :

Spread -
. The New Zealand select
commitlee’s report sup-
gested a viable South
Pacitic nuclear{ree zone
could be established within
{he ltmilis staked out by the
Treaty of Tiatelolco, ¢ .
That treoty, like the An-
laretic Trenty and the Quter
Space Treaty, seeks to Hmit
the spread of nuclenr
weapons by prevenling
thelr introduction . into
areas hitherto free of thom,
“The Latin Ametica trealy
concerns itsell with a huge
aren inhabitaled by nearly
200 million people, but it
has yet to be formolly ac-
cepled by all Latin Amerl
can countries, . :
Cuba is among tlie few
that have not signed tlie
trealy and an frony of that
situation is that it was the
Cuban missile crisis of Oclo-
ber 1862 which prompted
other Latin American-

nations to {ake action,




Ratified

With the example of the
Tlatelolco Treaty before.
it the forum working
party knows It will be neces-|
sary for major powers with'
nuctear weapons to apply.
the provisions of the trenty.
to their territories within|
the zone. '

Biitain, Uollond, France
jand the United States rati-|
ied the Tlateloico Treaty,
but the United States was!

I not prepared to include the'

CSQ:

Virgin Islands or Puerto!
Rico in it.

" A Separale. United
Nations study on the
creation of- nuclear-free
zones  stites that zones
should have the support of
puclear wéapon states and

from the outset ail five'
nuclear weapon slates must:

glve their support to every

aspect of nnv proposed

zone.
~ The New Zenland select
icommittee’s report said
"Russin was tkely to place
conslderahle pressure on
foium nations fnr a ban on
nuclear iy “isits  and

other forms ot transit_ :

through the zone, '
That move would be'

unacceptable to the United:

5200/4325

States, Britain and probahly
‘France, the select commil-
tee belleves. _

The drafters of the South
Pacific ‘Treaty have started
with the advantozs that
none of the forum nations is
engaged in the manufac-
ture, testing or storage of
nuclear weapons, and no
‘major npuclear power —
except France — has plans
to establish  land-based
Iwcuponry In the region.

| Safeguards

They are likely to end up
with a lengthy document
matching the 31 articl.;
and two protocols conhined
in the Latin American
Treaty. :

That treaty ou!linm the
obligations of each member
nation, defines the territory
over which it applies and
also nuclear weaponry,

- It establishes an apency

responsible for consulling

" | member states on zone mal-

ters, plus a conference,
council and secretariat,
Each contracting nation
Is obliged o negotiate mul-
Hiateral or bilateral apree-
?mentq with the
‘International - Atomjc
Energy Agency for the ap-
plication of its safepuards to

113

jany nucléar activiticg {for

'peaceful uses) it may wish

to carry out.

That agency is permitied
to make special inspections
of installations and eruip-
‘ment, )

The Latin  Americon
treaty is regarded as a per-
manent one which is in-

“tended to remain in force

indefinitely, but any party
can denounce it by simply
nolifying the general secre-
tary of the ngeacy giving
three months’ notice.

From the start the Unites!
States gave its support 1o

-the Latin American treaty,

principally because it did
not want another Cuban
missile crisis on its door-
step. .

Restricted

" There is unlikely to he
ony sirong opposition to the
forum's zone, providing its
gnopraphical area s re-
siricted to member coun-
tries and does not attempt
to include French Poly-
nesia and American
Micronesian territorigs.

. The forum drafters may
take a pamble of attempting
to include those areas in its
peace plans in anticipation
of thelr joining the (r: «iv on
gaining independence,
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BRIEFS

USSR AT LATIN AMERICA. NUCLEAR BAN MEET A .youtine. sessionof the general con-
ference of the organization for a ban on nuclear weapons in Latin America has
opened in Mexico City. Its agenda includes questions’ concerning the strict
observance of the trea-ty‘banning nuclear weapons in‘'Latin America. Repre-
sentatives of 23 countries and a number of internvationalj“organizations are
taking part in the work of the session. A delegation from the USSR is attending
as an observer. [Text] [Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 0930 GMT 8 May 851}

CSO:  5200/1151
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SOVIET GENERAL VIEWS NUCLEAR TESTING MORATORIUM CALL
Moscow APN DAILY REVIEW in English 22 Apr 85 pp 1-3

[APN item by Maj Gen (Ret) Svyatoslav Kozlov under the rubric "News and Views
"An Efficient Shield Against the Nuclear Threat"] ¢

[Text] Moscdw has once again shoWn'its goodwill by expressing its consent to -

imposing a moratorium on nuclear explosion tests beginning with August 6 of
this year, as it has been suggested by the American Defense Information
Centre organization.

The Soviet Union has been advocating steadily and for a long time an end to
all nuclear blasts. In Soviet opinion, this would prevent the improvement of
nuclear weapons and would rule out the danger of accidental injuries of
people in peacetime, which sometimes happened. Thanks to the Soviet Union's
tireless efforts the Moscow Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the
Atmosphere, in Quter Space and Underwater was signed in 1963., However,
because of the opposition of other nuclear powers, which did not want to lose
the opportunity of improving their nuclear weapons, the treaty did not become
universal and was not extended to underground space.

Continuing to work for an end to nuclear tests in all media, the USSR showed
readiness to conclude agreements which only partly solve the underground
explosion problem, justly believing that they nevertheless bring more radical
solutions nearer. As a result, in 1974 a USSR-US Treaty on the Limitation of
Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests was signed at the level of 150 kilotons of
the TNT equivalent. In 1976 the United States and the Soviet Union signed
another treaty: on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes.
However, up to now these treaties have not come into force because the USA
does not submit them to ratification. Nevertheless, the USSR deemed it
necessary to continue to work for a universal treaty and held appropriate
talks with the USA and Britain. The draft treaty was prepared in the main

by 1980. Nothing in it caused doubts, including the system of control over
the implementation of the treaty.

However, the US military-industrial complex was against the prospect of being
deprived of the opportunity to improve nuclear weapons. Under the irnfluence
of the military-industrial complex the US administration went back on its

word, referring to the alleged inadequacy of the control system suggested by

15
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the treaty. The issue remains on the agenda of the Geneva Disarmament Con-
ference, but no progress has been made, although as far back as 1983 the UN
General Assembly adopted a resolution calling for the immediate completion
of the elaboration of the treaty. o

Thus, the proposal by American scientists has a prepared ground, especially
taking into account the fact that the Soviet Union has suggested a practical
measure such as the declaration of a moratorium on all nuclear explosions by
the nuclear powers, starting with a mutually agreed-upon date. It will be
natural if, as it has been suggested, August 6, the black 40th anniversary
of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima, is chosen as such a date.

The Soviet Union is convinced that such a moratorium can be proclaimed
earlier so that it would operate before the conclusion of a treaty on the
complete and universal prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests. In present-
day conditions the suspension of nuclear blasts could become a major step
towards scaling down the nuclear arms race. '

The Soviet reply to the appeal by American scientists reaffirms the USSR's
readiness for the immediate resumption of the talks on the complete prohibi-
tion of nuclear weapon tests. The Soviet Union also proposes that the 1974
and 1976 bilateral treaties should be put into effect. :

These measures can be taken irrespective of the course of the Geneva-based
Soviet—American talks on nuclear and space weaponry. At the same time, such
measures would create a more favourable atmosphere for the productive develop-
ment of the Geneva dialogue aimed at preventing the arms race in outer space
and at terminating it on earth, which eventually should lead to the complete
scrapping of nuclear weapons all over the world. .

However, Washington has hastily rejected the proposals by American citizens

in the same way as it has actually been rejecting any initiatives and propo-
sals on disarmament, primarily nuclear disarmament. It should be recalled
that the White House has negatively reacted to the package of nuclear dis-
armament measures suggested by the Soviet Union. These measures include the
code of conduct of the nuclear powers which should make the prevention of a
nuclear war the dominant feature of their foreign policy. Washington does

not want to take an approach to solving the problem which would include a ban
on the tests, production, stockpiling and deployment of nuclear weapons of any
type and, as a first step, a freeze or a moratorium. :

But the United States has rejected other peaceful initiatives too. It has
negatively reacted to the proposal on nuclear-free zones, on the nuclear
powers' guarantees not to use nuclear arms against states which do not have
nuclear weapons on their territories and which do not want such weapons to be
brought to their territories. The same can be said about the American reac-
tion to the proposal to save Europe from nuclear weapons, both medium-range
and tactical. Finally, Washington's refusal to follow the USSR's example

and to take the commitment not to be the first to use nuclear weapons shows
quite definitely that the US administration has no political will to solve
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the nuclear disarmament problem. The growing arsenals of nuclear weapons

and the programme of the militarization of space, which is falsely presented
by the_White_Housé‘as:the condition for the elimination of nuclear weaponry
but which is actually geared to attaining superiority over the USSR and to
preparing offensive operations, run counter to the statements by the US
administration that it wishes to contribute to the elimination of the nuclear

threat hanging over our planet.

Ccso: 1812/225
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USSR: SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE URGES TREATIES' RATIFICATION

LD092129 Moscow TASS in English 2036 GMT 9 May 85

[Text] Washington May 9 TASS -- The Sub—-Committee on Control Over Armaments,
International Security and Science under the House Foreign Affairs Committee has called
upon President Reagan to submit for the Senate for ratification the treaty on limita-
tion of underground tests of nuclear weapons and:the treaty on underground nuclear.

explosions in peaceful purposes. The resolution which was drawn up by the sub~commit£ee;

contains the call that the USA should enter into negotiations with the USSR on. conclu- -
sion of the treaty on full and universal prohibition of nuclear tests. ’ o

‘Well-known American scientist, professor of Columbia University, L.R. Sykes stressed
at hearings at the sub-committee that ratification of two treaties and conclusion of
the treaty on full and universal prohibition of nuclear tests will strengthen U.S.
‘security, slow down the arms race and lessen the threat of a nuclear war. Having
ridiculed the assertions on the so-called "violations" by the Soviet Union of accords
‘in that sphere, the scientist accused the Pentagon of providing the Congress and the
‘public with deliberately false data to that effect. . oy -

'In a statement of the public organisation "Ripon Society" which was distributed at the .
hearings, it is noted that the treaty on full and universal prohibition -of nuclear
tests would raise reliable obstacles to creation of new, even more dangerous armaments,
would promote the general improvement of the atmosphere on the planet and the attain~
ment of success at the Soviet-American negotiations on nuclear and space armaments in
Geneva. ' : o

CSO: 5200/1154
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AUSTRALIAN, NEW ZEALANDfCOMPﬁAiNT'ON FRENCH TESTS NOTED

LD111431 Moscow TASS in English 1345 GMT 11 May 85

[Text] New York May 11 TASS -~ Australia and New Zealand demanded an end to nuclear
tests conducted in the Mururoa Atoll after France had staged another underground ex-
plosion there, the. second this month, of a nuclear device with a yield of about 150

kilotons, a UPL correspondent reports from Sydney. . . . .

This is the 69th and it is believed, the most powerful explosion:conducted in,

French Polynesia since the time France started nuclear tests there about ten years
ago. . .

Prime Minister David Lange of New Zealand condemned the actions of France, saying
that the yield of the latest explosion gave rise to deep concern. All states in
the southern part of the Pacific, says a statement issued by the prime minister,
have repeatedly expressed resolute protests against nuclear tests in the regionm.

Acting Foreign Minister of Australia Gareth Evans said in Canberra that the
Australian Govermment condemned another weapon test carried out by Fratice in the
Mururoa Atoll.  The consequences of that nuclear explosion are particularly dangerous,
considering its big yield, he said. There is no justification for French nuclear
tests in Polynesia, Gareth Evans stressed ' :

€S0:  5200/1154
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NEW ZEALAND CRITIQUES FRENCH. TESTING, . IMPACT ON GENEVA TALKS
HK130850 Hong Kong AFP in English 0828 GMT 13 May 85

.[Text] Wellington, May 13 (AFP) ~- Néw Zealand said today that the French underground
nuclear test site at Mururoa Atoll in the South Pacific would have a very limited life
if France continued detonating huge nuclear explosions there, : :

Prime Minister David Lange told reporters that France "cannot conceivably keep detonat-

ing 150-kilotonne devices underground at Mururoa and hope that the geology of that area

will sustain it." He was commenting on the latest and biggest—ever French test reported
at Mururoa Thursday,

"It (France) is flirting with disaster now," said Mr Lange, a long-standing opponent of
the French nuclear test programme in the South Pacific. "In a curious way", last week's
blast "might be an omen they are going to stop there," he added.

"To continue testing in that way is just absolutely irrégponsible;' It flies in the
face of all Pacific opinion and reinforces the claim that, if they want to do that
sort of thing, they should do it in France." ' » '

‘Mr Lange said that New Zealand and its South Pacific neighbours must use international
forums such as the United Nations "to see that the disgust of the Pacific at this
~ conduct is registered with the French." B . :

Last week's explosion [was] "something far more" than the trigger devices and other
tests for such things as the neutron bomb which the five to 12 kilotonne detonations-
recorded in the past seemed to represent, Mr Lange said. '"This was obviously a major
test of what could be one of their new missile or submarine weapons," he added.

Méanwhile, the ~ New Zéaland group Scientists Against Nuclear Arms (SANA) warned today
warned [as received] that the continued French testing at Mururoa was dashing any
~hopes of an arms control agreement between the nuclear superpowers,

Physicist Rob Ballagh said it took only one nuclear explosion to make even the super-
powers nervous again. "With French testing such powerful bombs for their own immense
arsenal of nuclear weapons, they are making the Russians terrified,” he said. "Its

. another wild card thrown into the Geneva arms negotiations," Mr Ballagh told reporters.

CsO: 5200/4321 END
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