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FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms control and disar
mament developments in 1986 and is the latest in a series of volumes that have 
been issued annually since 1960. The work of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency in 1986 is described in its 26th annual report (see 
Bibliography).

The papers are numbered and arranged in chronological order, following a 
topical list of documents and lists of abbreviations and conferences. Other 
reference aids may be found at the back of the volume. These include a 
bibliography, a list of persons, and an index. The papers were compiled and 
annotated by R. William Nary and Ruth Ihara. Some of the documents were 
preselected initially by Kathleen Strang. Janet Athos provided assistance. Useful 
suggestions were received from officers throughout the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency.

The camera-ready copy and the index were prepared by TechEdit, Inc., of 
Burke, Virginia.
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York. Membership: 48 states. Chairman: Sri Lanka (Wijewardane). Vice Chairmen: 
Australia, GDR, Indonesia, Mozambique. Rapporteur: Madagascar.

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
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Vice Chairman: Poland (Tomaszewski). Rapporteur: Spain (Barrios).

Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies

Established by the Secretary General in Autumn of 1978 in accordance with paragraph
124 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, and 
functioned until Autumn of 1981."̂  Revived in 1983 pursuant to General Assembly 
resolution 37/99 K of December 13,1982, and in line with the Secretary General’s note 
of 1982.  ̂Functions also as the Board of Trustees of the United Nations Institute for

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 861-862.
^Ibid., 1971, pp. 901-903.
^Ibid., 1973, pp. 899-901.
 ̂The Final Document may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.

5 A/37/550.
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22-26, New York. Chairman: Egypt (El-Shafei). Members as follows:

Biological Weapons Convention: Second Review Conference of the Parties to the 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction^

Second Review Conference held in accordance with the Final Declaration of the First 
Review Conference.^ Timing of the Conference decided by General Assembly 
resolution 39/65 D of December 12, 1984. Preparatory Committee: One Session in 
1986—April 28-May 2, Geneva. Participants: 58 states parties. Review Conference: 
One session in 1986—September 8-26 (10 plenary meetings), Geneva. Participants:
63 states parties, 4 signatories (Egypt, Iraq, Morocco, Sri Lanka), 1 observer (Algeria),
3 nongovernmental organizations. President: Austria. Vice Presidents (20): Bhutan, 
Chile, China, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ethiopia, GDR, Ghana, Hungary, Iran, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Poland, U.K., U.S., USSR. Secretary General o f the 
Conference: Levin. U.S. delegation leader: Lowitz; alternate representative: Barthe- 
lemy.

Conference on Disarmament (CD)

Established as the Committee on Disarmament in 1978 by the General Assembly at 
its Tenth Special Session to replace the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(CCD); and organized along the lines set out in paragraph 120 of the Final Document 
of that session.'  ̂ Designated itself as a conference on February 7,1984, in accordance 
with Section II of General Assembly resolution 37/99 K of December 13,1982. Two 
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Session—January 13-31; Chemical Weapons Conmiittee Chairmen’s Consulta-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂For the Final Declaration, see ibid., 1980, pp. 152-156.
 ̂The Final Document may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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Pakistan (Shahi)
Poland (Strulak) 
Romania (Ene)
Sri Lanka (Hameed) 
Sweden (Bjomerstedt) 
U.K. (Mason)
U.S. (Dougherty)
USSR (Bykov) 
Yugoslavia
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tions—November 24-December 17. Membership: The 5 nuclear-weapon states 
(China,® France,^U.K., U.S., USSR) and 35 non-nuclear weapon states as follows:

Algeria Federal Republic of Germany Netherlands
Argentina German Democratic Republic Nigeria
Australia Hungary Pakistan
Belgium India Peru
Brazil Indonesia Poland
Bulgaria Iran Romania
Burma Italy Sri Lanka
Canada Japan Sweden
Cuba Kenya Venezuela
Czechoslovakia Mexico Yugoslavia
Egypt Mongolia Zaire
Ethiopia Morocco

Ad Hoc Committees: Group of Scientific Experts To Consider International Coopera
tive Measures To Detect and Identify Seismic Events—^met March 10-21, July 
21-August \ . Chairman: Sweden (Dahlman). On Chemical Weapons—met February 
19-August 20 (14 meetings). Chairman: United Kingdom (Cromartie); Secretary: 
Bensmail. Chemical Weapons working groups as follows: A. (Definitions and 
Criteria)—chairman: Australia (Rowe); B. (Declarations, Elimination of Chemical 
Weapons, and Measures on Chemical Weapons Production Facilities)—chairman: 
Bulgaria (Poptchev); C. (General Provisions on Scope, National Implementation 
Measures, Consultative Committee; and Consultation, Cooperation, and Fact- 
Finding)—chairman: Indonesia (Wisnoemoerti). On the Prevention o f an Arms Race 
in Outer Space: met April 25-August 19 (16 meetings). Chairman: Mongolia 
(Bayart); Secretary: Levin. On Radiological Weapons: met March 7-August 11(17 
meetings). Chairman: Cuba (Lechuga He via); Secretary: Slipchenko. On the Com
prehensive Program of Disarmament: met February 20-August 25 (21 meetings). 
Chairman: Mexico (Garcia Robles); Secretary: Levin.

Disarmament Commission

Established as a deliberative body and subsidiary of the UN General Assembly by 
paragraph 118 of the Final Act of the Tenth Special Session"̂  to succeed the origin^ 
Commission established by resolution 502 (VI) of January 11,1952.’° By resolution 
40/152 F of December 16,1985, the General Assembly requested the Commission to 
continue its work in accordance with its mandate. One brief organizational session in 
1985: December 5 at UN Headquarters, New York. One substantive session in 1986: 
May 5-23 (102d-109th meetings). Membership: All states members of the United 
Nations. Chairman: FRG (Wegener). Vice Chairman: Australia, Burma, Cameroon, 
Ecuador, Hungary, Peru, Poland. Rapporteur: Uganda.

* China took its seat for the first time in February 1980.
’ France was a member of both precursor bodies, the ENDC and the CCD, but it took no part in 

either. It took its seat for the first time in February 1979.
The Final Document may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 337-339.
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Group of Governmental Experts To Carry Out a Study on Deterrence

Appointed by the Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly decision 39/423 
of December 17, 1984, which was based on the recommendation of the Advisory 
Board on Disarmament Studies (A/39/549). Three sessions during 1985-1986. Two 
sessions in 1985: April 29-May 3 in New York, October 7-18 in Geneva. One session 
in 1986: March 10-21 in New York. Participants: Argentina (Carasales), Egypt 
(Fakhr), FRG (Wegener), GDR (Mueller), India (Subrahmanyam), Sweden 
(Svensson—first two sessions), U.S. (Osgood), USSR (Zhurkin). Chairman: India.

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

Established July 29, 1957, as an independent intergovernmental organization within 
the United Nations system. Headquarters: Vienna, Austria. Board o f Governors (35 
members; China admitted in 1984): In 1986 met in special sessions—February 18-20; 
in working group: More than 170 experts on nuclear safety and radiation protection 
from 48 countries. Total IAEA membership in 1986:113. Director General: Blix. U.S. 
Representative: Kennedy.

International Meeting of Experts

Organized by the United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs within the 
framework of the World Disarmament Campaign and on the occasion of the Interna
tional Year of Peace. One session in 1986: April 25-27, “Ettore Majorana” Interna
tional Center for Scientific Culture World Laboratory, Erice, Italy. Participants: 
Experts, both government officials and private individuals of the following countries: 
Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, FRG, GDR, India, Italy, Mexico, Nigeria, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden, U.S., USSR. Representatives of the UN: Under Secretary General for 
Disarmament Affairs Martenson and representatives of the Department for Disarma
ment Affairs. U.S. participants included Rathjens, formerly a member of the SALT I 
negotiating team, and Turrentine, a former ACDA Acting Assistant Director.

Preparatory Committee for the International Conference on the Relationship 
Between Disarmament and Development

Fifty-four member body appointed by the President of the General Assembly and 
convened in accordance with General Assembly resolutions 39/160 of December 17,
1984 and 40/155 of December 16,1985. One session in 1985: July 29-August 9. Two 
sessions in 1986: April 1-11, June 2-13, all at UN Headquarters, New York. Secretary 
General of the Conference: Martenson (appointed by the UN Secretary General). 
Chairman, Preparatory Conference: India (Dubey); Vice Chairmen: GDR (Hucke), 
Norway (Huslid), Cuba (Oramas Oliva), Rapporteur: Kenya (Mudho).

United Nations

Forty-first session of the General Assembly in 1986: September 16-December 19 
(suspended); resumed 41st session, September 14; closed on the same day. Member
ship: 159 nations. Secretary General: Perez de Cuellar. President o f the 41st General 
Assembly: Choudhury (Bangladesh). Chairman of the First Committee: Zachman 
(GDR).

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)

Established in 1980 in Geneva within the framework of the UN Institute for Training 
and Research, in accordance with the General Assembly’s recommendations as stated
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in resolution 34/83 M of December 11, 1979. Welcomed by resolution 35/152 of 
December 12,1980 and its statute approved by resolution 39/148 H of December 17,
1984. Hires services of, or develops cooperation with, individual experts or research 
organizations for implementation of its research program under the supervision of the 
Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, which serves as its Board of Trustees. In late
1985, cosponsored with the Institut Frangais des Relations Internationales the 
Conference on Security and Prospects for Disarmament in Europe, December 16-19, 
1985. Participants included: U.S.—Perle, Rostow; USSR—^Tolkunov, Kuznetsov; 
the Secretary General’s Representative—Komatina. UNIDIR staff comprises Direc
tor (Bota) [absent since early 1986], a Deputy Director, and two General Service staff.

United Nations Regional Center for Peace and Disarmament in Africa

Established on January 1,1986, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 40/ 
151 G of December 16, 1985. Officially inaugurated on October 24,1986 in Lome, 
Togo.

OTHER MULTILATERAL CONFERENCES AND MEETINGS

Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in 
Europe (CDE) [“Stockholm Conference”]

Conference convened pursuant to Concluding Document of the Madrid Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)." First stage began January 17,1984, 
in Stockholm; second stage in 1985 (rounds V-Vm), also in Stockholm. Four rounds 
of talks in 1986: Round IX—^January 28-March 15; Round X—April 15-May 23; 
Round XI— Ĵune 10-July 18; Round XII—August 19-September 19.̂  ̂All talks in 
Stockholm. Participants: 33 European states. United States, and Canada. U.S. 
Delegation leader: Barry; Soviet: Grinevskiy.

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)—“Follow-up 
Meeting^’

Reconvening of CSCE “follow-up meeting” was determined and announced by the 
CSCE at its 1983 meeting in its Concluding Document.** (First round held in 
1977-1978, in Belgrade; second, 1980-1983, in Madrid.) Third follow-up meeting 
began in 1986: Preparatory Committee: September 23-October 6, in Vienna. Follow 
up meeting: November 4-December 20, also in Vienna. Participants: 33 European 
states. United States, and Canada. U.S. delegation leader: Zimmerman; Soviet: 
Tolkunov.

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks—MBFR (Negotiations on Mutual 
Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in Europe)

Negotiations began with preparatory talks and one round of talks beginning in October 
1973; three rounds of talks held each year since then. 38th-40th rounds in 1986: 
January 30-March 20, May 15-July 3, September 25-December 4, Vienna. Regular 
participants: NATO—Belgium, Canada, FRG, Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., 
U.S.; Warsaw Pact—Czechoslovakia, GDR, Poland, USSR. Special status partici-

“ For the Concluding Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793. 
September 19 was the official closing date and the clock was stopped at that date; however, the 

conference actually closed on September 22 with the 178th plenary.
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pants: Bulgaria, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Romania, Turkey. U.S. 
delegation head: Blackwill; Soviet: Mikhaylov.

Nonaligned Countries

Coordinating Bureau Senior Officials meeting: One session in 1986—April 14-15, 
New Delhi, India. Foreign Ministers meeting: One session in 1986—April 16-19, 
New Delhi. Chairman: India (Gandhi). Eighth Conference of Heads of State and 
Government: August 26-September 7, Harare, Zimbabwe. Chairman: Zimbabwe 
(Mugabe). Participants: 101 principally African and Asian states.

Nordic Foreign Ministers Meeting

August 13-14, Copenhagen.

South Pacific Forum

Seventeenth Forum held in 1986: August 8-11.

U.S.-USSR BILATERAL TALKS 

Summit Meeting

One session in 1986: October 11-12, in Reykjavik, Iceland. U.S.—President Reagan; 
USSR—General Secretary Gorbachev.

Foreign Ministers Meetings

Preparatory talks: Two sessions in 1986—August 11-12, Moscow; September 5-6, 
Washington, D.C. Chief U.S. negotiator: Nitze; Soviet: Karpov. Foreign Ministers 
Meetings: Two sessions in 1986—September 19-20 and November 5-6, Washington, 
D.C. U.S.—Shultz; USSR—Shevardnadze.

Chemical Weapons Nonproliferation Talks

Talks proposed by Gorbachev in Paris, October 1985. Bilateral discussions at experts 
level initiated as a result of an agreement between President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev at the November 1985 summit meeting in Geneva. Two rounds 
of talks in 1986: Round I—March 5-6 in Bern; Round II—September 4-5, also in 
Bern. Participants: U.S. team leader—Hawes; Soviet—Issraelyan.

Chemical Weapons Treaty Talks

Talks initiated in accordance with agreement between President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev at Geneva summit, November 1985, to conclude international 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Four sessions in 1986: January 
28-February 3, April 15-25, July 1-July 18, in Geneva; October 28-November 18, 
in New York City. U.S. team leader: Lowitz; USSR: Issraelyan.
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Confidence-Building Measures—Consultations in Connection With the Confer
ence on ConHdence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament (CDE) in 
Europe

One session in 1986: August 14-15, in Stockholm. Participants: Senior arms control 
officials of both sides.

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks—^Expert-Level Meetings

Two sessions in 1986: August 6-7, in Moscow; September 10-11, in Washington.

Nuclear Nonproliferation Talks

Semi-annual consultations conducted since December 1982; since 1985, in accor
dance with agreement reached at the November 1985 summit meeting. One round of 
talks in 1986: Round 8—December 15-18, Washington. Leader, U.S. delegation: 
Kennedy; Soviet: Petrovskiy.

Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers Talks

Agreement to explore the question of establishing Centers to reduce the risk of nuclear 
war reached at November 1985 Geneva summit meeting as a result of a U.S. initiative. 
Initiative itself was based on ideas originally advocated by U.S. Senators Nunn and 
Warner. Two sessions o f informal meetings in 1986: May 5-6, August 25, Geneva. 
U.S. delegation leader: Perle; USSR: Obukhov.

Nuclear and Space Arms Talks (NST)

Resumption of talks on strategic and intermediate-range nuclear forces and beginning 
of talks on outer space weapons agreed upon by Secretary of State Shultz and Soviet 
Foreign Minister Gromyko during meeting in Washington, January 7-8,1985. Three 
rounds of talks in 1985. Three rounds in 1986: Round IV—^January 16-March 4; 
Round V—May 8-June 26; Round VI—September 18-November 13, all in Geneva. 
Expert-level meetings between rounds: August 11-12, Moscow; September 5-6, 
Washington; at negotiators level—December 2-5, Geneva. Participants: U.S. dele
gation—^Leader of the U.S. NST delegation and chief negotiator on Defense and Space 
Talks (DST)—Kampelman; deputy leader—Cooper. Negotiator on Strategic Nuclear 
Arms (Strategic Arms Reduction Talks—START)—^Tower (through Round IV, then 
Lehman.) Negotiator on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF)—Glitman. U.S. 
Advisers—Nitze, Rowny, Cooper. Soviet delegation—Leader of the delegation and 
negotiator on Defense and Space Talks—Karpov. Negotiator on Strategic Nuclear 
Arms—Obukhov. Negotiator on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces—Masterkov.

Nuclear Testing Experts Meetings (NTEM)

Series of meetings, arranged through bilateral diplomatic contacts on entire scope of 
issues related to nuclear weapons testing, particularly the issues relating to the 
verification provisions of the Threshold Test Ban’̂  and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions 
Treaties.’"̂ Three rounds of talks in 1986: Round I—July 25-August 1; Round II—

Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229. 
Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-348.
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September4-18; Round III—November 13-25, all in Geneva. U.S. delegation leader: 
Barker; Soviet: Petrosyants.

Standing Consultative Commission (SCC)

Joint U.S.-Soviet body established pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding of 
December 21,1972,*^ to promote implementation of the objectives and provisions of 
the SALT I agreements and of the Agreement on Measures To Reduce the Risk of 
Outbreak of Nuclear War. First session held May-July 1973. Three sessions in 1986: 
30th—March 4-April 23; 31st (special session held at Soviet request)—July 22-30; 
32d session—October 1-November 13. U.S. Commissioner—Ellis; Soviet Commis
sioner—30th session: Starodubov, 31st and 32d sessions—Medvedev.

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 868-869. 
Ibid., 1971, pp. 283-285.
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1. Annual Report by President Reagan to the Congress 
on Nuclear Nonproliferation for the Year 1985: U.S. 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Policy [Extract], January 
1986'

• • • • • • •

Preventing the spread of nuclear explosives to additional countries remains a 
fundamental national security and foreign policy objective of the United States. 
President Reagan has repeatedly emphasized his unwavering commitment to this 
objective, beginning with his policy statement on non-proliferation and peaceful 
nuclear cooperation of July 16, 1981.  ̂ The principles and guidelines of the 
President’s 1981 statement constitute the foundation of U.S. non-proliferation 
policy. As stated by President Reagan, it is the policy of the United States to:
• Seek to prevent the spread of nuclear explosives to additional countries as 

a fundamental national security and foreign policy objective.
• Strive to reduce the motivation for acquiring nuclear explosives by working 

to improve regional and global stability and to promote understanding of the 
legitimate security concerns of other states.

• Continue to support adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons^ and to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)^ by countries that have not accepted 
those treaties.

• View a material violation of these treaties or an international safeguards 
agreement as having profound consequences for international order and 
United States bilateral relations, and also view any nuclear explosion by a 
non-nuclear-weapon state with grave concern.

• Strongly support and continue to work with other nations to strengthen the 
International Atomic Energy Agency to provide for an improved interna
tional safeguards regime.

• Seek to work more effectively with other countries to forge agreement on 
measures for combatting the risks of proliferation.

• Continue to inhibit the transfer of sensitive nuclear material, equipment and 
technology, particularly where the danger of proliferation demands, and to

' ACDA flies. This is Chapter I of the report submitted pursuant to section 601 of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, 
pp. 118-164. For the President’s message transmitting the report, see Document 15.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 278-280.
3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
4 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.

Document 1
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seek agreement on requiring IAEA safeguards on all nuclear activities in a 
non-nuclear-weapon state as a condition for any significant new nuclear 
supply commitment.

President Reagan reaffirmed his commitment to the importance of these non
proliferation guidelines, along with the similar commitment of General Secretary 
Gorbachev of the USSR in the joint statement issued after their November 
summit meeting. The relevant portion of the joint statement reads:

General Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan reaffirmed the commit
ment of the USSR and the U.S. to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons and their interest in strengthening together with other 
countries the non-proliferation regime, and in further enhancing the effec
tiveness of the Treaty, inter alia by enlarging its membership.

They note with satisfaction the overall positive results of the recent Review 
Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

The USSR and the U.S. reaffirm their commitment, assumed by them under 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to pursue negotia
tions in good faith on matters of nuclear arms limitation and disarmament in 
accordance with Article VI of the Treaty.
The two sides plan to continue to promote the strengthening of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency and to support the activities of the Agency in 
implementing safeguards as well as in promoting the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy.

They view positively the practice of regular Soviet-U.S. consultations on 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons which have been businesslike and 
constructive and express their intent to continue this practice in the future.^

In his opening statement to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review 
Conference in Geneva on August 28, 1985, Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency Kenneth Adelman reaffirmed the basic commitment of the 
United States to the principles contained in that Treaty. He described the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty as a “tremendous success”, and noted that “the United States 
remains firmly committed to the objectives embodied in this Treaty, and to its 
vision of a more stable and secure world for all nations.” Mr. Adelman went on 
to describe U.S. actions which have reinforced our support of the Treaty, which 
include:

—Since the 1980 Review of the Treaty we have tightened our export 
procedures to make it even less likely that any U.S. exports would 
contribute to the risk of proliferation. We have also worked with other 
NPT suppliers to update the “trigger lists” created to help parties meet 
their obligations under Article III.^

5 Ibid., 1985, p. 868.
6 INF/CIRC/209 (September 3,1974) and Add. 3, Add. 3/Mod. 1, Mod. 1, Mod. 2, and 

Mod. 3. ACDA Director Earle’s statement to the Review Conference may be found in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 367-374.

Document 1
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—We have urged all nuclear suppliers to agree to require comprehensive or 
full-scope safeguards on all of a non-nuclear-weapon state’s peaceful 
nuclear activities as a condition for significant new supply commitments.

— T̂he U.S. has now implemented the safeguards agreement that permits 
routine inspections of U.S. peaceful nuclear facilities.^ The IAEA now has 
the right to apply safeguards on over 230 of our private and government- 
owned nuclear facilities. We welcome inspections at these facilities 
selected by the IAEA as a means to demonstrate U.S. support for effective 
safeguards, and urge others to do likewise.

—Finally, in 1981 the U.S. ratified Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
which creates a Nuclear Weapon Free Zone in Latin America.® By this act 
we have pledged not to store or deploy nuclear weapons in U.S. territories 
in the zone. We had earlier ratified Protocol II of the Treaty, thereby 
committing the United States not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against parties to the Tlatelolco Treaty. We are now studying the new draft 
treaty for a South Pacific Nuclear Weapons Free Zone with interest and 
an open mind.^

Among the specific activities and accomplishments of the United States 
government in the non-proliferation area during 1985, the following deserve 
particular mention:

The Third Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) was held in Geneva from August 27-September 21,
1985. The conference concluded successfully with the adoption by consensus of 
a Final Declaration which reaffirmed the support of the parties for the NPT and 
their belief in its importance to international peace and security. The conference 
also strongly endorsed the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and its 
system of international nuclear safeguards. The parties expressed disappoint
ment in the Final Declaration that more progress had not been made toward 
achieving the disarmament goals of Article VI, but this did not lessen the 
expressions of support for the NPT as a whole. The successful conclusion of the 

Review Conference strongly serves U.S. non-proliferation and security 
interests, and reinforces non-proliferation as an essential international norm.̂ ®

An agreement for peaceful nuclear cooperation with the People’s Republic of 
China was signed at Washington on July 23 by U.S. Secretary of Energy John S. 
Herrington and Chinese Vice-Premier Li-Peng.^  ̂Following completion of the 
statutory Congressional review periods the agreement was brought into force on 
December 30, 1985. In addition, the President signed into law P.L. 99-183, 
relating to peaceful nuclear cooperation with China. Peaceful nuclear coopera-

Ibid., 1977, pp. 738-775.
 ̂Secretary of State Haig’s statement upon depositing the instrument of ratification may 

be found ibid., 1981, pp. 616-617.
 ̂The text of Mr. Adelman’s address may be found ibid., 1985, pp. 550-557. The Treaty 

to which he refers appears ibid., pp. 471-483. The protocols, which were being revised 
when he spoke, are printed post. Document 145.

For the text of the Final Declaration of the Review Conference, see Documents on 
Disarmament, 1985, pp. 641-659.

Ibid., pp. 419-428.

Document 1
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tion with China under this agreement can be expected to advance the worldwide 
non-proliferation objectives of the United States, enhance overall U.S. political 
relations with China, and benefit U.S. economic and commercial interests.

The process of negotiating the agreement with China had important implica
tions for strengthening the international non-proliferation regime. China’s deci
sions to join the IAEA and to adopt a policy of requiring IAEA safeguards on its 
nuclear exports to non-nuclear-weapon states were significant steps. China’s 
statement that it will refrain from assisting any other state to develop nuclear 
weapons is further evidence of the evolution of its non-proliferation policy.*^

During 1985, the United States continued the series of bilateral discussions on 
non-proliferation matters with the Soviet Union initiated as a result of an 
agreement between Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Gromyko in the 
autunm of 1982. Two rounds of discussion were held during the year—in 
Helsinki in April and in Washington, D.C. in October. The U.S. and the Soviet 
Union have a common interest in non-proliferation which the periodic discus
sions have served to clarify. Both sides have discovered more areas of agreement 
than disagreement, and it is expected that this quiet but useful dialogue will 
continue.

The United States continued its efforts during the year to encourage wider 
adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco. Eight states formally adhered to the NPT in 1985 bringing 
the number of parties to 131. The eight new NPT adherents are: Antigua and 
Barbuda, Belize, Bhutan, Brunei, Guinea, Kiribati, the People’s Democratic 
Republic of Korea and the Seychelles. The NPT remains the most widely 
adhered-to arms control agreement in history and continues to be an exception
ally important instrument for ensuring peace and stability in the world commu
nity.

During 1985 the United States continued to provide the fullest possible support 
for the IAEA and its safeguards system, a fundamental element in both U.S. non
proliferation policy and in international nuclear commerce generally. Recogniz
ing that IAEA inspection capabilities must keep pace with advancing nuclear 
technology, the United States, through its Program of Technical Assistance to 
Safeguards, continued its extensive contribution to improving and strengthening 
the technical means of applying adequate safeguards.

In 1985, the members of the NPT Exporters Committee (“Zangger” Commit
tee) expressed their agreement to update the entries on the trigger list of items for 
the supply of which IAEA safeguards are required. In July of this year, they 
agreed to revise the trigger list for items for nuclear fuel reprocessing. Together 
with the updated trigger list for items related to gas centrifuge uranium enrich
ment, this represents a substantial improvement in the multilateral control regime 
for sensitive technologies.

The United States also continued its efforts during the year related to a nuclear 
export problem of potential future significance: the need to assure that those 
nations which are only now entering the international nuclear market as suppliers 
will apply the same kind of stringent export controls as those developed by 
current suppliers over the past two decades. If these “emerging suppliers” fail to

pp. 32-33.
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adopt responsible export policies, the current regime could be badly eroded. 
During 1985, the U.S. raised the emerging supplier issue with a range of other 
nations, including both current and future nuclear exporters. These contacts 
made an important contribution to alerting other nations to the problem and 
provided information about how responsible nuclear export policies can be 
effectively implemented.

As noted in previous reports in this series. President Reagan has stated that the 
United States will not inhibit civil reprocessing and breeder reactor development 
in countries with advanced nuclear programs that do not pose a proliferation risk. 
In keeping with this policy, the United States has been discussing with Japan and 
the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) advance, long-term 
arrangements on reprocessing and plutonium use in the context of new or 
amended agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation. These discussions are 
expected to continue in 1986.

The new agreement for nuclear cooperation with Finland, which was initialed 
on June 20, 1984, was signed in Washington on May 2, 1985. Congressional 
review has been completed, and it is expected that the agreement will be brought 
into force in 1986.̂ ^

As in the past, a small but significant number of countries continued during
1985 to pose a real proliferation risk. The United States sought to inhibit these 
states and others from obtaining nuclear explosives through a wide range of 
political, economic and security instruments. The U.S. resorted to control and, 
where necessary, denial of nuclear materials, equipment and technology, and 
continued close consultations with other nuclear suppliers, urging similar pru
dence and restraint in their own nuclear export policies. The United States 
remains determined to maintain stringent nuclear export controls so that U.S. 
nuclear cooperation does not increase the risk of proliferation. Special priority is 
accorded to restricting sensitive nuclear activities in regions of instability and 
proliferation concern, such as the Middle East and South Asia. At the same time, 
the U.S. has not ignored, and will not ignore, the legitimate needs of developing 
countries that wish to share in the peaceful benefits of the atom. The U.S. will 
continue to ensure, bilaterally and through the IAEA, that such benefits are made 
available on a reliable basis to countries that share our non-proliferation goals.

• • • • • • •

2. Television Address by President Reagan to tlie 
Soviet People, January 1,1986^

Good evening. This is Ronald Reagan, President of the United States of 
America.

Had not entered into force as of May 1988.
• Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, January 6,1986, pp. 4-5. The address 

was recorded in Los Angeles on December 28 for broadcast in the Soviet Union January 1.
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I’m pleased to speak to you on the occasion of the New Year. This is a time for 
reflection and for hope. As we look back on the year just concluded and on the 
year that is to come, I want to share with you my hopes for the New Year, hopes 
for peace, prosperity, and good will that the American and Soviet people share.

Just over a month ago. General Secretary Gorbachev and I met for the first time 
in Geneva. Our purpose was to begin a fresh chapter in the relations between our 
two countries and to try to reduce the suspicions and mistrust between us.

I think we made a good beginning. Mr. Gorbachev and I spent many hours 
together, speaking frankly and seriously about the most important issues of our 
time: reducing the massive nuclear arsenals on both sides, resolving regional 
conflicts, ensuring respect for human rights as guaranteed under international 
agreements, and other questions of mutual interest.

As the elected representative of the American people, I told Mr. Gorbachev of 
our deep desire for peace and that the American people do not wish the Soviet 
people any harm.

While there were many areas which we did not agree, which was to be 
expected, we left Geneva with a better understanding of one another and of the 
goals we each have. We are determined to build on that understanding in the 
coming months and years.

One of the most important things on which we agreed was the need to reduce 
the massive nuclear arsenals on both sides. As I have said many times, a nuclear 
war cannot be won and must never be fought; therefore, we agreed to accelerate 
negotiations where there is common ground to reduce and eventually eliminate 
the means of nuclear destruction.

Our negotiators will soon be returning to the Geneva talks on nuclear and space 
arms, where Mr. Gorbachev and I agreed we will seek agreements on the 
principle of 50-percent reductions in offensive nuclear arms and an interim 
agreement on intermediate-range nuclear systems. And it’s my hope that one day 
we will be able to eliminate these weapons altogether and rely increasingly for 
our security on defense systems that threaten no one.

Both the United States and Soviet Union are doing research on the possibilities 
of applying new technologies to the cause of defense. If these technologies 
become a reality, it is my dream that, well, to one day free us all from the threat 
of nuclear destruction.

One of the best ways to build mutual understanding is to allow the American 
and Soviet peoples to get to know one another better. In Geneva we signed a new 
agreement to exchange our most accomplished artists and academics. We also 
agreed to expand the contacts between our peoples so that students, teachers, and 
young people can get to know each other directly. If people in both countries can 
visit, study, and work together, then we will strengthen the bonds of understand
ing and build a true foundation for lasting peace.

I also discussed the American people’s strong interest in humanitarian issues. 
Our democratic system is founded on the belief in the sanctity of human life and 
the rights of the individual—rights such as freedom of speech, of assembly, of 
movement, and of worship. It is a sacred truth to us that every individual is a 
unique creation of God, with his or her own special talents, abilities, hopes, and 
dreams. Respect for all people is essential to peace, and as we agreed in Geneva,

Document 2



GORBACHEV ADDRESS, JANUARY 1 7

progress in resolving humanitarian issues in a spirit of cooperation would go a 
long way to making 1986 a better year for all of us.

A safe and lasting peace also requires finding peaceful settlements to armed 
conflicts, which cause so much human suffering in many parts of the world. I 
have proposed several concrete steps to help resolve such conflicts. It is my hope 
that in 1986 we will make progress toward this end. I see a busy year ahead in 
building on the foundations laid in Geneva. There is much work to be done.

Mr. Gorbachev will visit the United States later this year, and I look forward 
to showing him our country. In 19871 plan to visit your country and hope to meet 
many of you.

On behalf of the American people, I wish you all a happy and healthy New 
Year. Let’s work together to make it a year of peace; there is no better goal for
1986 or for any year. Let us look forward to a future of chistoyenyebo [blue skies] 
for all mankind.

Thank you, spasibo.

3. Television Address by Soviet General Secretary 
Gorbachev to the American People, January 1,1986^

Dear Americans,
I see a good augury in the way we are beginning the new year, which has been 

declared the Year of Peace. We are starting it with an exchange of direct 
messages, President Reagan’s to the Soviet people and mine to you.

This, I believe, is a hopeful sign of change which, though small, is nonetheless 
a change for the better in our relations. The few minutes that I will be speaking 
to you strike me as a meaningful symbol of our mutual willingness to go on 
moving toward each other, which is what your President and I began doing at 
Geneva. For a discussion along those lines, we had the mandate of our peoples. 
They want the constructive Soviet-American dialog to continue uninterrupted 
and to yield tangible results.

As I face you today, I want to say that Soviet people are dedicated to peace, that 
supreme value equal to the gift of life. We cherish the idea of peace, having 
suffered for it. Together with the pain of unhealing wounds and the agony of 
irretrievable losses, it has become part and parcel of our flesh and blood. In our 
country there is not a single family or a single home that has not kept alive the 
memory of their kith and kin who perished in the flames of war, the war in which 
the Soviet and American peoples were allies and fought side by side.

I say this because our common quest for peace has its roots in the past, and that 
means we have a historic record of cooperation which can today inspire our joint 
efforts for the sake of the future.

The many letters I have received from you and my conversations with your 
fellow countrymen—Senators, Congressmen, scientists, businessmen, and states
men—have convinced me that in the United States, too, people realize that our

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, January 6,1986, pp. 5-6. The address 
was televised in the United States.

Document 3



8 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

two nations should never be at war, that a collision between them would be the 
greatest of tragedies.

It is a reality of today’s world that it is senseless to seek greater security for 
oneself through new types of weapons. At present, every new step in the arms 
race increases the danger and the risk for both sides and for all humankind. It is 
the forceful and compelling demand of life itself that we should follow the path 
of cutting back nuclear arsenals and keeping outer space peaceful. This is what 
we are negotiating about at Geneva, and we would very much like those talks to 
be successful this year.

In our efforts for peace, we should be guided by an awareness of the fact that 
today history has willed our two nations to bear an enormous responsibility to the 
peoples of our two countries, and indeed, the peoples of all countries for 
preserving life on Earth. Our duty to all humankind is to offer it a safe prospect 
of peace, a prospect of entering the third millennium without fear. Let us commit 
ourselves to doing away with the threat hanging over humanity. Let us not shift 
that task onto our children’s shoulders.

We can hardly succeed in attaining that goal unless we begin saving up, bit by 
bit, the most precious capital there is: trust among nations and peoples. And it is 
absolutely essential to start mending the existing deficit of trust in Soviet- 
American relations.

I believe that one of the main results of my meeting with President Reagan is 
that, as leaders and as human beings, we were able to take the first step towards 
overcoming mistrust and to activate the factor of confidence. The gap dividing 
us is still wide, to bridge it will not be easy, but we saw in Geneva that it can be 
done. Bridging that gap would be a great feat, a feat our people are ready to 
perform for the sake of world peace.

I am reminded of the title of a remarkable work of American literature, the 
novel, “The Winter of our Discontent.” In that phrase let me just substitute hope 
for discontent. And may not only this winter but every season of this year and of 
the years to come be full of hope for a better future, a hope that, together, we can 
turn into reality. I can assure you that we shall spare no effort in working for that.

For the Soviet people, the year 1986 marks the beginning of a new stage in 
carrying out our constructive plans. Those are peaceful plans. We have made 
them known to the whole world.

I wish you a happy New Year. To every American family I wish good health, 
peace, and happiness.
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4. Statement by President Reagan on the Nuclear and 
Space Arms Talks, January 15,1986^

Tomorrow marks the opening of the fourth round of the nuclear and space arms 
talks. These negotiations are devoted to seeking ways to reduce the U.S. and 
Soviet arsenals of nuclear weapons and simultaneously to strengthen strategic 
stability. I have no higher priority than to achieve agreement which would 
strengthen America’s security and that of our allies by establishing a more stable 
strategic balance at radically reduced levels of weaponry. And it is my hope that 
we can one day eliminate them altogether.

The upcoming session represents an important opportunity to give new 
momentum to arms negotiations. Building upon the fresh start in our relationship 
that General Secretary Gorbachev and I made at our meetings in Geneva, it is my 
hope that we can see the general agreement on principles that we reached in 
Geneva translated into real progress at the negotiations.

General Secretary Gorbachev and I made a conmiitment to accelerate Soviet- 
American arms reduction negotiations where there is common ground. Specifi
cally, we agreed to the principle of 50 percent reductions, appropriately applied, 
in nuclear offensive arsenals and to seek an interim agreement on limiting 
intermediate-range missile systems. We hope that during this new round of talks 
progress can be made toward achieving these mutually beneficial objectives.

During the previous round of the negotiations, the Soviet Union made 
counterproposals to the concrete American arms reduction positions. After 
careful study, we found the Soviet counterproposals to have some positive 
elements, but also to be seriously one-sided in a number of key areas. To move 
the negotiations forward, the U.S. made a fresh offer. Our offer encompassed a 
proposal to cut in half the offensive nuclear arsenals of both sides in an 
appropriate and equitable way. The U.S. proposal takes account of expressed 
Soviet concerns and builds on the common elements in our respective positions. 
It seeks deep cuts, no first-strike advantage, continuing defensive research— 
because defense is much safer than offense—and no cheating. Our proposal is 
fair, balanced, and, if accepted, would result in the most dramatic cuts in 
offensive arms ever achieved.

The new U.S. offer is not a take-it-or-leave-it proposition. I have instructed our 
negotiators to press ahead in laying out the details of our position and in seeking 
and expanding common ground. Our objective remains an agreement for 50 
percent reductions, appropriately applied, in the strategic nuclear arsenals of both 
the United States and Soviet Union and for enhanced stability by reducing the 
capability to conduct a first strike. With respect to intermediate-range nuclear 
forces, our objective remains the eventual elimination of the entire category of 
LRINF missile systems, but we are prepared to work out an interim agreement 
based on the principle of equality which limits LRINF missiles. In the defense

 ̂ Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, January 20, 1986, pp. 56-57. The 
statement was read by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President, Larry M. 
Speakes, to reporters assembled in the Briefing Room at the White House during his daily 
press briefing, which began at 9:24 a.m.
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and space forum, we will continue to seek to expand our dialog with the Soviets 
concerning the offense-defense relationship. We will also push for Soviet 
agreement to our new proposal for reciprocal visits to laboratories engaged in 
strategic defense research.

U.S. negotiators are ready for tough but honest bargaining. The challenge 
ahead is formidable, but they have the flexibility to explore any promising 
avenues for agreement. As we have said before, we are more interested in results 
than in methods of reaching them. If the Soviets approach this round in a similar 
spirit, the prospects for progress will be greatly increased.

Our two countries have it within our power to make 1986 a year of genuine 
peace and progress in arms control. Fair, equitable, and verifiable reductions of 
the weapons of massive destruction will serve Soviet and American interests and 
that of all humanity. It is a noble goal and an awesome responsibility. I wish our 
negotiators good luck, and Godspeed.

5. Statement by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev, 
January 15,1986^

The new year 1986 has started: It will be an important year, one may say a 
turning point, in the history of the Soviet State, the year of the 27th Congress of 
the CPSU. The Congress will chart the guidelines for the political, social, 
economic and spiritual development of Soviet society in the period up to the next 
millennium. It will adopt a programme for accelerating our peaceful construc
tion.^

All efforts of the CPSU are directed towards ensuring a further improvement 
in the life of the Soviet people.

A turn for the better is also needed in the international arena. This is what the 
peoples of the Soviet Union, and of the peoples throughout the world, expect and 
demand.

Being aware of this, at the start of the new year the Politburo of the CPSU 
Central Committee and the Soviet Government have decided on a number of 
major foreign policy initiatives of a fundamental nature. They are designed to 
promote an improvement in the international situation to the greatest possible 
extent. They are prompted by the need to overcome the negative, confrontationist 
trends that have been growing in recent years and to clear the way for curbing the 
nuclear arms race on Earth and preventing it in outer space, generally reducing 
the risk of war, and building confidence as an integral part of relations among 
States.^

• CD/649.
 ̂See Document 31.
 ̂For the report of the CPSU Central Committee, see Document 22.
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I.

The most important of these initiatives is a concrete programme aimed at the 
complete elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world within a precisely 
defined period of time.

The Soviet Union is proposing a step-by-step, coherent process for ridding the 
Earth of nuclear weapons, to be implemented and completed within the next 15 
years, by the end of this century.

The twentieth century brought mankind the gift of atomic energy. However, 
this great achievement of human intelligence may turn into an instrument of 
man’s self-annihilation.

Is it possible to resolve this contradiction? We are convinced that it is. Finding 
effective ways of eliminating nuclear weapons is a feasible task, provided it is 
tackled without delay.

The Soviet Union proposes that a programme for ridding mankind of the fear 
of a nuclear catastrophe should be launched in 1986. The fact that this year has 
been proclaimed the International Year of Peace by the United Nations provides 
an additional political and moral incentive for doing so. To this end it is necessary 
to rise above national selfishness, tactical calculations, differences and disputes, 
whose significance is nothing compared to the preservation of what is most 
valuable—peace and a safe future. The energy of the atom should be placed 
exclusively at the service of peace, a goal that our socialist State has invariably 
advocated and continues to pursue.

It was our country that as early as 1946 was the first to raise the question of 
prohibiting the production and use of atomic weapons and devoting atomic 
energy to peaceful purposes for the benefit of mankind."^

How does the Soviet Union envisage today, in practical terms, the process of 
making reductions in nuclear weapons, both delivery vehicles and warheads, 
leading ultimately to their complete elimination? Our proposals can be summa
rized as follows.

Stage one: within the next 5-8 years the USSR and the United States will each 
reduce by one half the nuclear arms that can reach the other’s territory. For the 
remaining delivery vehicles of this kind each side will retain no more than 6,000 
warheads.

It stands to reason that such a reduction is possible only if the USSR and the 
United States mutually renounce the development, testing and deployment of 
space strike weapons. As the Soviet Union has repeatedly warned, the develop
ment of space strike weapons will dash the hopes for a reduction of nuclear 
weapons on Earth.

This first stage will include the adoption and implementation of the decision 
for the complete elimination of the intermediate-range missiles, both ballistic and 
cruise missiles, of the USSR and the United States in the European zone, as a first 
step towards ridding the European continent of nuclear weapons.

At the same time the United States should undertake not to transfer its strategic 
and medium-range missiles to other countries, while Britain and France should 
pledge not to build up their respective nuclear armaments.

See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 17-24.
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The USSR and the United States should agree from the outset to halt all nuclear 
explosions and call upon other States to join in such a moratorium as soon as 
possible.

We propose that the first stage of nuclear disarmament should concern the 
Soviet Union and the United States because it is up to them to set an example for 
the other nuclear-weapon Powers to follow. We said this very frankly to 
President Reagan of the United States during our meeting in Geneva.

Stage two: during this stage, which should start no later than 1990 and last for 
5-7 years, the other nuclear-weapon Powers will begin to engage in nuclear 
disarmament. To begin with, they would pledge to freeze all their nuclear arms 
and not to station them in the territories of other countries.

During this period the USSR and the United States will go on with the 
reductions agreed upon during the first stage and also carry out further measures 
designed to eliminate their medium-range nuclear weapons and freeze their 
tactical nuclear systems.

Following the completion by the USSR and the United States of America of 
the 50 per cent reduction in the arms concerned in the second stage, another 
radical step will then be taken: all nuclear-weapon Powers will eliminate their 
tactical nuclear arms, i.e. weapons having a range (or radius of action) of up to
1,000 km.

During this stage the Soviet-American accord on the prohibition of space strike 
weapons would have to become multilateral, with the mandatory participation of 
major industrial Powers.

All nuclear-weapon Powers would cease nuclear-weapon tests.
There would be a ban on the development of non-nuclear weapons based on 

new physical principles, whose destructive capacity is close to that of nuclear 
arms or other weapons of mass destruction.

Stage three will begin no later than 1995. During this stage the elimination of 
all remaining nuclear weapons will be completed. By the end of 1999 there will 
be no more nuclear weapons on Earth. A universal accord will be drawn up to 
ensure that such weapons will never again come into being.

We have in mind that special procedures will be worked out for the destruction 
of nuclear weapons as well as the dismantling, re-equipment or destruction of 
delivery vehicles. In this connection, agreement will be reached on the numbers 
of weapons to be destroyed at each stage, destruction sites and so on.

Verification of the destruction or limitation of arms would be carried out both 
by national technical means and through on-site inspections. The USSR is ready 
to reach agreement on any other additional verification measures.

The adoption of the nuclear disarmament programme that we propose would 
undoubtedly have a favourable impact on the negotiations conducted in bilateral 
and multilateral forums. The programme would establish clear schedules and 
reference points, with a specific time-frame for achieving agreements and 
implementing them, and would make the negotiations purposeful and goal- 
oriented. This would break the dangerous trend whereby the momentum of the 
arms race is greater than the outcome of negotiations.

In short, we propose that we should enter the third millennium without nuclear 
weapons, on the basis of mutually acceptable and strictly verifiable agreements. 
If the United States Administration is indeed committed to the goal of the
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complete elimination of nuclear weapons everywhere, as it has repeatedly stated, 
it is being offered a practical opportunity to set about achieving it. Instead of 
wasting the next 10-15 years by developing new, extremely dangerous weapons 
in space, allegedly designed to make nuclear arms useless, would it not be more 
sensible to start eliminating those arms and finally bring them down to zero 
point? The Soviet Union, I repeat, proposes precisely that.

The Soviet Union calls upon all peoples and States and, naturally, above all 
nuclear-weapon States, to support the programme of eliminating nuclear weap
ons by the year 2000. It is absolutely clear to any unbiased person that if such a 
programme is implemented, nobody would lose and everybody stands to gain. 
This is a problem conmion to all mankind and it can and must be solved only 
through conmion efforts. The sooner this programme is translated into practical 
deeds, the safer life on our planet will be.

II.

Guided by the same approach, and by the desire to make another practical step 
within the context of the programme of nuclear disarmament, the Soviet Union 
has taken an important decision.

We are extending by three months our unilateral moratorium on all nuclear 
explosions, which expired on 31 December 1985.  ̂ Such a moratorium will 
remain in effect even beyond that date if the United States for its part also stops 
nuclear tests. We propose once again to the United States to join in this initiative 
whose significance is evident to practically everyone in the world.

Obviously, it was by no means simple iFor us to adopt such a decision. The 
Soviet Union cannot indefinitely display unilateral restraint in nuclear testing. 
But the stakes are too high and the responsibility too great for us not to try every 
possibility of influencing the position of others through the force of example.

All experts, scientists, politicians and military men agree that the cessation of 
tests would effectively block off the channels for upgrading nuclear weapons. 
And this is a matter of the utmost priority. A reduction in nuclear arsenals done, 
without a prohibition on nuclear-weapons tests, does not offer a way out of the 
dilemma of the nuclear threat, since the remaining weapons would be modern
ized and there would still remain the possibility of developing increasingly 
sophisticated and lethal nuclear weapons and evaluating such new types of 
weapons at test sites.

The cessation of tests is therefore a practical step towards eliminating nuclear 
weapons.

I wish at once to say the following. Any reference to verification as an obstacle 
to the establishment of a moratorium on nuclear explosions is totally groundless. 
We declare unequivocally that verification is no problem so far as we are 
concerned. Should the United States agree to stop d l nuclear explosions on a 
reciprocal basis, appropriate verification of compliance with the moratorium 
would be fully ensured by national technical means as well as through interna
tional procedures—including on-site inspections whenever necessary. We invite 
the United States to reach agreement to this effect.

 ̂The original moratorium announcement may be found ibid,, 1985, pp. 444-445.
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The USSR is firmly in favour of the moratorium being first a bilateral and later 
a multilateral action. We are also in favour of resuming the trilateral negotiations 
involving the USSR, the United States and Great Britain on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests. This could be done immediately, 
even this month. We are also prepared to begin without delay multilateral test- 
ban negotiations within the framework of the Geneva Conference on Disarma
ment, with all nuclear-weapon Powers taking part. The non-aligned countries are 
proposing consultations with a view to making the 1963 Moscow Treaty banning 
nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water apply 
also to underground tests, which, are not covered by the Treaty.^ The Soviet 
Union is agreeable to this measure too.

Since last summer we have been calling upon the United States to follow our 
example and stop nuclear explosions. Washington has as yet not done so, despite 
the protests and demands of public opinion, and contrary to the will of most States 
in the world. By continuing to set off nuclear explosions the United States side 
continues to pursue its elusive dream of military superiority. This policy is futile 
and dangerous, and unworthy of the level of civilization that modem society has 
reached.

In the absence of a positive response from the United States, the Soviet side had 
every right to resume nuclear tests already on 1 January 1986. If one were to 
follow the usual “logic” of the arms race, that, presumably, would have been the 
thing to do.

But the whole point is that it is precisely that logic, if one may call it that, which 
has to be resolutely repudiated. We are making yet another attempt in this 
direction. Otherwise the process of military rivalry will become an avalanche and 
any control over the course of events will be impossible. To submit to the force 
of the nuclear-arms race is inadmissible. It would mean acting against the voice 
of reason and the human instinct for self-preservation. What is required are new 
and bold approaches, new political thinking and a heightened sense of responsi
bility for the destinies of the people.

The United States Administration once again has more time to weigh our 
proposals on stopping nuclear explosions and to give a positive answer to them. 
For that is the response people everywhere in the world will expect from 
Washington.

The Soviet Union is addressing an appeal to the United States President and 
Congress, to the American people. There is an opportunity of halting the process 
of upgrading nuclear arms and developing new nuclear weapons. It must not be 
missed. The Soviet proposals place the USSR and the United States in an equal 
position. These proposals do not attempt to outwit or outsmart the other side. We 
are proposing to follow the road of sensible and responsible decisions.

III.

In order to implement the programme for reducing and eliminating nuclear 
arsenals, the entire existing system of negotiations has to be set in motion and the 
highest possible efficiency of disarmament machinery ensured.

 ̂The text of the treaty may be found ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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In a few days the Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space arms will resume 
in Geneva. When we met with President Reagan last November in Geneva, we 
had a frank discussion on the whole range of problems that constitute the subject 
of those negotiations, namely on space, strategic offensive and intermediate- 
range nuclear systems. It was agreed that the negotiations should be accelerated: 
that agreement must not remain a mere declaration.

The Soviet delegation in Geneva will be instructed to act in strict compliance 
with that agreement. We expect the same constructive approach from the United 
States side, above all on the question of space. Space must remain peaceful, strike 
weapons should not be deployed there. Neither should they be developed. And 
there should also be the most rigorous control, including opening up the relevant 
laboratories for inspection.

Mankind is at a crucial stage of the new space age. And it is time to abandon 
the thinking of the stone age, when the chief concern was to have a bigger stick 
or a heavier stone. We are against weapons in space. Our material and intellectual 
capabilities make it possible for the Soviet Union to develop any weapon if we 
are compelled to do so. But we are fully aware of our responsibility to the present 
and future generations. It is our profound conviction that we should enter the third 
millennium not with the “star wars” programme but with large-scale projects for 
the peaceful exploration of space by all mankind. We propose starting practical 
work on such projects and their implementation. This is one of the major ways 
of ensuring progress throughout our planet and establishing a reliable system of 
security for all.

To prevent the arms race from extending into space is to remove the obstacle 
to deep cuts in nuclear weapons. There is on the negotiating table in Geneva a 
Soviet proposal for halving the relevant nuclear arms of the Soviet Union and the 
United States, which would be an important step towards the complete elimina
tion of nuclear weapons. To reject the possibility of resolving the problem of 
space means that one does not wish to stop the arms race on Earth. This should 
be stated in clear and straightforward terms. It is not by chance that the proponents 
of the nuclear-arms race are also ardent supporters of the “star wars” programme. 
These are two sides of the same policy, which is hostile to the interests of people.

Let me turn to the European aspect of the nuclear problem. It is a matter of 
extreme concern that in defiance of reason and contrary to the national interests 
of the European peoples, United States first-strike missiles continue to be 
deployed in certain West European countries. This problem has been under 
discussion for many years now. Meanwhile the security situation in Europe 
continues steadily to deteriorate.

It is time to put an end to this course of events and cut this gordian knot. The 
Soviet Union has long been proposing to rid Europe of both intermediate-range 
and tactical nuclear weapons. This proposal remains valid. As a first radical step 
in this direction we are now proposing, as I have said, that even at the first stage 
of our programme all intermediate-range ballistic and cruise missiles of the 
USSR and the United States in the European area should be eliminated. The 
achievement of tangible results in the Geneva negotiations would mean giving 
significant content to the programme we have advanced for the complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000.

Document 5



16 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

IV.

The Soviet Union considers the complete elimination even in this century of 
such barbaric weapons of mass destruction as chemical weapons to be an entirely 
feasible task.

At the talks on chemical weapons within the framework of the Geneva 
Conference on Disarmament signs of progress have recently appeared. However, 
these talks have been unreasonably protracted. We are in favour of intensifying 
the negotiations in order to conclude an effective and verifiable international 
convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons and the destruction of the 
existing stockpiles of those weapons, as agreed with President Reagan at Geneva.

With regard to the prohibition of chemical weapons, as in other disarmament 
matters, all participants in the talks should take a fresh look at things. I would like 
to make it perfectly clear that the Soviet Union is in favour of the early and 
complete elimination of those weapons and of the industrial base for their 
production. We are prepared for a timely declaration of the location of enterprises 
producing chemical weapons and for the cessation of their production and ready 
to start developing procedures for destroying the relevant industrial base and to 
proceed, soon after the convention enters into force, to the elimination of the 
stockpiles of chemical weapons. All these measures would be carried out under 
strict control including international on-site inspections.

A radical solution to this problem would also be facilitated by certain interim 
steps. For example, agreement could be achieved on a multilateral basis not to 
transfer chemical weapons to anyone and not to deploy them in the territories of 
other States. As for the Soviet Union it has always strictly abided by those 
principles in its practical policies. We call upon other States to follow that 
example and show equal restraint.

V.

Together with the elimination of weapons of mass destruction from the 
arsenals of States, the Soviet Union proposes that conventional weapons and 
armed forces be the object of agreed reductions.

Reaching agreement at the Vienna negotiations could signal the beginning of 
progress in this direction. Today it would seem that a framework is emerging for 
a possible decision to reduce Soviet and United States troops and subsequently 
freeze the level of armed forces of the opposing sides in Central Europe. The 
Soviet Union and our Warsaw Treaty allies are determined to achieve success at 
the Vienna talks. If the other side also wants this, 1986 could become a landmark 
for the Vienna talks too. We proceed from the understanding that a possible 
agreement on troops reductions would naturally require reasonable verification. 
We are also prepared for that. As for compliance with the conmiitment to freeze 
the number of troops, in addition to national technical means permanent verifi
cation posts could be established to monitor any military contingents entering the 
reduction zone.

I should now like to mention that highly important forum, the Stockholm 
Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament 
in Europe. Its task is to erect barriers against the use of force or covert
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preparations for war, whether on land, at sea or in the air. The possibilities have 
now become evident.

In our view, especially in the current situation, it is essential to reduce the 
numbers of troops participating in major military manoeuvres notifiable under 
the Helsinki Final Act.^

It is time to begin dealing effectively with the problems still outstanding at the 
Conference. It is well known that the stumbling block there is the issue of 
notifications regarding major ground force, naval and air force exercises. Of 
course, those are serious problems and they must be addressed in a serious 
manner in the interests of building confidence in Europe. However, if their 
comprehensive solution cannot be achieved at this time, why not explore ways 
of finding partial solutions, for instance by reaching agreement now on notifica
tions of major ground force and air force exercises, while postponing the question 
of naval activities until the next stage of the Conference.

It is not an accident that a considerable part of the new Soviet initiatives is 
directly addressed to Europe. By achieving a radical shift towards the policy of 
peace, Europe could have a special role to play: that of rebuilding detente.

For this Europe has the necessary historical experience, which is often unique. 
Suffice it to recall that the joint efforts of the Europeans, the United States and 
Canada produced the Helsinki Final Act. If there is a need for a specific and vivid 
example of new thinking and political psychology in approaching the problems 
of peace, co-operation and international trust, that historic document could in 
many ways serve as such an example.

VI.

Ensuring security in Asia is of vital importance to the Soviet Union, as one of 
the major Asian Powers. The Soviet programme for eliminating nuclear and 
chemical weapons by the end of the current century is in harmony with the 
sentiments of the peoples of the Asian continent, for whom the problems of peace 
and security are no less urgent than for the peoples of Europe. In this context one 
cannot fail to recall that Japan and its cities Hiroshima and Nagasaki were the 
victims of nuclear bombing and Vietnam was the object of the use of chemical 
weapons.

We highly appreciate the constructive initiatives put forward by the socialist 
countries of Asia and by India and other members of the non-aligned movement. 
We consider it highly important that the two Asian nuclear-weapon Powers, the 
USSR and the People’s Republic of China, have both undertaken not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons.

The implementation of our programme would fundamentally change the 
situation in Asia, rid the nations in that part of the globe too of the fear of nuclear 
and chemical warfare, and bring security in that region to a qualitatively new 
level.

We regard our programme as a contribution to the search, together with all 
Asian countries, for an overall comprehensive approach to establishing a system 
of secure and durable peace in the continent.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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VII.

Our new proposals are addressed to the whole world. Initiating active steps to 
halt the arms race and reduce arms levels is a necessary prerequisite for tackling 
the increasingly acute global problems: the deteriorating human environment 
and the need to fmd new energy sources and combat economic backwardness, 
hunger and disease. The pattern imposed by militarism—arms instead of devel
opment—must be replaced by the reverse—disarmament for development. The 
noose of the trillion-dollar foreign debt now strangling scores of countries and 
entire continents is a direct consequence of the arms race. Over two hundred and 
fifty billion dollars are annually siphoned out of the developing countries, an 
amount practically equal to the size of the mammoth United States military 
budget. Indeed, this coincidence is far from accidental.

The Soviet Union wants each measure limiting and reducing arms and each 
step towards the elimination of nuclear weapons not only to bring nations greater 
security but also to make it possible to allocate more funds for improving 
people’s lives. It is natural that the peoples seeking to put an end to backwardness 
and attain the level of the industrially developed countries associate the prospects 
of freeing themselves from their foreign-debt dependence on imperialism, which 
is draining their economies, with the limitation and elimination of weapons, the 
reduction of military expenditures and the switching of resources to the goals of 
social and economic development. This theme will undoubtedly figure most 
prominently at the International Conference on Disarmament and Development 
to be held next summer in Paris.

The Soviet Union is opposed to making the implementation of disarmament 
measures dependent on the so-called regional conflicts. Behind this lies both an 
unwillingness to follow the path of disarmament and a desire to impose upon 
sovereign nations something that is alien to them and which would make it 
possible to maintain profoundly unfair conditions whereby some countries live 
at the expense of others, exploiting their natural, human and spiritual resources 
for the selfish imperial purposes of certain States or aggressive alliances. The 
Soviet Union, as before, will continue to oppose this. It will continue consistently 
to advocate freedom for peoples, peace, security, and a stronger international 
legal order. The Soviet Union’s goal is not to whip up regional conflicts but to 
eliminate them through collective efforts on a just basis, and the sooner the better.

Today, there is no shortage of statements professing a commitment to peace. 
What is really in short supply is concrete action to strengthen its foundations. All 
too often peaceful words conceal war preparations and power politics. Moreover, 
some statements made from high rostrums are in fact intended to eliminate any 
trace of that new “spirit of Geneva” which is having a salutary effect on 
international relations today. Indeed, it is not merely a question of statements: 
there are also actions clearly designed to incite animosity and mistrust and to 
revive confrontation, which is the antithesis of detente.

We reject this form of acting and thinking. We want 1986 to be not just a 
peaceful year but one that would enable us to reach the end of the twentieth 
century under the sign of peace and nuclear disarmament. The set of new foreign 
policy initiatives that we are proposing is intended to make it possible for 
mankind to approach the year 2000 under peaceful skies and peaceful space.
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without fear of nuclear, chemical or any other threat of annihilation and fully 
confident of its own survival and of the continuation of the human race.

The new resolute measures now taken by the Soviet Union for the sake of peace 
and of improving the overall international situation are the expression of the 
substance and the spirit of our domestic and foreign policies and their organic 
unity. They reflect the fundamental law of history which was emphasized by 
Vla^mir Ilyich Lenin. The whole world sees that our country is holding high the 
banner of peace, freedom and humanism raised over our planet by the Great 
October Revolution.

On the issues of preserving peace and preserving mankind from the threat of 
nuclear war, no one should remain indifferent or stand aloof. This concerns each 
and everyone. Each State, large or small, socialist or capitalist, has an important 
contribution to make. Every responsible political party, every social organization 
and every person can also make an important contribution.

No task is more urgent, more noble and humane, than uniting all efforts to 
achieve this lofty goal. This task must be accomplished by our generation—we 
cannot shift it onto the shoulders of those who will succeed us. This is the 
imperative of our time. This, I would say, is the burden of our historic responsi
bility for our decisions and actions in the time remaining until the beginning of 
the third millennium.

The course of peace and disarmament will continue to be pivotal to the foreign 
policy of the CPSU and the Soviet State. In actively pursuing this course, the 
Soviet Union is prepared to engage in wide-ranging co-operation with all those 
who adopt a stance of reason, goodwill and awareness of responsibility for 
assuring mankind a future without wars or weapons.

6. Statement by President Reagan on the Soviet 
Proposai, January 15,1986^

In 1983 at the Japanese Diet, I called for the total abolition of nuclear weapons.  ̂
Since that time the United States has put forward a series of proposals to achieve 
this goal through radical reductions in strategic weapons. As early as 1981,1 set 
forth a specific proposal for the elimination of d l long-range intermediate 
nuclear missiles.^ At the Geneva arms control talks in November, we made yet 
another proposal designed to bring us closer to the goal of zero nuclear weapons. 
Now the Soviet Union has responded with a proposal which builds on some of 
the elements we had previously set forth.

I welcome the Soviets’ latest response"  ̂and hope that it represents a helpful 
further step in the process. We, together with our allies, will give careful study 
to General Secretary Gorbachev’s suggestions. Many elements contained in the

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, January 20, 1986, pp. 63-64.
 ̂Public Papers o f the Presidents: Ronald Reagan, 1983, vol. II, pp. 1575-1576. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 573-574.
Supra.
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response are unchanged from previous Soviet positions and continue to cause us 
serious concern. There are others that at first glance may be constructive.

The American delegation in Geneva has instructions to implement the agree
ment reached at the Geneva summit to seek early progress in achieving radical 
reductions in offensive nuclear weapons, including an interim agreement on 
intermediate-range nuclear forces. If the position outlined by General Secretary 
Gorbachev advances this objective, it would prove to be a constructive step.

7. White House Statement on the Soviet Proposal, 
January 16,1986^

The Soviet response is another step in what we hope will be an increasingly 
positive process of give-and-take.^ We will, together with our allies, give it 
careful study, keeping in mind our basic objectives. Many elements of the Soviet 
proposal appear unchanged and cause us concern. Others, at first glance, appear 
constructive. We also have proposals on the table that we hope the Soviets will 
respond to. We look forward to exploring both sides’ proposals at the negotiating 
table in Geneva.

We welcome the Soviet Union’s response and its support for the goal of 
elimination of nuclear weapons, a goal toward which we have long been 
committed. We hope the details of the Soviet proposal will prove to represent a 
helpful step in the arms reduction process and the implementation of the joint 
statement’s call for early progress.

At first glance many elements in the new Soviet proposal appear unchanged 
from their previous proposals and cause us concern, for example, the continued 
linkage of reductions to a ban on “space-strike arms.” We believe strategic 
defenses can make a significant contribution to stability in a world free from 
nuclear weapons.

In other areas there may be some constructive steps, for example, the Soviet 
statement addressed verification measures, including on-site inspection. This 
offer, of course, needs to be translated into specifics for it to be properly 
evaluated.

Other parts of the Soviet offer also require more concrete detail, and we hope 
Soviet negotiators will explain their proposals promptly and fully in the proper 
negotiating forums.

We wish to emphasize that Geneva is the proper place for detailed explorations 
of both U.S. and Soviet proposals on nuclear and space arms. The Soviets 
mentioned ideas regarding progress in other arms control fields, such as MBFR, 
chemical weapons, and CDB. We hope they will explain their ideas fully in those 
negotiations as well.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, January 20, 1986, p. 65. The 
statement was read by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President, Larry M. 
Speakes, to reporters assembled in the Briefing Room at the White House during his daily 
press briefing, which began at 9:30 a.m.

 ̂Document 5.
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The U.S. tabled new proposals in the nuclear and space talks (NST) at the end 
of the last round,^ and we expect a further Soviet response to those proposals.

Our goal remains equitable, verifiable, and stabilizing agreements. We will 
evaluate the Soviet proposals in that light.

8. Letter From Congressman AuCoin to The 
Washington Times: Ban on Antisatellite Weapons 
Testing, January 17,1986^

My amendment prohibiting U.S. anti-satellite weapons testing against objects 
in space as long as the Soviets don’t test was signed into law a few weeks ago. 
Your Jan. 2 news article “Battle brewing over Congress’s ban on testing of anti
satellite weapons” included a leak from an unnamed “administration source” 
claiming that “the ban was passed not only to prevent the United States from 
obtaining an AS AT capability comparable to that of the Soviets but to hinder the 
testing of space defense technology.”

In fact, the ban has neither of these purposes. Its direct purpose is not to restrict 
any U.S. program, but rather to prevent the Soviets from testing and deploying 
a modem effective ASAT. Such a Soviet weapon could threaten essential U.S. 
space assets, including the satellites that would give us first warning of a Soviet 
missile attack. If we want the Soviets to do without an effective ASAT, we have 
to be willing to do the same.

To talk about “prevent[ing] the United States from obtaining an ASAT 
capability comparable to that of the Soviets” is to ignore the fact that in 1964 we 
deployed a better ASAT that the Soviets have today. We retired our system in 
1975 because the Air Force felt it wasn’t much good. This says a lot about the 
potency of the Soviet system. The issue isn’t the obsolete junk ASAT the Soviets 
have today; it’s the very lethal ASAT they could field down the road, if we allow 
testing to go ahead.

The administration should tell us why it acts as if it’s content to allow our vital 
early warning satellites—and any future space defense satellites as well—to 
become vulnerable to Soviet attack.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 902-903.
' The Washington Times, January 17, 1986. Reprinted by permission.
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9. Delhi Statement by the Independent Commission 
on Disarmament and Security Issues: Nuclear Arms 
Race, UN Role in Peacekeeping, and Regional 
Security, January 19,1986^

1. The Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues today 
concluded a three-day meeting in Delhi. The meeting was held following a 
generous invitation by the government of India. Members of the Commission 
met with the Prime Minister of India, Mr. Rajiv Gandhi.

The Commission’s discussion focused on the nuclear-arms race, the United 
Nations and its role in international peace-keeping, as well as regional security 
issues in the third world.

The imperative o f common security

2. The Commission welcomes the resumption of the dialogue between the 
United States and the Soviet Union and the recent commitments of the leaders of 
both Powers to rid the world of the threat of nuclear war and to intensify 
negotiations towards this objective. President Ronald Reagan, on the eve of the 
new round of talks, appealed for progress in the nuclear-arms negotiations.^ The 
Commission welcomes the important statement made by General Secretary 
Mikhail S. Gorbachev on 15 January 1986 outlining a three-stage programme for 
the elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000.  ̂This far-reaching and 
constructive statement, in its view, should receive the most serious attention. The 
Commission urges the two sides to come to an early agreement on concrete 
measures to halt the nuclear-arms race.

3. In the nuclear age there can be no alternative to negotiation and co-operation 
among nations. The major nuclear-weapon States share a special responsibility 
for preventing nuclear war with a full understanding that a nuclear war cannot be 
won and must never be fought. The Commission welcomes the explicit recogni
tion of this basic point of departure by the Soviet and American leaders at their 
meeting in Geneva in November of last year.

4. The Commission reiterates the basic message contained in its 1982 report 
on common security that the advent of nuclear weapons has made it impossible 
for nations to seek security at the expense of each otherThey must seek security 
together as they confront the common danger of nuclear war. They must refrain 
from seeking to achieve military superiority.

• A/41/124-S/l 7777. The Commission met under the chairmanship of Swedish Prime 
Minister Palme. Members comprised official and unofficial representatives of 15 coun
tries: Finland, FRO, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Japan, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, 
Norway, Sweden, Tanzania, U.K., U.S., USSR.

 ̂Document 4.
 ̂Document 5.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 227-256.
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Coping with the nuclear challenge

5. The Commission stressed the overriding importance of an early agreement 
about a comprehensive nuclear-test ban. No technical obstacles now stand in the 
way of verifying such an agreement. It would contribute to the efforts to stem 
nuclear proliferation and put an end to the nuclear-arms race.

In order to facilitate negotiations the nuclear-weapon States should observe a 
mutual and verifiable moratorium on nuclear-weapon tests.

6. The Commission welcomes the commitment of the United States and the 
Soviet Union “to prevent an arms race in space and to terminate it on Earth, to 
limit and reduce nuclear arms and enhance strategic stability.^” The United States 
and the Soviet Union share responsibility to prevent an arms race in space. They 
must conclude an early agreement prohibiting the development, testing and 
deployment of weapons in space or weapons which threaten objects in space. 
They must strictly observe, and refrain from any activity which violates or 
undermines, the ABM Treaty of 1972.^

7. Substantial reductions in the nuclear arms of the United States and the Soviet 
Union are necessary if the world is to turn away from the brink of nuclear 
catastrophe. The Commission welcomes the agreement which has been reached 
on the principle of 50 per cent reductions and urges the United States and the 
Soviet Union to accelerate the negotiating effort to turn the principle into an 
actual agreement. The Commission notes with satisfaction that the recent Soviet 
proposal to withdraw and dismantle the intermediate-range missiles capable of 
reaching targets in Europe comes close to the previous American so-called “zero 
option” proposal. This makes possible an early agreement eliminating these 
weapons and the Commission urges the parties not to miss this unique opportu
nity.

8. The spectre of nuclear proliferation is a constant threat to regional and global 
security. In order to preserve and strengthen the non-proliferation regime which 
was initiated with the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the 
nuclear-weapon States must reach agreement on limiting and reducing nuclear 
arms in accordance with their obligations contained in article VI of the Treaty

9. The Commission considered its proposal for the creation of a nuclear 
battlefield-weapon-free corridor in Europe and reconfirmed its conviction that 
such an arrangement would constitute an important confidence-building meas
ure which would reduce the danger of inadvertent nuclear war.®

Other arms control issues

10. The Commission took note of the progress which has been achieved in the 
Vienna talks on mutual force reductions in Central Europe, concluded that no 
substantial obstacles stand in the way of a first-phase agreement, and urged the 
parties to reach an early accord.

5 Ibid., 1985, p. 868.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201. 

Ubid., 1968, pp. 461^65.
8 Ibid., 1982, pp. 233-236.
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11. The Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in Europe has made signifi
cant and welcome progress and the Commission expressed the hope that the 
Conference will conclude an agreement on a strengthened regime of confidence- 
and security-building measures.

12. The Conmiission was informed about current efforts to create a zone free 
of chemical weapons in Europe. Such an arrangement is in consonance with the 
recommendations contained in the Commission’s report and would contribute 
significantly to peace and security in Europe. The Commission reiterates its 
conviction that the negotiations within the framework of the Geneva Conference 
on Disarmament to prohibit the production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, 
and to achieve the destruction of all those in existence, must be pursued as a 
matter of utmost urgency.

A stronger United Nations

13. The great challenges facing humanity, such as the nuclear threat, develop
ment issues, environment and resource problems, transcend national boundaries 
and ethnic and ideological barriers. They must be solved through co-operation 
among nations. Therefore, the spirit and practice of international co-operation 
needs to be strengthened. The United Nations provides the best instrument for 
international co-operation.

14. During 40 years of existence the United Nations has experienced both 
successes and set-backs. More significant than anything else is the fact that the 
United Nations has evolved into a truly global organization. It is not the 
disappointments of the past but the potential of the United Nations for the future 
that is important. If this potential is to be more fully realized it is essential to 
improve the conditions in which the United Nations operates. This is the 
responsibility of all member nations, especially of the permanent members of the 
Security Council in response to the vast changes which have taken place in world 
conditions as well as in the membership of the Organization.

15. Under the Charter of the United Nations the Security Council has the 
primary responsibility for dealing with questions of international peace and 
security. Political realities, first of all the lack of co-operation among the 
permanent members of the Security Council, have often turned it into a passive 
by-stander. It is necessary to reverse this trend. Any improvement in the present 
relationship of the permanent members of the Security Council would have an 
important effect on the effecti veness of the United Nations.

The need for leadership

16. Although the primary responsibility for the effectiveness of the Security 
Council lies with the permanent members, other nations can make an important 
contribution to strengthening the United Nations and, indeed, have the respon
sibility to do so. It has been suggested that a greater unity of purpose among other 
member States might help to overcome the difficulties often created by the 
antagonisms of the permanent members. There is a need to bring co-operative, 
world-wide leadership to bear on the constructive resolution of international 
problems which otherwise could give rise to increasingly extremist reactions. In 
the opinion of some commissioners one way might be for member governments
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from different regions to co-ordinate their effort on specific questions and to 
establish an informal “United Nations constituency” that could rally support for 
action, within the Charter, of the Security Council and of the Secretary-General.

Enhancing the United Nations role in peace-keeping

17. Events have shown that when the international community rallies behind 
the United Nations the Organization can play an effective role. The experience 
of international peace-keeping and peace-making is an example. In many cases, 
the United Nations presence has played an important stabilizing role in areas of 
tension and unrest. Building on that experience, the role of the United Nations in 
peace-keeping could be enhanced and, in the context of strengthened interna
tional leadership, certain specific measures should be considered:

(a) A more comprehensive and regular procedure in the Security Council for 
monitoring the international security situation;

(b) Earlier treatment of disputes and potential conflicts;
(c) Better integration of regional organizations in the overall international 

peace and security system;
(d) Consistent and continuous political support of United Nations peace

keeping operations by the Security Council;
(e) Stronger and more durable practical support, including financing, for 

peace-keeping and stabilizing arrangements;
(f) The mutual and complementary strengthening of conflict control (peace

keeping) and the negotiation and settlement of disputes (peace-making);
(g) The progressive development of peace-keeping techniques as regards their 

potential in other fields—for example, emergency action in disaster situations, 
or in future international arrangements to deal with terrorism following up the 
recent decisions of the Security Council and General Assembly on that problem.

Regional security in the third world

18. The Commission emphasized the importance of regional security arrange
ments in all regions. Those initiated and freely entered into by developing 
countries have a special role in contributing to the peace, security and autonomy 
of the third world. The effectiveness and staying power of regional security 
arrangements, whether based on regional organizations or ad hoc processes, 
should be greatly enhanced if they were to be linked to and supported by the 
international framework and the collective security arrangements laid out in the 
United Nations Charter. The Commission felt that the countries that enter into 
regional security arrangements might make greater use of United Nations peace
keeping mechanisms to stabilize volatile situations which threaten to deteriorate 
into armed conflict.

19. Problems of security and development in the third world are inextricably 
interlinked. Regional co-operation on social, economic and political matters is 
thus an important element of regional security. The existence of extreme poverty 
and inequity is a major source of conflict, both internal and external, in the 
developing world. Common security would be served by external Powers 
refraining from exploiting or fuelling the disruptive potential of deprivation and 
disparity, as well as by positive measures in disarmament and development to
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assist the developing countries in overcoming these problems. Restraint in the 
transfer of conventional arms within a regionally agreed framework is one 
concrete measure that may contribute to reducing tensions and should be pursued 
by multilateral and bilateral negotiations.

20. Instability in the third world is a threat to common security at the global 
level. Regional conflicts have provided platforms for broader confrontations 
involving the major Powers, even to the brink of nuclear confrontation. The 
global conmiunity has a stake in the viability of regional arrangements.

21. The Commission was encouraged by the early proposals within the context 
of the South Asian Association for Regional Co-operation to reduce potential 
conflict within the region over nuclear facilities and common natural resources. 
The expression of support from Central and other Latin American countries for 
the Contadora process was also welcomed. The continuing efforts within the 
Association of South-East Asian Nations to declare South-East Asia a zone of 
peace, freedom and neutrality was seen as a positive factor in that region. Other 
efforts in regional co-operation may similarly enhance the prospects for conmion 
security.

22. In reviewing the African scene, the Conmiission was very concerned by the 
deteriorating situation in southern Africa. The escalation of violence there is a 
direct result of South Africa’s policies of apartheid and aggression. The Com
mission called for the intensification of international efforts against the apartheid 
regime and, in particular, underscored the pressing need to impose mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa in order to augment the internal and international 
efforts geared towards the elimination of apartheid. The Commission welcomed 
regional co-operation among the countries of the Southern Africa Development 
Co-ordination Conference (SADCC) as constituting an important factor in 
promoting the development and stability of these countries, some of which are 
seriously undermined by economic dependence on and military aggression by 
South Africa. SADCC efforts at economic independence and against South 
African aggression deserve the support of the entire international conmiunity.

23. Each region has different needs and different prospects for achieving 
security and should be allowed fully to explore the potential of consensual 
solutions for regional problems. This should not, however, be seen as a justifi
cation for domination of a region by a single regional power or coalition of 
powers. The interdependence of the world economy (manifested in the debt 
crisis, the global recession and the crisis in trade and finance), the global reach 
of technology and the universal threat of environmental deterioration all under
score the need for regional solutions to be mutually consistent. The most 
important pre-condition for common security in all its dimensions is a commit
ment to international co-operation, for which the universal instrument is the 
United Nations system.
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10. Report From President Reagan to the Congress: 
Soviet Noncompiiance With Arms Control Agree
ments, February 1,1986^

F o r e w o r d

Today, many people harbor a deep concern over the Soviet Union’s cheating 
on the arms control commitments it has willfully undertaken. Soviet violations 
and probable violations—as elaborated in this report—endanger the future 
viability of the arms control process, since compliance cannot be unilateral. For 
one side (the United States) to adhere and for the other side (the Soviet Union) 
not to adhere does not constitute real arms control at all. Rather it constitutes a 
dangerous form of unilateral disarmament in the guise of bilateral arms control.

This state of affairs is not long sustainable. If arms control is to have meaning— 
if it is truly to contribute to national security and to global and regional stability— 
all parties must fully comply with the agreements they make. While we are 
scrupulously complying with all our obligations, we must also be forthright 
where the Soviets do not comply. To be serious about arms control is to be serious 
about compliance.

The United States Government has concluded^ that the USSR has violated its 
legal obligation under or political commitment to:

—the SALT I ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement;^
—the SALT II Treaty;"̂
—the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons as it reflects the rules of 

customary international law;^
—the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention;^
—the Limited Test Ban Treaty;^ and 
—the Helsinki Final Act.^

In addition, the United States Government has concluded that it is likely that the 
USSR has violated the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.^ Furthermore, the United 
States Government is concerned about the Soviet Union’s ABM and ABM-

' U.S. Amis Control and Disarmament Agency, Soviet Noncompliance, February 1, 
1986. The Foreword was signed by ACDA Director Adelman.

 ̂The President’s Report to the Congress on Soviet Noncompliance with Arms Control 
Agreements, January 23, 1984 [Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 33-34]. The 
President’s Unclassified Report to the Congress on Soviet Noncompliance with Arms 
Control Agreements, February 1, 1985 [ibid., 1985, pp. 37-40], and The President’s 
Unclassified Report to the Congress on Soviet Noncompliance with Arms Control 
Agreements, December 23, 1985 [ibid., pp. 935-953]. [Footnote in source document. 
Citations to Documents on Disarmament added.]

 ̂The texts of the Treaty and Agreement appear ibid., 1972, pp. 197-204.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

5 Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138 
Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308 (arms control portion).

Ubid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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related actions which suggest that the USSR may be preparing an ABM defense 
of its national territory.

While we remain concerned about Soviet violations of Basket I of the Helsinki 
Final Act and the Limited Test Ban Treaty, there is no unambiguous evidence of 
new 1985 Soviet violations of these two treaties. With regard to the Biological 
and Toxin Weapons Convention, or the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, 
there also is no clear evidence of new 1985 Soviet lethal attacks that meets our 
strict standards of evidence. However, the Soviets clearly remain in violation of 
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention.

The apparent removal of SS-16 equipment from Plesetsk during 1985 changes 
the status of the SS-16 which had previously been judged to have been probably 
deployed at Plesetsk in probable violation of the Soviet Union’s legal obligation 
and political commitment.

Nevertheless, the President’s Report to the Congress on Soviet Noncompli
ance With Arms Control Agreements, December 23, 1985, states:

The Soviet Union has thus far not provided explanations sufficient to 
alleviate our concerns on these issues, nor has the Soviet Union taken actions 
needed to correct existing violations. Instead, they have continued to assert 
that they are in complete compliance with their arms control obligations and 
commitments.

The U.S. Government has determined that the Soviets have violated their 
commitments in nine cases and probably violated them in others. The following 
is an abbreviated summary of the findings. Specific and precise findings on each 
issue, with explanations, are contained in the report text.

Issue Finding

ABM Treaty

1. Krasnoyarsk Radar..................................................  Violation
2. Mobility of ABM System Components..................  Potential violation
3. Concurrent Testing of ABM

and Air Defense Components.................................  Probable violation
4. ABM Capabilities of Modem SAM Systems  Evidence

insufficient to 
assess/ambiguous

5. Rapid Reload of ABM Launchers...........................  Ambiguous/serious
concern

6. ABM Territorial Defense........................................  May be preparing
prohibited defense

SALT II Treaty

1.SS-25ICBM...........................................................  Violation
2. Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicle Limits...........  Violation

/955,pp. 941-942.
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3. SS-16ICBM Deployment......................................  Probable violation/
indications of removal

4. BACKFIRE Bomber Intercontinental Operating
Capability................................................................  Inconsistent with

political commitment
5. BACKFIRE Bomber Production Rate....................  Ambiguous/Slightly

above 30 until 1984/ 
decreased to slightly 
below 30 since then

6. Encryption of Ballistic Missile Telemetry..............  Violation
7. Concealment of the Association Between an

ICBM and Its Launcher..........................................  Violation

SALT I Interim Agreement: Use of “Remaining
Facilities” at Former SS-7 Sites.................................  Violation

Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention and 1925
Geneva Protocol: Chemical, Biological and Toxin
Weapons.....................................................................  Violation

Limited Test Ban Treaty: Underground Nuclear Test 
Venting.......................................................................  Violation

Threshold Test Ban Treaty: Nuclear Testing and the
150 Kiloton Limit.......................................................  Likely violation

Helsinki Final Act: Notification of Military
Exercises.....................................................................  Violation

While these violations constitute a most disturbing pattern of Soviet behav
ior,’‘ the Soviets have adhered to many if not most provisions of the treaties to 
which they are a Party. However, selective compliance is not enough. Parties to 
agreements are required to honor all obligations and commitments.

Many Soviet violations can still be remedied. We hope they are. Over the past 
several years, however, the Soviet Union has neither provided satisfactory 
explanations nor undertaken corrective actions which would bring them into full 
compliance with their solemn arms control obligations.

The United States will continue diplomatic efforts to have the Soviet Union 
correct these problems. We have vigorously pressed, and will continue to press.

' ‘ Soviet practices were also studied in a report to the President by the General Advisory 
Committee on Arms Control, an independent Presidential advisory committee. That study 
also concluded that the Soviets had violated many arms control obligations. (Report to the 
President by the General Advisory Committee on Arms Control, “A Quarter Century of 
Soviet Compliance Practices Under Arms Control Commitments: 1950-83 (Summary),” 
October 1984.) [Footnote in source document.] A summary of the report cited here has 
been reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 715-725.
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compliance issues with the Soviets. This is done in the Standing Consultative 
Commission, the Nuclear and Space Talks, and through other diplomatic 
channels.

We will continue to try to negotiate new agreements with the Soviet Union, 
even if they are violating existing ones, for several reasons:

First, we are continuing to press the Soviet Union for clarifications, explana
tions and corrective action, and have made clear that we will consider proportion
ate and appropriate action in response to Soviet noncompliance.

Second, the U.S. believes that equitable arms reduction agreements with 
provisions that are effectively verifiable will, if complied with, enhance stability 
and security. New arms control agreements, if soundly formulated and adhered 
to, can serve U.S. interests. We should not abandon efforts to achieve agreements 
that can increase U.S. and Allied security and reduce the risk of war, provided that 
such agreements are effective and verifiable.

Third, negotiating with the Soviets does not in any way condone or ignore past 
Soviet behavior. Continuing to negotiate can give us leverage and is another way 
to try to get the Soviets to abide by existing agreements.

Compliance is an issue of widespread concem throughout the U.S. Govern
ment, in the legislative as well as executive branches and among those of all 
political persuasions. It is a truly bipartisan issue. A group of leading Democratic 
Congressmen has, for example, written the Soviet leader of its concerns over 
Soviet violations.*^ They stated “that adherence to existing treaties is a necessity 
in order for future agreements to be possible.”

Given the importance of the compliance issue and the technical nature of much 
of the material which has been written about it, the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency has prepared this unclassified report. It spells out the obligations 
and actions of the Soviet Union on its major arms control commitments, and 
where and how the U.S. Government has determined that the USSR is in 
violation. In some cases where concerns have been raised over Soviet adherence 
to specific provisions we studied the issue and have not found the Soviets in 
violation, as had been feared.

Of course, since this report is unclassified, much of the evidence presented in 
the extensive classified Presidential reports to the Congress cannot be presented 
here. We have tried to minimize the possible distortions and gaps in the evidence 
that result from the restrictions of classification and the need to protect the 
sources and methods of our verification capabilities. Moreover, the report makes 
clear that not all Soviet violations and probable violations are of equal severity, 
clarity, or impact. Indeed, while some of the individual violations have serious 
military significance others do not. Nonetheless, a continuing pattern of Soviet 
violations cannot help but have a long-term impact upon our national security.

In addition, any violation inherently carries serious implications for arms 
control. The integrity of the system and sanctity of a nation’s commitments are 
critical. So we dare not ignore even small Soviet violations much less large ones. 
Regardless of their particular military significance, violations jeopardize the

Letter by Cong. Aspin, Cong. Solarz, et al., to Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary, 
USSR, dated March 20, 1985. [Footnote in source document.]

Document 10



REAGAN REPORT, FEBRUARY 1 31

process and framework, particularly where there is a pattern of behavior. Failure 
to respond appropriately might lead the Soviets to think that they can violate their 
commitments with impunity.

Compliance is everybody’s business. The universal importance of full compli
ance was recently recognized by the United Nations. On December 12,1985, the 
General Assembly passed by a vote of 131-0 (with 16 abstentions) a resolution 
on arms control compliance which:

—urges all parties to arms limitation and disarmament agreements to comply 
with their provisions;

—calls upon those parties to consider the implications of noncompliance for 
international security and stability and for the prospects for further 
progress in the field of disarmament; and 

—appeals to all U.N. members to support efforts to resolve noncompliance 
questions “with a view toward encouraging strict observance of the 
provisions subscribed to and maintaining or restoring the integrity of arms 
limitation or disarmament agreements.”*̂

It is in this light that we offer our report to the American people, and to foreign 
audiences as well, as a useful guide while we seek to make progress in resolving 
compliance issues and in moving ahead on arms control in the future.

ABM T r e a t y

TheTreaty Between the U.S. and the USSR on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Systems (ABM Treaty) entered into force in 1972. The Protocol to the 
ABM Treaty entered into force in 1976.*'̂  The ABM Treaty is of unlimited 
duration and subject to review by the Parties at 5-year intervals.

The ABM Treaty and its Protocol ban deployment of ABM systems except that 
each Party is permitted to deploy one ABM system around the national capital 
area or, alternatively, at a single ICBM deployment area. However, the Treaty 
explicitly recognizes the existence of ABM test ranges for the development and 
testing of ABM systems or components for modernization and replacement.

1. The Krasnoyarsk Radar

Limitations on large phased-array radars are one of the core priorities of the 
ABM Treaty. Large phased-array radars constitute the most critical and the 
longest-lead time components needed for a prohibited territorial ABM system. 
The ABM Treaty permits the deployment of new large phased-array radars 
(LPARs) as:

a. ABM radars within the ABM deployment area;
b. ABM radars at one of the current or additionally agreed ABM test ranges;
c. radars for early warning of strategic ballistic missile attack provided that 

they are located along the periphery of the deploying Party’s national territory 
and are oriented outward;

d. radars used for the purpose of tracking objects in outer space; and

General Assembly resolution 40/94 L. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 229-231.
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e. radars used as national technical means (NTM) of verification.
“Deploy” as used in Article VI of the ABM Treaty means to site or locate at 

a particular location. Initiation of the construction of a prohibited radar would 
constitute a violation of the Treaty.

The United States has detected construction of a large phased-array radar in the 
interior of the USSR near Krasnoyarsk. It is not located within the permitted 
ABM deployment area, and it is not located at an agreed ABM test range. The 
radar is over 700 kilometers from the USSR’s nearest border—the border with 
Mongolia. The Krasnoyarsk radar is not directed outward toward the Mongolian 
border but, rather, looks inward toward the Soviet Union’s northeast border— 
4,600 kilometers away. It thus overlooks a large portion of the Soviet Union and 
from there toward Alaska and beyond. The radar is of a type previously 
characterized by the Soviet government as a radar for the early warning of missile 
attacks.

The Soviets claim that the Krasnoyarsk radar is for space tracking and NTM. 
The claim is not credible. To place that claim in perspective requires comparing 
the Krasnoyarsk radar’s capabilities with the requirements for those missions and 
with existing Soviet capabilities.

There are two fundamental tasks a radar designed for tracking of space objects 
should perform: (1) early satellite detection; and (2) accurate satellite tracing.

If the role of the Krasnoyarsk radar were primarily satellite tracking, it should 
be appropriately designed and oriented to improve the accuracy of the existing 
system of Soviet satellite tracking radars. It is not so designed or oriented. Its 
contribution to tracking was analyzed for many different cases of possible U.S. 
and Soviet satellite launches and orbits. In no case that we have analyzed did the 
radar at Krasnoyarsk contribute significantly to the satellite tracking accuracy 
that was already available from existing Soviet radars. Indeed, in most cases it 
contributes very little or nothing to existing Soviet space tracking capabilities.

The Krasnoyarsk radar’ s orientation is far from that optimal for space tracking; 
it cannot be used to track current Soviet spacecraft during their initial (“inser
tion”) portion of flight. Its most useful area of space coverage is already largely 
within the view of other more appropriately designed radars. In sum, it is not 
plausible that the Krasnoyarsk radar is for space tracking. In fact, we think the 
Soviets would certainly not build an expensive and ineffectively designed radar 
for this purpose to gain only a marginal increase in space-track capability.

To perform in an NTM role a radar should have the capability to monitor testing 
or deployment of U.S. systems limited by treaty. The capabilities, location and 
orientation of the Krasnoyarsk radar preclude this function.

The radar under construction near Krasnoyarsk in Siberia is disturbing for both 
political and military reasons. Politically, the radar demonstrates that the Soviets 
are capable of violating arms control obligations and commitments even when 
they are negotiating with the United States or when they know we will detect a 
violation. The 1972 ABM Treaty prohibits the Soviets from siting an ABM radar, 
or siting and orienting a ballistic missile detection and tracking radar, as the 
Krasnoyarsk radar is sited and oriented.

Militarily, the Krasnoyarsk radar violation goes to the heart of the ABM 
Treaty. Large phased-array radars (LPARs) like that under construction near
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Krasnoyarsk were recognized during the ABM Treaty negotiations as the critical, 
long leadtime element of a nationwide ABM defense.

The Krasnoyarsk radar is well located for ballistic missile warning, attack 
assessment and ABM target acquisition and tracking. Its location provides better 
impact prediction data for much of the central USSR (for example, for ICBM 
sites) than locations along the northeastern coast. It could have major signifi
cance if it is part of a large scale future Soviet ABM deployment. This new radar 
closes the final gap in the combined HEN HOUSE and new large phased-array 
radar warning and tracking network. Together, this radar and the five others like 
it form an arc of coverage from the Kola Peninsula in the northwest, around 
Siberia, to the Caucasus in the Southwest. Its orientation and function indicate it 
is for ballistic missile detection and tracking—not space object tracking and 
NTM as claimed by the Soviets.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that the new large phased-array radar under 
construction at Krasnoyarsk constitutes a violation of legal obligations under the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 in that in its associated siting, orientation, 
and capability, it is prohibited by this Treaty. Continuing construction and the 
absence of credible alternative explanations have reinforced our assessment of 
its purposes. Despite U.S. requests, no corrective action has been taken. This and 
other ABM-related activities suggest that the USSR may be preparing an ABM 
defense of its national territory.

2. Mobility of ABM System Components

The ABM Treaty explicitly prohibits the development, testing, or deployment 
of mobile land-based ABM systems or components, including ABM interceptor 
missiles, ABM launchers, and ABM radars. The term “mobile” used in the Treaty 
describes components which can be readily transported from one place to another 
as well as components designed to be moved frequently during their service life, 
even if these components are not mobile in the sense of having wheels or being 
self-propelled. If readily transportable components were developed, it was 
feared that they could be used to deploy rapidly a nationwide-ABM system which 
is prohibited by the Treaty.

In evaluating whether an ABM component is “mobile” the ability of that 
component to be easily moved is more important than how many times a party 
has in fact moved it. Whether or not a component is mobile depends on how much 
time is necessary to relocate it and reestablish a fully operational capability. 
Judgments of the mobility of Soviet ABM components can be made without the 
component ever in fact being moved.

The testing or deployment of even a single mobile land-based ABM compo
nent would constitute a violation of the ABM Treaty.

The Soviet ABM program includes development and testing of interceptor 
missiles, the launchers for those missiles and associated radars. The Soviets have 
tested ABM components that are apparently designed so that they could be 
relocated in months rather than in terms of the years required to deploy fixed land- 
based systems.
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The concern is that by using mobile components the Soviets could deploy a 
large number of ABM launchers by the early 1990s, if they make such a decision 
soon. Such deployments could have significant adverse impacts on the military 
balance.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that evidence of Soviet actions with respect to 
ABM component mobility is ambiguous, but that the USSR’s development and 
testing of components of an ABM system, which apparently are designed to be 
deployable at sites requiring relatively limited site preparation, represents a 
potential violation of its legal obligation under the ABM Treaty. This and other 
ABM-related Soviet actions suggest that the USSR may be preparing an ABM 
defense of its national territory.

3. Concurrent Testing of ABM and Air Defense Components

Under the ABM Treaty, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed that they 
would not give missiles, launchers, or radars, that were developed for other 
purposes, e.g., for air defense, the capability to counter strategic ballistic missiles 
or their elements in flight trajectory nor to test them in an ABM mode.

Subsequent to the 1972 signing of the ABM Treaty, the U.S. obtained data 
indicating that the Soviet Union might be developing an ABM capability with 
non-ABM components by conducting tests involving the concurrent operation of 
non-ABM and ABM components. The U.S. then expressed its concern about 
these tests to the Soviet Union and the tests of that kind appeared to stop. 
However, after another relatively brief period, the U.S. again obtained data that 
raised concem. Following renewed detailed discussion with the Soviets, the 
United States and the Soviet Union agreed in the 1970s to prohibit concurrent 
testing of air defense components and ABM system components at the same test 
range. However, even after this agreement, concurrent operations appeared to 
resume.

Both the U.S. and the USSR understood that air defense radars, when operated 
for air defense purposes or to ensure the safety of the range or as instrumentation 
radars for permitted purposes, would not be in violation of a prohibition on 
concurrent testing.

The many occasions when Soviet ABM and SAM radars were operating at 
about the same time, as well as the fact that these activities have persisted over 
the past decade, are themselves a basis for concem. This concem is heightened 
by the unsatisfactory response of the Soviets to U.S. requests for explanations and 
corrective actions. For these activities not to be violations one must accept that 
on each and every occasion SAM radar operation was for defense or safety of the 
range or as instrumentation equipment for permitted purposes. We have strong 
circumstantial evidence of improper Soviet concurrent testing of SAM and ABM 
radars.
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Finding

The U.S. Government judges that the evidence of Soviet actions with respect 
to concurrent operations is insufficient fully to assess compliance with Soviet 
obligations under the ABM Treaty. However, the Soviet Union has conducted 
tests that have involved air defense radars in ABM-related activities. The large 
number and consistency over time, of incidents of concurrent operation of ABM 
and SAM components, plus Soviet failure to accommodate fully U.S. concerns, 
indicate the USSR probably has violated the prohibition on testing SAM 
components in an ABM mode. In several cases this may be highly probable. This 
and other such Soviet activities suggest the USSR may be preparing an ABM 
defense of its national territory.

4. ABM Capabilities of Modern Surface-to-air Missile (SAM) Systems

The ABM Treaty sets forth two separate prohibitions on SAM systems— n̂ot 
to give such systems capabilities to counter strategic ballistic missiles and not to 
test such systems in an ABM mode.

When the ABM Treaty was negotiated, the potential ABM capability of air 
defense systems was a major concem. Clearly, the phrase “capabilities to 
counter” as used in the ABM Treaty was intended to have the ordinary meaning 
of “blocking’' or “stopping” a reentry vehicle. In the context of the ABM Treaty 
giving a SAM system “capabilities to counter strategic ballistic missiles” meant 
giving them actual ABM capabilities.

Since virtually any air defense missile system has some level of ABM 
capability, the Treaty was not intended to preclude an incidental or insignificant 
ABM capability, but rather a meaningful or significant capability. Such a 
determination must ultimately be a factual determination taking into account the 
military significance of whatever ABM capability is present.

The IJ.S. believes that a SAM would be tested in an ABM mode if, for example, 
while guided by a radar, it was flight tested against a target vehicle which has a 
flight trajectory with characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile flight trajec
tory.

The key Soviet SAM system of concem is the SA-X-12, although concerns 
have existed about other Soviet air-defense systems. The SA-X-12 can engage 
tactical ballistic missiles in flight. Such a system with Anti-Tactical Ballistic 
Missile (ATBM) capabilities could have many of the features one would expect 
to see designed into an ABM system, possibly giving it capabilities to intercept 
some types of strategic ballistic missile RVs. The SA-X-12 system is also 
mobile, further increasing our concems.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that the evidence of Soviet actions with respect 
to SAM upgrade is insufficient to assess compliance with the Soviet Union’s 
obligations under the ABM Treaty. However, this and other ABM-related 
activities suggest that the USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of its national 
territory.
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5. Rapid Reload of ABM Launchers

The ABM Treaty limits the number of deployed ABM interceptor launchers 
and deployed ABM missiles, but does not limit the number of interceptor missiles 
that both sides can build and stockpile. The capability of the 100 deployed ABM 
launchers permitted by the Treaty could therefore be increased by stocking more 
than one interceptor missile per launcher and providing each launcher with a 
reload capability. The Treaty prohibits the development, testing or deployment 
of “automatic or semi-automatic or other similar systems for rapid reload” of the 
permitted launchers.

The two categories of Soviet actions relevant here are discussed on the 
following page.

Reload and Refire Activity: Galosh

The test launchers for the Galosh ABM interceptor missiles, which are 
deployed around Moscow, are at the Sary Shagan Missile Test Range. Galosh 
interceptor missiles are loaded into above-ground launchers apparently using 
conventional equipment.

The Soviets demonstrated a reload and refire time for the Galosh of much less 
than a day.

Reload Activity: A Different ABM Interceptor at Sary Shagan

The only known test launchers for the high acceleration interceptor missile, 
similar to the U.S. Sprint missile developed for the inactive Safeguard ABM 
system, are at Sary Shagan.

Like the Galosh, the Soviets have demonstrated that a launcher for this missile 
can be reloaded in much less than a day.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges, on the basis of the evidence available, that the 
USSR’s actions with respect to the rapid reload of ABM launchers constitute an 
ambiguous situation as concerns its legal obligations under the ABM Treaty not 
to develop systems for rapid reload. The Soviet Union's reload capabilities are 
a serious concern. These and other ABM-related Soviet activities suggest the 
USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of its national territory.

6. ABM Territorial Defense

The ABM Treaty includes the obligation “. . .  not to deploy ABM systems for 
a defense of the territory of its country and not to provide a base for such a 
defense . . .” The prohibition on the defense of “the territory of its country” means 
a ban on the ABM defense of the Party’s national territory, which is the central 
purpose of the Treaty, as distinct from defending a specifically allowed region, 
such as Moscow. \^ i le  the size of the territory that must be defended to 
constitute a territorial defense was not defined, this is considered to mean a 
defense of all or a large portion of the country.
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The Soviet Union has conducted a number of ABM activities, or activities that 
can be characterized as ABM-related. The totality of these activities has created 
concerns within the U.S. about Soviet deployment of a territorial ABM defense. 
These include:

—the construction of several large phased-array radars, including the radar 
at Krasnoyarsk, which might constitute deployment of the major long 
lead-time components of a nationwide-ABM defense;

— t̂he apparent testing and development of components required for an ABM 
system which could be deployed to a site in months rather than years; 

—the numerous incidents of concurrent operations of air defense compo
nents and ABM components that indicate the probable testing of air 
defense components in an ABM mode;

—the development of a modem air defense system, the SA-X-12, which 
may have some ABM capabilities; and 

—the demonstration of an ability to reload ABM launchers and to refire the 
interceptor missile in a period of time shorter than previously noted.

Soviet construction of new large phased-array radars (LPARs), which could 
support an ABM system by providing detection and tracking, and the illegal 
appearance of one of these radars—at Krasnoyarsk deep in the interior of the 
Soviet Union—increases concern about the Soviet Union’s capability for ABM 
“break-out.” Such large phased-array radars could constitute the production and 
deployment of long lead-time components of a nation-wide defense. These 
Soviet LPARs are far more powerful and capable than U.S. ballistic missile early 
waming LPARs.

The apparent testing and development of the components required for an ABM 
system which could be deployed to a site in months rather than years could also 
contribute to ABM “breakout.” In addition, the probable testing of air defense 
components in an ABM mode and the potential ABM capability of a modem 
surface-to-air missile system raises further concems that the Soviet Union may 
be preparing an ABM defense of its national territory. If Soviet air defense 
components were given ABM capabilities as a result of these activities, then such 
a development would provide another route for ABM “break-out.” Soviet air 
defense components are rapidly deployable and their effectiveness could be 
enhanced by the inherent capabilities of LPARs.

Soviet deployment of an ABM territorial defense contrary to the ABM Treaty 
would have profound implications for Westem security and the vital East-West 
strategic balance. A unilateral Soviet territorial ABM capability acquired in 
violation of the ABM Treaty could erode our deterrent and leave doubts about its 
credibility. Such capability might encourage the Soviets to take increased risks 
in crises, thus degrading crisis stability.

Finding

The U.S. Govemment judges that the aggregate of the Soviet Union’s ABM 
and ABM-related actions (e.g., radar constmction, concurrent testing, SAM 
upgrade, ABM rapid reload and ABM mobility) suggests that the USSR may be 
preparing an ABM defense of its national territory.
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SALT II T r e a t y

The primary goal of the SALT II Agreement of 1979 was to replace the 1972 
Interim Agreement with a long-term comprehensive treaty providing broad 
limits on strategic offensive weapons systems. The principal U.S. objectives 
were to provide for equal numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles for the 
sides, to begin the process of reduction of these delivery vehicles, and to impose 
restraints on qualitative developments which could threaten future stability.

SALT II was signed in June 1979, but was withdrawn from Senate considera
tion following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and has not been ratified. In 
1981, the United States made clear to the Soviet Union its intention not to ratify 
the SALT II Treaty. Prior to the formal clarification of the U.S. position in 1981, 
both nations were obligated under customary intemational law not to take actions 
which would defeat the object and purpose of the signed, but unratified. Treaty. 
Any such Soviet actions prior to 1981 are violations of legal obligations. Since
1981, the United States has observed a political commitment to refrain from 
actions that undercut the SALT II Treaty so long as the Soviet Union shows equal 
restraint. In 1982 the Soviets told us they would abide by the SALT II Treaty. 
Soviet actions inconsistent with this commitment are violations of their political 
commitment with respect to the SALT II Treaty.

Seven SALT II issues are included in this unclassified report: the testing and 
deployment of the SS-25 ICBM, strategic nuclear delivery vehicle limits, the 
deployment of the SS-16 ICBM, BACKFIRE bomber intercontinental operating 
capability, BACKFIRE bomber production rate, the encryption of telemetry, and 
the concealment of the association between and ICBM and its launcher.

1. SS-25 ICBM

In an attempt to constrain the modernization and proliferation of new, more 
capable types of ICBMs, the provisions of SALT II permit each side to “flight test 
and deploy” just one new type of “lighf ’ ICBM. A new type is defined as one that 
differs from an existing type by more than 5 percent in length, largest diameter, 
launch-weight, throw-weight, or differs in number of stages or propellant type 
(i.e., liquid or solid).

In addition, it was agreed that no ICBM of an existing type with a post-boost 
vehicle and a single reentry vehicle (RV) would be flight-tested or deployed 
whose reentry vehicle is less than 50 percent of the throw-weight of that ICBM. 
This provision was designed to limit the capability to break out of Treaty limits 
rapidly by quickly converting missiles with a single RV to missiles with multiple 
independently-targeted reentry vehicles (MIRV).

The SALT II Treaty permits each Party to use various methods of transmitting 
telemetric information during testing, including encryption, but bans deliberate 
denial of telemetry, such as through encryption, whenever such denial impedes 
verification.

The SS-25, a clear and irreversible violation of the Soviet Union’s SALT II 
commitment, also has important political and military implications. Testing and 
deployment of this missile violates a central provision of the SALT II Treaty, 
which was intended to limit the number of new ICBMs.
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The Soviets have declared the SS-X-24, a large MIRVed solid propellant 
ICBM approximately the size of the U.S. MX ICBM, to be their allowed one 
“new type” ICBM. The Soviets have, in addition, flight tested and started to 
deploy the SS-25 ICBM, a small, solid propellant three-stage ICBM approxi
mately the size of the U.S. Minuteman ICBM. At least 45 mobile SS-25 have 
now been deployed.

The Soviets have falsely asserted that the SS-25 is an allowed modification of 
the SS-13 ICBM. The SS-25 has the same number of stages (three) and the same 
propellant type (solid) as the SS-13. However, analysis indicates that the throw- 
weights of the SS-25 and SS-13 differ by considerably more than the 5 percent 
allowed for modernized missiles.

This analysis also showed that the weight of the SS-25 RV is definitely less 
than 50 percent of the missile’s throw-weight.

The SS-25 is mobile and could be made more lethal by modifying it to carry 
more than a single warhead. Most worrisome is the technical argument by which 
the Soviets sought to justify the SS-25, for it might be applied to additional 
prohibited new types of ICBMs in the future.

Findings

Second New Type—Testing and Deployment

The U.S. Government judges, based on convincing evidence about the SS-25, 
that the throw-weight of the Soviet SS-25 exceeds by more than 5 percent the 
throw-weight of the Soviet SS-13 ICBM and cannot therefore be considered a 
permitted modernization of the SS-13 as the Soviets claim. The SS-25 is a 
prohibited second “new type” of ICBM and its testing, in addition to the testing 
of the SS-X-24 ICBM, thereby is a violation of the Soviet Union’s political 
commitment to observe the “new type” provision of the SALT II Treaty. The 
deployment of this missile during 1985 constitutes a further violation of the 
SALT II prohibition on a second “new type’' of ICBM.

RV-to-Throw-Weight Ratio:

The U.S. Government concludes that if we were to accept the Soviet argument 
that the SS-25 is not a prohibited “new type” of ICBM, it would be a violation 
of their political commitment to observe the SALT II provision which prohibits 
the testing of such an existing ICBM with a single reentry vehicle whose weight 
is less than 50 percent of the throw-weight of the ICBM.

Encryption:

The U.S. Government judges that telemetry encryption during tests of the 
SS-25 is illustrative of the deliberate impeding of verification of compliance in 
violation of the USSR’s political commitment.

Despite U.S. requests for explanations and corrective actions with regard to the 
SS-25 ICBM-related activities, Soviet actions continue unchanged, and the 
Soviet Union has proceeded to deployment of this missile.
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2. Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicle Limits

Upon entry into force of the SALT II Treaty each Party was to undertake to 
limit the number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs)—ICBM launch
ers, SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, and air-to-surface ballistic missiles—to 
an aggregate number not to exceed 2,400. Thereafter the aggregate was to be 
further reduced to 2,250 SNDVs. At the time of the signing of the SALT II Treaty 
the Soviet Union and United States agreed in a Memorandum of Understanding 
that as of November 1,1978 the Soviet Union’s aggregate number of SNDVs was 
2,504.

Since the Treaty has never entered into force, the Soviets have never been 
under an obligation to reduce their SNDVs to 2,400 from the 2,504 listed in the 
Memorandum of Understanding that is a part of SALT II, nor have they ever been 
obligated to the later reduction to 2,250 also scheduled by the Treaty.

The Soviet commitment to abide by SALT II brought with it a new standard 
forjudging what actions must be undertaken with respect to SALT II. Under this 
commitment, the Treaty must be adhered to except for certain time-limited or 
specified provisions.

The logic of the U.S. and the USSR’s agreement to “abide by” SALT II 
assumes that some numerical ceiling on SNDVs exists, even though there was no 
explicit agreement between the U.S. and the USSR on the numerical value of 
such a ceiling. In order to compensate for the introduction of new SNDVs into 
its inventory, the Soviet Union could remove existing SNDVs by dismantling or 
destroying them. They could do so by utilizing the SALT I Interim Agreement 
Protocol for ICBMs. In the case of heavy bombers, the Soviets may use the agreed 
portions of the draft SALT II Protocol for Dismantling or Destruction as an ad 
hoc guide.

The question at issue is whether any increase in SNDVs above 2,504 is 
consistent with the Soviet Union’s political commitment to abide by the SALT II 
Treaty.

At the time SALT II was signed (June 1979) the Soviet Union had 2,504 
SNDVs. When the U.S. informed the Soviets in September 1981 that it would not 
seek to ratify SALT II, we believe the Soviets had about the number of SNDVs 
it had in June 1979. Thus their action during this period appears consistent with 
their obligation. At the time they agreed to “abide by” the Treaty in 1982, the 
Soviets had a few more SNDVs than in June 1979.

The Soviet Union increased the number of SALT-accountable strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs) in its arsenal from the 2,504 that it had as of 
June 18,1979, when SALT II was signed, to more than 2,520 by the fall of 1984.

By December 31, 1984, additional SNDVs had become SALT accountable. 
Also, during the last several months of 1984 the Soviet Union destroyed a number 
of launchers of the SS-11 ICBM. We believe these launchers were destroyed to 
compensate for the deployment of the SS-25 ICBM; the destruction did not 
compensate for the production of new BEAR H bombers that originally placed 
the SNDV aggregate over 2,504.

During 1985, the Soviets continued to deploy SS-25s and destroy old SS-11 
launchers. In addition, more new BEAR H cruise missile-carrying bombers were 
deployed and some older heavy bombers were destroyed. The net effect of these
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Soviet actions was to maintain their SNDV count at a level above the 2,504 
allowed. While the SNDV aggregate varied from near 2,504 to approximately 
2,540 during the last year, on November 30,1985 (the cutoff date for this report) 
the best U.S. estimate of Soviet SNDVs was approximately 2,520.

The Preamble and Article I of the SALT II Treaty make clear that the 
fundamental objective of the Treaty is to place limits on strategic offensive arms. 
Article III places such limits on SNDVs and, when the Soviet Union made its 
political commitment to abide by SALT II, it committed itself not to act 
inconsistently with the fundamental objective of the Treaty.

Finding

The U.S. Government interprets the Soviet commitment to abide by SALT II 
as including the existence of a cap on SNDVs—at the level of 2,504 existing at 
the time SALT II was signed (June 1979). The Soviet Union has deployed 
SNDVs above the 2,504 cap in violation of its political commitment under 
SALT II. Such activity is indicative of a Soviet policy inconsistent with this 
political commitment.

3. SS-16ICBM Deployment

During the negotiation of the SALT II Treaty, there was concern that land- 
based launchers for ballistic missiles which were not considered strategic 
missiles and, therefore, were not limited by the Treaty, could be converted into 
launchers for the strategic missiles which were limited.

Between 1972 and 1976, the Soviet Union flight-tested the SS-16, a three- 
stage, solid-propellant, single-RV ICBM from the Plesetsk Missile Test Center 
in the USSR. The SS-16 missile is closely related to the SS-20, an intermediate 
range ballistic missile (IRBM). The U.S. was concerned that the SS-20, which 
was unconstrained by the SALT II Treaty, could be converted from an IRBM to 
an ICBM with a range of 5,500 KM or more. Distinguishing between SS-16 and 
SS-20 deployments would thus be very difficult. To preclude this situation from 
arising, the U.S., in negotiating the SALT II Treaty, obtained agreement from the 
Soviets not to produce, test, or deploy ICBMs of the SS-16 type. Further the 
Soviets agreed not to produce the SS-16’s third stage, reentry vehicle or “other 
appropriate device” (post-boost vehicle) for targeting the missile ’ s single reentry 
vehicle.

In assessing whether the SS-16 is deployed at Plesetsk, we have focused on the 
question of whether it can be established that the SS-16 ICBM has been 
maintained in a functioning state and thus could be made ready for launch in a 
short period of time. During the 1976-1978 time period, after SS-16 flight tests 
had been discontinued, modification and expansion of mobile missile facilities 
at sites historically associated with the SS-16 at Plesetsk were conducted by the 
Soviet Union. Subsequent to this, we have observed activity at these sites 
suggesting SS-16 deployment. That activity was extensively analyzed. As a 
result of this analysis we conclude that the Soviets probably deployed SS-16 
missiles at Plesetsk until 1985.

Soviet activity at Plesetsk during 1985 would seem to indicate that SS-16s 
present there were probably removed. In places previously associated with the
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SS-16, there is some evidence that equipment associated with a different ICBM 
has been introduced.

Finding

While the evidence is somewhat ambiguous and we cannot reach a definitive 
conclusion, the U.S. Government found the activities at Plesetsk to be a probable 
violation of the USSR’s legal obligation and political commitment under SALT
II. Soviet activity in the past year seems to indicate the probable removal of 
SS-16 equipment and introduction of equipment associated with a different 
ICBM.

4. BACKFIRE Bomber Intercontinental Operating Capability

At the signing of SALT II, the USSR gave the U.S. assurances about the 
BACKFIRE bomber’s intercontinental operating capability. The Soviet state
ment of June 16,1979 read, in pertinent part, as follows: “The Soviet side informs 
the US side that the Soviet “Tu-22M” airplane, called ‘BACKFIRE’ in the USA, 
is a medium-range bomber, and that it does not intend to give this airplane the 
capability of operating at intercontinental distances. In this connection, the 
Soviet side states that it will not increase the radius of action of this airplane in 
such a way as to enable it to strike targets on the territory of the USA. Nor does 
it intend to give it such a capability in any other manner, including by in-flight 
refueling...

This Soviet statement is an integral part of the SALT II agreement and the U.S. 
considers it to be incorporated in the Soviet Union’s political commitment to 
abide by SALTIL

During the Senate ratification hearings (August 15,1979) on the Treaty, it was 
stated that “Similarly, other changes in current BACKFIRE practices such as 
deployment of a tanker force for the BACKFIRE or regular use of Long-Range 
Aviation Arctic staging bases, would call into question the Soviet statement on 
giving the BACKFIRE a capability against the United States.”

Prior to the signing of SALT II, Soviet BACKFIRE bombers deployed to 
Arctic bases a number of times. In recent years Soviet BACKFIRE aircraft again 
deployed to military bases in the Arctic. They remained there for several days and 
later departed.

The U.S. view of the Soviet commitment not to give the BACKFIRE an 
intercontinental capacity against the U.S. includes Soviet foregoing of the 
movement of BACKFIRE bombers to Arctic staging bases within range of the 
U.S. when such staging could be construed as training for operational use of such 
bases. If so staged, such bombers, under certain conditions, could attack some 
areas in the U.S. even without aerial refueling.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that the temporary deployment of BACKFIREs 
to Arctic bases is cause for concern and continued careful monitoring. By such

Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 188-189.
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temporary deployment of BACKFIREs, the Soviet Union acted in a manner 
inconsistent with its political commitment in the June 1979 BACKFIRE state
ment not to give BACKFIRE the capability to strike targets on the territory of the 
United States.

5. BACKFIRE Production Rate

The U.S. was willing to exempt the BACKFIRE from SALT II restraints only 
if the USSR were to agree to place certain restrictions on the production, use and 
deployment of the BACKFIRE bomber.

The Soviet Union, in a unilateral statement which is appended to the SALT II 
Treaty, specifically stated “that it will not increase the production rate of this 
airplane as compared to the present rate.”*̂ Secretary Vance’s June 21, 1979, 
“Letter of Submittal” to the Senate states further that “President Brezhnev 
confirmed that the Soviet BACKFIRE production rate would not exceed 30 per 
year.”*̂

These Soviet statements are viewed as binding the Soviets not to increase the 
production rate of the BACKFIRE compared to the production rate in 1979 and 
to be a part of the Soviet political commitment to abide by SALT II.

Our estimates of annual production are based on an examination of all data and 
consideration of the entire BACKFIRE production run, not solely on the 
information available during any given year.

We believe the data indicate an essentially constant production rate at slightly 
more than 30 aircraft per year through the end of 1983. Since that time the annual 
BACKFIRE production rate appears to have decreased to slightly less than 30 
aircraft per year.

The compliance question with respect to BACKFIRE production is then, 
primarily a question of fact, not obligation. Have the Soviets increased the 
production rate of the BACKFIRE compared to the rate of the time SALT II was 
signed, and have they produced more than 30 BACKFIREs per year since signing 
SALT II?

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that the Soviet Union is obligated to produce no 
more than 30 BACKFIRE bomber aircraft per year. There are ambiguities 
concerning the data. However, there is evidence that the Soviet BACKFIRE 
production was constant at slighdy more than 30 per year until 1984, and 
decreased since that time to slightly below 30 per year.

6. Encryption of Ballistic Missile Telemetry

The SALT II Treaty prohibits deliberate concealment measures that impede 
verification of adherence to the treaty provisions by national technical means. 
While the Treaty permits each party to use various methods of transmitting 
telemetric information during testing, including encryption, the deliberate denial

Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 188-189. 
Ibid., p. 244.
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of telemetric information, whenever such denial impedes the verification of 
compliance with the provisions of the Treaty, is specifically prohibited by the 
SALT II Treaty.

The Soviets have been heavily encrypting telemetry broadcasts during tests of 
strategic ballistic missiles, thereby impeding U.S. verification of compliance 
with the SALT II Treaty.

Since the SALT I agreement in 1972, Soviet encryption and concealment 
activities have become more extensive and disturbing. These activities, Soviet 
responses on these issues, and Soviet failure to take the corrective actions which 
the United States has repeatedly requested, are indicative of a Soviet attitude 
contrary to the fundamentals of sound arms control agreements. Soviet encryp
tion and concealment activities present special obstacles to maintaining existing 
arms control agreements, undermine the political confidence necessary for 
concluding new treaties, and underscore the necessity that any new agreement be 
effectively verifiable. Soviet noncompliance, as documented in current and past 
Administration reports and exemplified by the encryption and concealment 
issues, has made verification and compliance pacing elements of arms control 
today.

Finding

The U.S. Government concludes that Soviet encryption practices constitute a 
violation of a legal obligation under SALT II prior to 1981 and a violation of their 
political commitment since 1982. The nature and extent of such encryption of 
telemetry on new ballistic missiles, despite U.S. requests for corrective action, 
continues to be an example of deliberately impeding verification of compliance 
in violation of this Soviet political commitment.

7. Concealment of Missile/Launcher Association

Article XV of the SALT II Treaty prohibits “deliberate concealment measures 
which impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the 
provisions of this Treaty.” This obligation is further clarified in a Common 
Understanding that states that Article XV applies to all provisions of the Treaty 
and “includes the obligation not to use deliberate concealment measures associ
ated with testing, including those measures aimed at concealing the association 
between ICBMs and launchers during testing.”

The commentary of Secretary of State Cyrus Vance on this provision of the 
SALT II Treaty provides, as examples of deliberate concealment measures, 
“camouflage, decoys, or encryption of telemetry. . . ” The Vance analysis states:

Also the Common Understanding notes that the prohibition includes meas
ures intended to conceal the association between ICBMs and their launchers 
during testing. For example, this would prohibit the kinds of covered 
facilities employed at a Soviet test range several years ago which impeded 
our ability to associate the SS-16 ICBM with its launcher.’̂

'8 Ibid., p. 275.
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In order to determine the relationship between ICBMs and their launchers, it 
is necessary to observe the ICBM or its canister, and its launcher, and to 
determine whether or not these are “associated” (e.g., whether the launcher can 
launch and has launched the missile). This is necessary because under the Treaty 
a launcher becomes accountable as a MIRVed or non-MIRVed launcher based 
upon the type of missile it has launched. Thus, there is a requirement under the 
Treaty to distinguish between MIRVed and non-MIRVed ICBM launchers. In 
order to count launchers it is necessary to identify them and differentiate them 
from launchers of missiles that are not limited by the Treaty—IRBM launchers, 
for example. This again creates a requirement that the launcher be observed 
during the testing period and that it be verified that that particular type of launcher 
actually launched a specific ballistic missile.

A statement by the Soviet Government that the SS-25 has a mobile launcher 
is not sufficient to relieve the Soviet Union of the obligation not to impede the 
verification of the relationship of an ICBM to its launcher. Soviet actions with 
respect to the SS-25 clearly have had that effect. They represent deliberate 
concealment activities, the object of which is to deny association of the missile 
and its launcher by the denial of the observation of both.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges Soviet activities related to the SS-25 to be a 
violation of the Soviet Union’s political commitment to abide by the SALT II 
Treaty provision prohibiting concealment of the association between a missile 
and its launcher during testing.

SALT I I n t e r im  A g r e e m e n t

The SALT I Interim Agreement on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
entered into force between the United States and Soviet Union in 1972. Disman
tling procedures implementing the Interim Agreement were concluded in 1974. 
The Interim Agreement, by its own terms, was of limited duration and expired 
as a legally binding document in 1977. The applicability of the Interim Agree
ment to the actions of both Parties has, however, been extended through a series 
of mutual political commitments, including the President’s May 31, 1982 
statement, that the United States would refrain from actions which would 
undercut existing strategic arms agreements so long as the Soviet Union shows 
equal restraint.The President stated, in his June 10,1985 message to Congress 
“that the United States will continue to refrain from undercutting existing 
strategic arms agreements to the extent that the Soviet Union exercises compa
rable restraint and provided that the Soviet Union actively pursues arms reduc
tion agreements in the currently ongoing nuclear and space talks in Geneva.” ®̂ 
The Soviets have told us that they would abide by the SALT I Interim Agreement 
and SALT II. Any actions by the USSR inconsistent with this commitment are 
violations of its political commitment with respect to the Interim Agreement and 
its implementing procedures.

1982, p. 332. 
^Ubid.,1985, p. 334.
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Use of “Remaining Facilities” at Former SS-7 Sites

The SALT I Interim Agreement and its procedures prohibit the Parties from 
using for the storage, support, or launch of ICBMs certain facilities remaining at 
dismantled or destroyed ICBM sites (such as SS-7 ICBM sites). The prohibitions 
were devised to prevent the rapid reactivation of such sites.

The Soviets deactivated their SS-7 ICBM sites in the 1970s in compensation 
for new systems introduced. The launch facilities were destroyed in accordance 
with the prescribed procedures. However, a number of missile support facilities 
were left standing.

Thus, according to the SALT I Interim Agreement and its procedures, there are 
two major criteria for determining whether the use of the structures remaining at 
the former SS-7 sites would be a violation. The particular structure must meet the 
definition of a facility whose use for storage, support, or launch of ICBMs is 
prohibited.

The use of remaining facilities in violation of its political commitment to abide 
by the Interim Agreement would save the Soviet Union the cost of building 
additional facilities of the same or similar type to support the SS-25.

Construction activity during 1984 and 1985 at some of the former SS-7 sites 
gave cause for concern that the Soviet Union might incorporate remaining 
facilities into the operations area for the new SS-25 ICBM. Evidence obtained 
during 1985 at some of these sites involving deployment of the SS-25 indicates 
that remaining facilities are used to support deployment and operation of the new 
Soviet ICBM, the SS-25, which is itself also a violation of Soviet political 
commitments.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that Soviet use of former SS-7 ICBM facilities 
in support of the deployment and operation of the SS-25 mobile ICBMs is in 
violation of the SALT I Interim Agreement. Should the Soviets use “remaining 
facilities” in the future at other former SS-7 sites where the SS-25 is now in the 
process of being deployed, such use will also constitute Soviet violation of its 
political commitment under the SALT I Interim Agreement.

B io l o g ic a l  a n d  T o x in  W e a p o n s  C o n v e n t io n  a n d  

1925 G en e v a  P r o t o c o l

The 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (the BWC) and the 1925 
Geneva Protocol are multilateral treaties to which both the United States and the 
Soviet Union are parties. Soviet actions not in accord with these treaties and 
customary international law relating to the 1925 Geneva Protocol are violations 
of legal obligations.

The Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC) (1972) requires 
each State Party never to develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire or 
retain (1) microbial or other biological agents or toxins of types and in quantities 
that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes; 
or (2) weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use such agents or
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toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict. It further obligates each Party not 
to transfer to any recipient, and not to assist, encourage or induce any State, group 
of States or international organizations to manufacture or otherwise acquire such 
agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of delivery.

The Geneva Protocol (1925) prohibits “the use in war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, material or devices ”
It also prohibits “the use of bacteriological methods of warfare.”

The BWC contains no obligation to declare possession or destruction of 
prohibited agents and equipment but only to destroy or divert them to peaceful 
purposes within nine months of entry into force of the Convention. The Soviets 
never formally acknowledged possession or destruction of prohibited items. 
They have stated only that they are in compliance with the provisions of the 
BWC.

The U.S. has formally presented its case regarding Soviet involvement in 
provision and use of toxin weapons in two unclassified reports to the UN and to 
the public (Department of State Special Report 98 of March 1982;̂  ̂and Special 
Report 104 of November 1982.^ )̂ These reports presented a comprehensive 
summary of the information, evidence, and an analysis of results the U.S. had 
obtained on the use of toxins and other chemical warfare agents by the Soviets 
in Afghanistan and by the Lao and Vietnamese, under Soviet supervision, in Laos 
and Kampuchea.

The evidence included refugee reports and the identification of the toxins in 
victims’ blood and in samples from attack sites but not in control samples from 
either people or areas not subjected to a toxic attack. There are also refugee 
accounts of Soviet technicians supervising the shipment, storage, filling, and 
loading onto aircraft of the toxin munitions in Southeast Asia. The first physical 
evidence of direct Soviet use of toxin weapons in Afghanistan resulted from 
analysis of a contaminated Soviet gas mask acquired from Afghanistan in 1981. 
In August 1983 the U.S. submitted to the UN further evidence of toxin use as 
revealed in chemical analysis of blood taken from victims of “yellow rain” 
attacks.^  ̂The U.S. submission to the UN in February 1984 summarized prelimi
nary findings for 1983 regarding the use of chemical and toxin agents in Asia.̂ "̂

The Soviets responded with a “scientific paper” presented to the UN,̂  ̂which 
had undertaken an investigation of the charges of use of lethal chemical and 
toxins in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan. The Soviets contended that Fusaria 
spores originated from natural contamination of the elephant grass in Vietnam 
caused by U.S. use of Agent Orange, and that these spores were carried by 
prevailing winds into Kampuchea and Laos, causing natural contamination of the 
environment and subsequent illness among alleged victims. This Soviet expla
nation is not plausible.

Explanations of the presence of toxins in Southeast Asia as natural contami
nation of pollen-laden bee feces or other naturally occurring phenomena are not

Ibid., 1982, pp. 151-157.
22 Ibid., pp. 776-786.
23 A/38/326.
2"̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 87-90.
25 A/38/86.
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supported by the accumulated intelligence data and scientific scrutiny. These 
alternative hypotheses do not, for example, take into account a large body of other 
evidence, including eyewitness reports of planes releasing clouds of agents and 
of artillery bombardment with agent-filled shells that produced trichothecene 
symptoms, and the findings of toxin in samples not containing pollen. Also, the 
occurrences of “yellow rain” have been limited to war zones; if natural occur
rence theories were correct, other people throughout the region would be 
affected. No such phenomenon has been observed.

In addition to evidence concerning chemical and toxin weapon use, we have 
much evidence of the continuation of an aggressive biological weapons produc
tion and development program by the Soviet Union. The apparently accidental 
release of anthrax from a Soviet biological warfare facility in Sverdlovsk in 1979 
probably resulting in the deaths of several hundred people is a reminder of the 
danger of this program. The Soviets have apparently also engaged in research on 
advanced genetically engineered biological agents.

During 1985, we have been unable to confirm any lethal chemical and toxin 
attacks in Kampuchea, Laos or Afghanistan according to our established stan
dards of evidence (i.e., two or more corroborating reports from different sources). 
However, there were a number of reports, although diminished in number, of 
chemical attacks. These reported non-lethal agents have not yet been identified.

Chemical, biological and toxin weapons have major military implications. The 
effect of comparatively primitive chemical weapons was demonstrated as early 
as World War I, when there were 90,000 deaths and 1,000,000 casualties from 
chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union has a prohibited offensive biological warfare capability 
which we do not have and against which we have no defense. This capability may 
include advanced biological agents about which we have little knowledge. 
Evidence suggests that the Soviets are expanding their chemical and toxin 
warfare capabilities in a manner that has no parallel in NATO’s retaliatory or 
defensive program.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that ongoing Soviet activities confirm and 
strengthen the conclusion that the Soviet Union has maintained an offensive 
biological warfare program and capability in violation of its legal obligation 
under the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention of 1972.

Allegations concerning the use of lethal chemicals or toxins in Kampuchea, 
Laos, or Afghanistan have subsided in 1985. However, prior to this time, the 
Soviet Union was involved in the production, transfer and use of trichothecene 
mycotoxins for hostile purposes in Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan in 
violation of its legal obligation under international law as codified in the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 and the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention of 1972.

L im it e d  T e s t  B a n  T r e a t y

The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space 
and Under Water (Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT)) is a multilateral treaty that
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entered into force for the United States and the Soviet Union in 1963. Soviet 
actions not in accord with this Treaty are violations of a legal obligation.

Underground Nuclear Test Venting

The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 (LTBT) prohibits nuclear weapons test 
“or any other nuclear explosion” in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water. While not banning tests underground, the Treaty does prohibit nuclear 
explosions that cause “radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial 
limits of the State under whose jurisdiction or control” the explosions were 
conducted.

During hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee prior to 
ratification of the Treaty, Dr. Seaborg, then Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission (AEC), stated that “the Treaty would prohibit a test which resulted 
in a quantity of radioactive debris delivered outside of the country’s territorial 
limits in amounts sufficient to establish that such contamination resulted from a 
recent test within that country.”^̂

Since late 1963, many Soviet underground nuclear tests have been detected by 
the U.S. On numerous occasions the U.S. collected, outside the territorial limits 
of the USSR, atmospheric samples of radioactive matter unambiguously associ
ated with some of these Soviet nuclear tests.

Soviet test practices are apparently designed to minimize the cost of testing at 
the price of radioactive release into the atmosphere in many Soviet tests.

There is no unambiguous evidence of instances of venting associated with 
Soviet nuclear testing in 1985.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that the Soviet Union’s underground nuclear test 
practices have resulted in the venting of radioactive matter on numerous 
occasions and caused radioactive matter to be present outside the Soviet Union’s 
territorial limits in violation of its legal obligation to the Limited Test Ban Treaty. 
The Soviet Union has failed to take the precautions necessary to minimize the 
contamination of man’s environment by radioactive substances despite U.S. 
demarches and request for corrective action.

T h r e s h o l d  T e s t  B a n  T r e a t y  

Nuclear Testing and the 150-Kiloton Limit

The Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, referred 
to as the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) prohibits underground explosions 
with yields exceeding 150 kilotons (kt). The intent of the TTBT was to reduce 
significantly the explosive force of the new nuclear warheads and bombs that

Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, on Executive M, 88th 
Congress, 1st Session . . .  August. . .  1963, p. 206.
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could otherwise be tested for weapon systems. The TTBT was signed in July 
1974.

The TTBT is a treaty signed by the negotiating Parties but ratified by neither. 
However, neither Party has made its intentions clear not to become a Party. As 
such, both signatories are subject to the obligation to refrain from acts which 
would defeat the object and purpose of the TTBT. A single test which intention
ally exceeded 150 kt could defeat the object and purpose of the TTBT. In 1976 
the signatories each separately announced their intention to observe the TTBT 
limit.

Between 1976 and December 1985, the Soviets conducted about 190 under
ground nuclear explosions. The seismic data from each of these explosions has 
been carefully examined. The seismic data from the totality of explosions has 
been subjected to statistical analysis. Additional information relevant to the 
assessment of the Soviet nuclear test program has been analyzed. While there 
remains uncertainty with regard to the actual yields of Soviet nuclear devices 
tested, the estimated yield has exceeded 150 kt in a number of instances.

The TTBT states that compliance with it will be verified by national technical 
means. National technical means include but are not limited to seismometers. 
The Protocol to the Treaty requires, upon ratification by both Parties, an 
exchange of geological information on the designated nuclear test areas and 
explosion calibration information, including yields, for each of these areas. There 
are no provisions for verifying the accuracy of the data to be provided by each 
Party. The U.S. has repeatedly proposed discussions on verification improve
ments that might ultimately lead to effective verification but the Soviet Union has 
thus far rejected all such U.S. efforts.

Soviet testing at yields above the 150 kiloton limit would allow development 
of advanced nuclear weapons with proportionately higher yields than the yields 
of weapons that the U.S. could develop under the Treaty. Such higher-yield 
weapons would be suitable for Soviet counterforce weapons that are believed to 
be mounted on Soviet ICBMs.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that, while ambiguities in the pattern of Soviet 
testing and verification uncertainties continued in 1985, Soviet nuclear testing 
activities for a number of tests constitute a likely violation of legal obligations 
under the Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 1974, which banned underground 
nuclear tests with yields exceeding 150 kilotons. These Soviet actions continue 
despite U.S. requests for corrective measures.

H e l s in k i F in a l  A c t

The Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe was 
signed in Helsinki in 1975. This document represents apolitical commitment and 
was signed by the United States and the Soviet Union, along with many other 
States. Soviet actions not in accord with that document are violations of their 
political commitment.
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Exercise Notification Provisions of the Helsinki Final Act

The signatories to the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 are required by the Act’s 
“Documents on Confidence-Building Measures (CBMs) and Certain Aspects of 
Security and Disarmament” to give prior notification to other participating States 
“of major military maneuvers exceeding a total of 25,000 troops, independently 
or combined with any possible air or naval components.” The notification “will 
contain information of the designation, if any, the general purpose of and the 
States involved in the maneuver, the type or types and numerical strength of the 
forces engaged, the area and estimated time frame of its conduct. The participat
ing States will also, if possible, provide additional relevant information, particu
larly that related to the components of the forces engaged and the period of 
involvement of these forces.” The participating States will invite other participat
ing States voluntarily and on a bilateral basis, to send observers to attend military 
maneuvers.

The Soviet Union’s August 14 notification of the September 4-12, 1981 
maneuver “ZAPAD-81” did not include the maneuver’s designation, nor did it 
provide the types of forces engaged, and most importantly, it did not include the 
number of troops taking part. “ZAPAD-81 ” may have been the largest maneuver 
conducted by any signatory State or group of signatory States, since the Final Act 
was adopted.

The United States asked the Soviet Union, through diplomatic channels, about 
its preparations for “ZAPAD-81” prior to the beginning of the maneuver. No 
further information was given by the Soviet Union until September 5, the second 
day of the maneuver, when the Soviet news agency TASS reported the name of 
the maneuver and the fact that approximately 100,000 troops were taking part.

The information in the notifications issued by eastern States has normally been 
limited to the bare minimum of information required by the Final Act. Little, if 
any, additional relevant information, relating to the components of the forces 
engaged and the period of engagement, has been provided. The eastern countries 
have invited observers to fewer than half of their major maneuvers and have 
frequently been unwilling to allow the observers adequate observation of the 
exercises.

Finding

The U.S. Government judges that the Soviet Union in 1981 violated its 
political commitment to observe provisions of Basket I of the Helsinki Final Act 
by not providing notification of exercise “ZAPAD-81.” While the USSR has 
generally taken an approach to the confidence-building measures of the Final Act 
which minimizes the information it provides, Soviet compliance with the 
exercise notification provisions was improved in 1983. In 1984, the USSR 
returned to a minimalist approach providing only the bare information required 
under the Final Act. The Soviet Union continued this approach during 1985.

Document 10



52 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

11. Address by the Special Adviser to the President and 
the Secretary of State on Arms Control Matters 
(Nitze): Developments in the Nuclear and Space 
Arms Talks [Extracts], February 4,1986^

• • • • • • •

As SDI research continues through the second term, we will be proceeding 
concurrently with our efforts to improve U.S.-Soviet relations. Our immediate 
goal in the Geneva talks on nuclear and space arms is to achieve strategically 
significant and verifiable reductions in offensive weapons, properly tailored so 
as to enhance strategic stability. Such cuts would be valuable whether or not we 
ended up deploying strategic defenses, and we see no reason not to negotiate them 
now.

Last fall, we saw the effect that setting a specific date for a U.S.-Soviet summit 
can have on the arms control talks. Where the Soviets had refused to make 
concrete proposals in the negotiating groups dealing with offensive arms—or 
even to disclose many details of their position—during the first two rounds, they 
took a much different stance in round three. In September, they tabled specific 
proposals for offensive reductions, and they fleshed out these proposals with 
additional ideas in October.

With a second summit in the United States looming this year, we anticipate that 
this pace will be maintained. We have already seen General Secretary Gorbachev ’ s 
arms control announcement last month, which, although largely designed to 
maximize its political and public relations impact, did move away somewhat 
from previous Soviet positions. Whether this can form the basis for genuine 
progress remains to be seen.

In the strategic offensive area, the two sides agree on the desirability of deep 
cuts in the size of their arsenals. This agreement was codified in the joint 
statement from the Geneva summit as mutual support for “the principle of 50% 
reductions in the nuclear arms of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. appropriately 
applied.”  ̂The agreement of the sides on this principle, however, should not 
obscure the fact that there are substantial differences in how each specifies the 
systems to which the 50% cuts would apply. As experience has shown, when 
evaluating Soviet proposals, it is advisable to examine the fine print.

The United States would apply the cuts to those systems historically limited in 
strategic arms negotiations—ICBMs, SLBMs [submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles], and heavy bombers. The Soviets would apply them to those systems 
“capable of reaching the territory of the other side,” which they interpret as 
including on the U.S. side LRINF [longer intermediate-range nuclear forces] 
missiles in Europe, dual-capable aircraft in Europe and Asia, and dual-capable

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, April 1986, pp. 62-63. The address was delivered before 
the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics Strategic Systems Conference in 
Monterey, California.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 868.
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aircraft on 14 carriers, while excluding 2,000 or more comparable systems on the 
Soviet side.

To accept the Soviet definition would require us to accept overwhelming 
Soviet advantages in strategic and INF [intermediate-range nuclear forces] 
systems. Therefore, there can be no significant progress on reducing strategic 
offensive arms until the Soviets follow the precedent they set in both SALT I and 
SALT II and drop their insistence on this one-sided definition.

With the public presentation of the Soviet initiative of January 15,̂  both sides 
have now advocated the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Because of 
the far-reaching nature of this ultimate objective, the many complexities in
volved, and the many nations which must concur in their resolution, current 
negotiating efforts must focus on taking the first steps in actual reductions of U.S. 
and Soviet offensive nuclear arms.

The Soviet initiative of January 15 does not alter their position on initial 
reductions of strategic offensive forces; their one-sided definition remains the 
key element of their proposal. Accordingly, early progress in this area may be 
difficult. However, the several upcoming negotiating rounds in Geneva and the 
two planned summits will give the Soviets plenty of opportunity during the 
President’s second term to remove this boulder blocking progress.

One cannot now determine whether an agreement is possible and, if so, what 
its outlines would be. We, therefore, have made no decisions about the precise 
force structure we would adopt were such an accord to be reached. One can 
speculate, however, as to how our forces and Soviet forces would be affected 
under the U.S. approach.

To review quickly, the United States proposes reductions to a limit of4,500 on 
the number of reentry vehicles (RVs) carried on the ICBMs and SLBMs of each 
side, with a sublimit of 3,000 ICBM RVs. We also propose a 50% reduction in 
Soviet strategic ballistic missile throw-weight, to about 6 million pounds (the 
United States currently has about 4.4 million pounds), and a ban on new or 
modernized heavy ICBMs. Contingent on acceptance of these limits, we would 
accept an equal limit of 1,500 ALCMs [air-launched cruise missiles] on the heavy 
bombers of each side.

With respect to strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, the United States proposes 
reductions to a limit of 1,250-1,450 strategic ballistic missiles and, given that, 
reductions of heavy bombers to a limit of350. We would also ban mobile ICBMs, 
due, in part, to inherent verification difficulties.

Under this approach, U.S. levels would be affected primarily by the ballistic 
missile reentry vehicle and ALCM ceilings. The bomber limit would require the 
destruction of our inactive B-52s, but the missile limit should not be a governing 
limitation, given the low number to which the RV limits would, in any case, drive 
us.

The 4,500 limit on ballistic missile RVs would require about a 50% reduction 
from the current U.S. SALT-accountable total; the 3,000 sublimit on ICBM RVs 
should not be restricting. Clearly, a large portion of the reductions would be 
absorbed by our sea-based leg, which currently encompasses substantially more 
than 4,500 RVs. The United States would, therefore, deploy a number of Trident

 ̂Document 5.
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missiles that would be substantially lower than the combined number of Trident 
and Poseidon missiles deployed today. The exact number would be determined 
in a tradeoff between the land-based and sea-based legs. As to the land-based leg, 
there should be plenty of room for a full complement of 100 MX missiles and a 
significant number of other ICBM forces.

With respect to the U.S. air-based leg, if the Soviets were to accept our 
approach, the planned ALCM program would be reduced by about 50% to the 
1,500 level. This would also affect our mix of ALCM-carrying and penetrating 
heavy bombers.

Similarly, we can speculate on how Soviet strategic force planners might 
structure their forces, were they to accept our approach. They would likely be 
constrained primarily by our proposed 4,500 RV limit and the 3,000 ICBM RV 
sublimit. The 4,500 limit would require the Soviets to reduce their ballistic 
missile RV s by a little more than 50% from their current SALT-accountable level 
of about 9,700. The bulk of these reductions would necessarily come from their 
ICBM forces. The Soviet land-based leg would likely consist of SS-18s, SS-24s, 
and SS-25s, which would have to be deployed in nonmobile modes, and perhaps 
some SS-19s. This force would probably be at or near the 3,000 RV limit.

The Soviet sea-based leg would, therefore, consist of about 1,500 SLBM RVs, 
likely deployed on MIRVed [multiple independently-targetable reentry vehicle] 
SS-N-20s and SS-N-23s and single-RV SS-N-8s. Like the United States, they 
could be expected, over time, to deploy 1,500 ALCMs.

The Soviets have proposed that first-stage reductions occur over a period of 
5-8 years. The United States has not specified a schedule for its proposal but 
probably could agree to a pace of reductions similar to that in the Soviet proposal.

• • • • • • •

12. Address by the U.S. Representative to the Confer
ence on Confidence- and Security-Building Meas
ures and Disarmament In Europe (Barry): Confer
ence Progress and Remaining Areas of Difference 
[Extract], February 4,1986^

• • • • • • •

The concept of openness, whether in military affairs or in other fields, is an 
issue of great sensitivity to some of the participants in the Stockholm conference, 
especially to the Soviet Union. But my impression is that this sensitivity is 
lessening as a new generation comes to power in the Soviet Union. I am 
particularly encouraged that the Soviet leadership seems to have accepted the 
principle of onsite inspection as a necessary element of verifiability, as evidenced

’ Department of State, Current Policy No. 793. The speech was delivered before the 
Royal Institute for Intemational Affairs in London.
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by a number of recent statements, including General Secretary Gorbachev’s 
January 15 proposals.^

Although there has been no indication yet that the principle has been accepted 
for risk reduction activities as opposed to arms reductions activities, I see no 
reason why it should not be; Western inspection and observation proposals in the 
Stockholm context are less intrusive than elsewhere because they involve 
dynamic activities which, unlike static ones, do not require entry into sensitive 
installations.

The Soviet attitude is evolving positively in other areas as well. At the 
beginning of the conference, the East took a very polemical approach and 
advanced proposals not for practical, concrete confidence- and security-building 
measures but, rather, for declaratory measures on no-first-use of nuclear weap
ons, nuclear-weapons-free zones, reduction of military budgets, and the like, 
which represented their political agenda for Western Europe. In the past year, the 
East has gradually adopted a more practical and constructive approach. They 
have been more forthcoming on important procedural and substantive issues. In 
October, they joined with the other participants in accepting an informal working 
arrangement which focused the attention of the conference on specific measures 
with real military content.

Also in October, during his visit to Paris, Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev 
accepted the idea of an exchange of annual schedules for military activities^—a 
measure which both NATO and the neutral and nonaligned had proposed. In 
Geneva last November, Mr. Gorbachev joined President Reagan in asking for an 
early and successful conclusion of the Stockholm conference."  ̂Last month, in his 
statement of January 15, Mr. Gorbachev reaffirmed the commitment to progress, 
as President Reagan did on January 21.^

Areas of Difference

In sum, the East has moved closer to the approach laid out in the conference 
mandate,^ on which the West based its package of proposals. One reason for the 
change is that NATO was well-prepared for this conference and has been patient 
and firm in the face of efforts to divert the agenda from military security to 
political issues. The East does want an agreement which will allow continuation 
of some kind of European security conference, and they must realize that the only 
agreement within reach is one which fulfills the mandate criteria and is concrete, 
practical, militarily significant, and verifiable.

I have already identified verifiability as the essential element of an agreement 
and an area where East and West have not yet been able to establish common 
ground. A second area of difference relates to information exchange. The East 
continues to object to a comprehensive exchange, describing it as an attempt to

 ̂Document 5.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 698.

Ubid.,^. 878.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 22, No. 4, January 27, 1986, 

p. 75.
 ̂I.e., the Madrid mandate, an extract of which is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 

79<5J,pp. 791-793.

Document 12



56 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

legalize espionage. The final Eastern position on information, as on inspection, 
will be a good indicator of just how far they are prepared to accept the concept 
of openness, which is the underlying premise of any confidence-building regime.

A third problem area has been the question of what types of military activity 
are to be covered. In our view, the Madrid mandate established what we call the 
functional approach. That is, air and naval activities are covered when they are 
functionally related to ground force activities; indeed, such combined arms 
activities are the only kind which have real military significance in the European 
context. The East has tried to include so-called independent air and naval 
activities in the measures under discussion, an attempt which the West has 
rejected. Now it appears that the East is willing to have an agreement which does 
not include independent naval activities. That removes a major obstacle in the 
talks. Inherently unverifiable independent air activities should also be set aside.

• • • • • • •

13. Pravda Editorial: European Arms Control, Febru
ary 4, 1986'

The program for the phased total elimination of nuclear weapons everywhere 
on earth by the year 2000, with a ban on space strike arms, which was put forward 
in the 15 January statement by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU 
Central Committee, was received and is being discussed in Europe with excep
tionally great interest.^ There have been responses of one kind or another by the 
governments of all the continent’s states, their political forces, and the broadest 
circles of the public, antiwar movements, and the mass media. The European 
response is like a barometer reflecting the general weather of sentiments in the 
world. At the same time its resonance is clearly intensified by the “specific 
continental features.” Namely, the European aspect of the nuclear problem.

This problem has been under discussion for many years. But as yet there have 
been no positive developments. On the contrary, security conditions on the 
continent are becoming worse and worse. And this dangerous development is 
taking place where both world conflagrations broke out and where the two 
mightiest military groupings face each other with their large arsenals of nuclear 
arms.

The notorious NATO “arms upgrading” program gave rise to a further buildup 
in these arsenals. Hundreds of new U.S. medium-range missiles have been 
installed in a number of West European countries. Contrary to the arguments of 
common sense and the national interests of the European peoples, the process of 
siting these first-strike weapons continues to this day. Naturally, this course of 
events is causing extreme concern among the peace-loving public and sensible 
political forces on the European Continent.

’ Moscow Pravda in Russian, February 4,1986, first edition, p. 4; FBIS Daily Report, 
February 4, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. AA1-AA3.

 ̂For the statement by Mr. Gorbachev, see Document 5.
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It is time to cut the Gordian knot and find a way out of the impasse. The 
European aspect of the Soviet nuclear disarmament plan proposes just such a 
bold, radical solution.

It is a question of achieving and implementing, in the first stage of the plan’s 
implementation, a decision on the total elimination of the Soviet and U.S. 
medium-range missiles in the European zone— b̂oth ballistic and cruise missiles. 
And it is a question of doing this as a first step on the path toward the complete 
liberation of Europe from nuclear weapons.

The exceptional importance of this proposal both for Europe itself and for the 
whole world is obvious.

“If it was possible, without delay and without weighing the matter down with 
other problems, to eliminate Soviet and U.S. medium>range missiles on our 
continent,” M.S. Gorbachev noted, “We would, perhaps, have untied one of the 
most complex knots in present world policy and, to a considerable degree, cleared 
the way for a radical reduction in nuclear weapons and finally, their complete 
elimination.”

In the European salient also, the Soviet initiative defines clear routes, guide
lines, and concrete time frames. It takes into account the arguments and concepts 
put forward by the other European nuclear powers and the nuclear realities on our 
continent in general. In this connection many West European and also, in part, 
U.S. commentaries note not only its constructive nature, but also its genuinely 
innovative approach to the problem and practical suitability for attaining the 
great goal of liberating European soil from nuclear weapons.

There are precise time frames for the first step along this path. The elimination 
of Soviet and U.S. medium-range missiles in the European zone should take place 
within the period provided for by the first stage of the Soviet plan. And the 
relevant medium-range should be not merely “removed,” but specifically de
stroyed. This would, therefore, be a real, cardinal measure toward nuclear 
disarmament in Europe, as a result of which there would be several hundred fewer 
missiles and more than 1,000 fewer of the corresponding charges here and 
indeed, in the world as a whole!

An important feature of the Soviet plan is that at the first stage it is oriented, 
first and foremost, toward the Soviet Union and the United States. Neither the 
French nor the British nuclear forces are included in the “Soviet-U.S. list” 
[vedomost].

However, it would be logical, in the course of resolving the question of 
eliminating medium-range missiles, for the United States to make a conmiitment 
not to deliver strategic missiles or medium-range missiles to other countries and 
for Britain and France not to build up their corresponding nuclear arms.

It is no secret that the nuclear potential of France and Britain is increasing 
rapidly. Given radical reductions in the corresponding Soviet and U.S. arms, this 
potential would account for an even more substantial “share” in the general 
balance of forces, particularly the European balance. As The Washington Post 
observed the other day, “as the number of nuclear missiles belonging to all the 
nuclear powers comes closer together, it will become increasingly difficult to 
claim that the British and French deterrence potentials are small, special forces 
with no influence on the overall correlation of forces.”
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Official statements that France and Britain will be prepared to join in the 
nuclear disarmament process only after a substantial reduction in the nuclear 
arsenals of the Soviet Union and the United States are well known.

In view of this it is proposed that other countries begin to reduce their nuclear 
arms only at the second stage, after the Soviet Union and the United States have 
reduced—and not merely substantially, but radically, by half—their nuclear 
arms capable of reaching each other’s territory. Moreover, under the Soviet 
proposal, the reduction in the other countries’ nuclear arsenals would begin with 
the destruction of tactical weapons at the second stage, while those nuclear arms 
which they themselves describe as strategic would be destroyed only at the third 
stage, simultaneously with the completion of the elimination of the Soviet and 
U.S. nuclear arsenals.

The Soviet program for Europe as a whole is drawn up in such a way that its 
implementation would not be detrimental to anyone’s security at any stage. That 
is its great strength.

Europe is the common home of all the peoples inhabiting it, including the 
Soviet people. We have a vital interest in ensuring security and good-neighbor
liness there. Soviet efforts to eliminate the main—^nuclear—threat on the 
continent are particularly persistent. Setting an example of goodwill, the Soviet 
Union unilaterally removed the SS-20 missiles additionally deployed in the 
European zone from operational readiness and dismantled the corresponding 
fixed installations for these missiles. The proposal made earlier by the Soviet 
Union to free Europe entirely from both medium-range and tactical nuclear 
weapons remains valid.

During the Soviet top-level visit to France last October an important proposal 
by the Soviet Union was made public. It is aimed at facilitating an accord on the 
speediest mutual reduction of medium-range nuclear means. It provides for the 
possibility of concluding a corresponding agreement separately, unconnected 
with the problem of space and strategic arms.^

It was then that the Soviet Union voiced its readiness for a direct discussion 
with France and Britain about nuclear affairs. The idea of an interim agreement 
on medium-range missiles in Europe was discussed at the Soviet-U.S. summit 
meeting in Geneva, when points of contact in this sphere were detected. What we 
have here is a broad panorama of ideas, proposals, and approaches advanced by 
the Soviet Union to resolve the fundamental problem of European security. It 
attests to the sincerity and earnestness of our intentions.

There is no doubt, however, that the proposal to liquidate the Soviet and U.S. 
medium-range missiles in the European zone is now assuming special signifi
cance. Given the sides’ corresponding will, it can easily be implemented in 
practice. Having nothing to do with the U.S. “zero option,”"̂ it does not infringe 
upon the sides’ security interests and takes into account the wishes of the West 
European countries, above all, that a possible accord should embrace all the 
SS-20 missiles capable of hitting targets on West European territory. So the way 
to an accord is open in practice. The first step toward freeing the European

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 694-699.
U bid.,198I,pp. 573-574.
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Continent from nuclear weapons now depends only on the position and the 
political will of the other side.

The European aspect of the Soviet plan has excited minds on our continent. The 
novelty, importance, and significance of these proposals have been publicly 
recognized in almost all West European capitals. “The questions touched on in 
the package of Soviet proposals,” FRG Foreign Minister H.D. Genscher de
clared, “not only concern the United States, but equally, and in many cases far 
more directly, concern Europeans. Recall, for example, the question of medium- 
range missiles . . . ”

However, the clear and honest idea is being undermined. Citing “U.S. 
officials,” the newspaper Newsday, for example says that the Soviet action is 
motivated by a desire to “drive a wedge between the United States and its chief 
allies.” And trans-atlantic sources are used to intimidate West Europeans by 
claiming that “in the absence of U.S. nuclear missiles Europe will be left to the 
mercy of the huge Soviet land army” (although, in reality, approximate equilib
rium exists between the Warsaw Pact and NATO in this branch of the armed 
forces). The “argument” is also used that, having liquidated its missiles in the 
European zone, the Soviet Union could “easily and quickly” transfer them there 
from the country’s distant Asian regions. If we adopt this logic, then the 
Americans could even more easily and quickly transfer their Pershing-2’s to 
Western Europe, since they are delivered there by air from the United States even 
now. What we see here are blatant attempts to use “provisos” to drag out an 
important matter and bring it to a standstill.

However, we must not delay today. In order to halt the arms race once and for 
all and shift the course of international events to the path of peaceful develop
ment, it is necessary to act, and to act without delay, for everyone to act— 
govemments, parties, peoples. The proposal to liquidate medium-range missiles 
in Europe makes it possible to carry out a very important action in this direction 
and to advance the building of European security.

All conditions now exist on the European Continent for overcoming the 
disunity between East and West, particularly on questions of security and 
mutually advantageous cooperation. Europe is perfectly capable of giving its 
own “European answer” to the challenge of the time.

We would like to hope that Washington will objectively study and weigh the 
proposal for the liquidation of Soviet and U.S. medium-range missiles as the first 
step toward freeing the European continent from nuclear weapons. What is 
needed is a serious and businesslike reply, in order to begin drawing up the 
corresponding accord in practice. The peoples of Europe await it and it would 
benefit world security.
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14. Letter From ACDA Director Adelman to the Con
gress Submitting the Fiscal Year 1987 Arms Control 
Impact Statements, February 5,1986^

On behalf of the President of the United States, I am submitting the 
Administration’s classified and unclassified documents entitled fiscal year 1987 
Arms Control Impact Statement (ACIS) pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2576, as amended.

The Fiscal Year 1987 budget cycle marks the 11th year in which arms control 
impact statements have been submitted to the Congress. This year the ACIS has 
been reformatted as a single document containing the usual in-depth analyses of 
major weapons programs meeting the statutory requirements for an impact 
analysis, as well as having a new and comprehensive section on U.S. arms control 
policy. The new ACIS documents also contain an arms control treaty annex for 
reference purposes, and, as provided in previous years, abbreviated analyses on 
programs which have not received in-depth analyses for reasons indicated 
therein.

The Administration has concluded that while some defense programs will 
require continuing review, all of the programs analyzed in the fiscal year 1987 
budget are consistent with current U.S. security and arms control policy. The 
specific programs planned to be carried out during fiscal year 1987 are also 
consistent with the terms and provisions of existing arms control agreements.

15. Message From President Reagan to the Congress 
Transmitting the Annual Report on Nuclear Nonpro
liferation, February 6,1986^

I have reviewed the activities of United States Government departments and 
agencies during the calendar year 1985 related to preventing nuclear prolifera
tion, and I am pleased to submit my annual report^ pursuant to section 601(a) of 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-242).

The report concludes that the United States during 1985 continued to make 
significant progress in its efforts to achieve its non-proliferation goals.

As I stated in my message to the third Non-Proliferation Treaty Review 
Conference, my central arms control objective has been to reduce substantially, 
and ultimately to eliminate, nuclear weapons and rid the world of the nuclear 
threat. The prevention of the spread of nuclear explosives to additional countries 
is an indispensable part of our efforts to meet this objective. I intend to continue 
my pursuit of this goal with untiring determination and a profound sense of 
personal commitment.

‘ Fiscal Year 1987 Arms Control Impact Statements . . .  (99th Cong., 2d sess.; S. Prt. 
99-147), April 1986, p. v. The letter was addressed to the President of the Senate (Bush) 
and the Speaker of the House of Representatives (O’Neill).

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, February 10, 1986, pp. 180-181.
 ̂Document 1.
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16. Message From Soviet Foreign Minister Shevard
nadze to Cook Islands Prime Minister Davis: South 
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty, February 11,1986^

In accordance with the request, contained in your message of November 8, 
1985, to meet for consultations an official delegation of the South Pacific Forum 
in Moscow on February 3 and 4, 1986, the exchange of views with the forum 
delegation concerning the treaty providing for the nuclear free zone in the South 
Pacific region and the draft protocols 2 and 3 enclosed to it̂  has taken place in 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR.

These consultations have taken place in an important period in mankind’s 
history when the question whether the peoples manage to stop the slipping of the 
world down to nuclear catastrophe is of the foremost priority. Mankind is faced 
with the choice between survival and annihilation.

In the preamble of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty it is justifiably 
stated that .. all countries have an obligation to make every effort to achieve 
the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons, the terror which they hold for human
kind, and the threat which they pose to life on earth.”

The fact that all the peoples of the world, including those in the South Pacific, 
demonstrate their deep concern with the growth of the threat of nuclear war is 
another proof that the task of prevention of the nuclear catastrophe has in reality 
become of universal importance.

The Soviet Union constantly demonstrates by practical deeds its readiness to 
do the utmost in order to prevent a nuclear war and to save civilization. The 
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee M.S. Gorbachev in a 
statement January 15,1986 offered the concrete, practicable within a historically 
short period of time— t̂he next 15 years—step-by-step programme of complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons—the main threat to life itself on earth— 
conditioned on a simultaneous ban on space strike weapons.^

In essence the Soviet programme provides for the transformation of the whole 
world into a single nuclear free zone. Specifically, within the scope of the 
programme the Soviet Union has announced the extension until March 31,1986 
of its unilateral moratorium on all nuclear explosions, put into force on August 6, 
1985, the 40th anniversary of the Hiroshima tragedy Such a decision offers the 
United States and other nuclear powers one more chance to adhere to the path of 
realism, to join in this initiative, the significance of which is evident to practically 
everyone in the world.

Clearly, adopting such a decision was by no means simple for the Soviet Union 
but the level of responsibility was too great for us not to try every possibility of 
influencing the position of others through the force of example. The cessation of 
all nuclear tests is an effective measure in order to solve the task of top priority—

' ACDA files.
 ̂For the texts of the treaty and its protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 

471-483. For the revised protocols, see post, Document 145.
 ̂Document 5.
Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444- 445.
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to stop the modernization of nuclear arms and its eventual dying off. We are 
strongly in favour of the moratorium to become of a bilateral and later a 
multilateral nature, for concluding an international agreement on complete and 
general banning of all nuclear tests. Unfortunately the nuclear testing facilities 
in the USA and some other countries are still operational.

1986 has been proclaimed by the UN General Assembly as the international 
year of peace. Peoples of the world are able to and must direct their joint efforts 
at making the international year of peace historically as a starting year for the 
cessation of all nuclear programmes.

Our principled positive approach to creation of nuclear free zones as well as 
to that in the South Pacific is motivated by the concern about the dangerous 
development of the world events and by aspiration to take immediate and 
effective measures aimed at improvement of the international situation.

In our attitude to nuclear free zones we make no exceptions for any state, 
whether it is a member or a non-member of the military alliance. We have only 
one consideration: If a certain country does not possess nuclear weapons and does 
not have any on its territory, it can be assured that the USSR will not use nuclear 
weapons against it.

Our country proposed to develop a general composite approach to security 
problems in the Asian-Pacific region. The USSR has clearly proclaimed that the 
complete and general nuclear test ban by the nuclear powers as well as the 
abstention by the Asian-Pacific countries from participation in the U.S. space 
militarization plans would definitely strengthen security in this region and all 
over the world in general.

In the course of consultations with the South Pacific Forum delegation in 
Moscow the Soviet Union confirmed its readiness to undertake an obligation to 
respect the status of the nuclear free zones on the condition that they in reality will 
be free from any nuclear weapons, while at the same time the other nuclear 
powers will undertake similar obligations. It was emphasized from the Soviet 
side that the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty and the protocols to it 
generally conform to the conditions that the Soviet Union holds for nuclear free 
zones.

The decision by the South Pacific countries to create a nuclear free zone 
testifies to the understanding that these days it is not enough just to make public 
statements about the wish to prevent a nuclear war. Immediate specific actions 
by everybody: governments, political parties, public organizations, peoples are 
needed. As to the Soviet Union, it is ready for constructive cooperation on these 
questions with all states.
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17. Pakistani Paper Submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament: Fact-Finding Underthe Future Chemi
cal Weapons Convention, February 13,1986^

1. During the 1985 session of the Conference on Disarmament, Working 
Group C of the Chemical Weapons Ad hoc Committee dealing with Compliance 
issues was, inter alia, able to partly elaborate article IX of the future CW 
Convention. The article in question deals with Consultation, Co-operation and 
Fact-Finding. While the two paragraphs of article IX formulated at the 1985 
session deal with consultation and co-operation, the subject of fact-fmding 
remains to be elaborated.

2. The objective of this working paper is to place before the Chemical 
Weapons A d hoc Committee suggestions for provisions relating to fact-finding 
in the hope that these could become the basis for further discussions on the 
question.

3. It may be pertinent to mention here that in the view of the Pakistan delegation 
the provisions of the future CW Convention ought to be comprehensive and 
unambiguous and based on the principles of non-discrimination and universality 
of application.

4. In preparing its draft the Pakistan delegation has used the phrase “fact
finding” at all places, preferring it over phrases like “challenge inspection”, 
“challenge procedure” and “on-site inspection”. The basic reason is that the 
phrase “fact-finding” not only aptly describes the situation being elaborated but 
also sounds less aggressive. The phrase, one might say, is less in an adversarial 
context as compared to its above-mentioned alternatives.

5. While recognizing that a Consultative Committee would in all probability 
be established as the highest body under the convention to oversee its implem
entation, the Pakistan delegation is of the opinion that all requests for fact-finding 
should in the first instance be addressed to the Executive Council (which should 
in any case have delegated authority to carry out the functions of the Consultative 
Committee when the latter is not in session). The Executive Council being a 
smaller body and being permanently in session could be expected to act with 
greater speed. Thus the issue of fact-finding should come before the Consultative 
Committee in the event that the Executive Council fails to get it resolved in a 
satisfactory manner.

Article IX Consultation, Co-operation and Fact-Finding

1. As in CD/636.
2. As in CD/636.
3. A State party unable to or having failed to clear, through bilateral means, its 

doubts about another State party’s compliance with the convention shall have the 
right to request the Executive Council to obtain an explanation from the other 
State party in order to clarify the matter. The Executive Council shall forward a 
request of this type to the State party concerned within 24 hours of its receipt. The

' CD/664.
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State party receiving the request for clarification shall give its reply, clarifying 
the situation directly to the requesting State party or to the Executive Council 
within seven days of the receipt of Executive Council’s communication. In case 
the explanation is sent to the Executive Council it shall forward the same to the 
requesting State party within 24 hours of its receipt. Should further clarification 
be required the procedure may be repeated.

4. Any State party to the Convention can submit to the Executive Council a 
request to send a fact-finding mission to another State party in order to clarify and 
resolve any situation considered to be ambiguous or which gives rise to 
apprehensions about a possible breach of an obligation deriving from the 
provisions of this Convention. A request of this type shall be accompanied by 
concrete elements supporting the doubts of the requesting State party.

5. On receipt of a request of the type indicated in paragraph 4 above the 
Executive Council shall begin an examination of the request within two days of 
its receipt.

6. The Executive Council shall, within four days of conmiencing discussion on 
the request decide whether or not to send a fact-finding mission.

7. The State party requesting for a fact-finding mission (hereinafter called the 
requesting State party) and the State party proposed to be subjected to the fact
finding procedure (hereinafter called the receiving State party) if not members 
of the Executive Council shall be entitled to send a representative each to take part 
in the proceedings of the Executive Council while the matter is under considera
tion, without the right to participate in the voting on the subject. In case either of 
the above States parties is a member of the Executive Council its representative 
shall not take part in the voting on the request.

8. The Executive Council while considering a request for a fact-finding 
mission can call upon the States parties directly concerned or any other State 
party to supply any other information it deems relevant.

9. In case it is decided not to send a fact-finding mission the requesting State 
party will be informed accordingly within 24 hours of the decision. The 
requesting State party shall have the right to make another request for fact-finding 
provided it can furnish some additional information not included in the first 
request. In such an event the procedure outlined in paragraphs 5 and 6 will be 
repeated.

10. In case it is decided to have recourse to fact-finding the Executive Council 
shall, within 24 hours of the decision notify the receiving State party that a fact
finding mission was proposed to be sent to the receiving State.

11. The receiving State party shall treat the request in good faith and respond 
to it within a period of four days. It shall have the following courses of action open 
to it:

(a) Comply with the request of the Executive Council and allow the fact
finding mission to visit the relevant facilities and sites.

(b) Undertake to submit a comprehensive enquiry report about the situation 
causing concern within a period of seven days and request the Executive Council 
to pend the departure of the fact-finding team till it (the Executive Council) had 
considered the enquiry report from the receiving State. In case the receiving State 
party detects a situation of the kind suspected by the requesting State it shall in 
its report to the Executive Council indicate the corrective action taken by it or
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proposed to be taken by it to restore full compliance with the Convention. In case 
the receiving State party fails to submit its enquiry report within seven days it 
shall allow the further implementation of the fact-finding procedure.

(c) Under exceptional circumstances refuse to allow the fact-finding mission 
to visit the facilities/sites it is required to inspect. A refusal of this type shall be 
accompanied by a detailed explanation of its reasons.

12. In case the receiving State party opts for the alternative outlined in 10 (b) 
above and submits a report within seven days the Executive Council shall give 
immediate consideration to the report and decide within four days of its receipt 
as to whether the explanation satisfied the concerns raised. In the event that the 
explanation given and the action taken or proposed to be taken by the receiving 
State party is found satisfactory the requesting State party shall be informed 
accordingly within 24 hours of the decision. If the explanation is found unsatis
factory the Executive Council shall, within 24 hours of arriving at this decision, 
renew the request for sending a fact-finding team.

13. In case the receiving State party opts for the alternative outlined in 10 (c) 
above the Executive Council shall assess the explanation taking into account all 
relevant elements including possible new elements received after the original 
request and decide whether it was satisfactory. In case it finds the explanation 
satisfactory, the Executive Council shall accordingly advise the requesting State 
party within 24 hours of the decision. If the Executive Council finds the 
explanation unsatisfactory it shall within 24 hours of its decision, send another 
request to the receiving State party.

14. The receiving State party shall respond to the second request within two 
days of receiving it. In case it again refuses to permit the fact-finding team to 
undertake its mission, the Executive Council may after re-examining the expla
nation request an extraordinary session of the Consultative Committee to 
consider the emergent situation. Absence of a response from the receiving State 
party shall be construed as its willingness to allow the fact-finding team to 
proceed with its mission.

15. The Consultative Committee shall have at its disposal an inspectorate of at 
least... members in the Technical Secretariat and have the competence to engage 
more inspectors as and when needed and for as long as their services are required. 
The inspectors, who shall be persons of high standing in the fields of chemistry, 
chemical technology and medicine, shall serve in their personal capacities and 
consideration will be given to equitable geographical and political distribution 
while selecting them.

16. Each fact-finding team shall consist of at least three members. It shall 
however not include a national of either the requesting State party or the receiving 
State party.

17. The fact-finding team shall furnish a written report to the Executive 
Council within seven days of having completed its mission. The fact-finding 
team shall however have the right to submit preliminary or interim reports during 
the fact-finding exercise. In case of differences among members of the team each 
inspector shall have the right to have his individual views reflected separately in 
the report.

18. In case the report of the fact-finding team establishes that there existed an 
ambiguous situation or that a breach of the Convention had taken place, the
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Executive Council shall within 24 hours of receiving the report advise the 
receiving State party to take remedial measures to remove the cause(s) for 
ambiguity/complaint. The Executive Council shall also communicate the report 
to the requesting State party within 24 hours of its receipt. Copies of the report 
will be made available to the other State parties within a period of 15 days.

19. The receiving State party shall upon receipt of Executive Council’s 
communication immediately take all steps necessary to bring itself in full 
compliance with the Convention and inform the Executive Council of the action 
taken by it or proposed to be taken by it within seven days of having received the 
communication from the Executive Council.

20. In case the receiving State party fails to or refuses to comply with the advice 
of the Executive Council the latter shall call for an extraordinary session of the 
Consultative Committee to consider the emergent situation.

21. An extraordinary session of the Consultative Committee held in pursuance 
of paragraphs 14 or 20 above shall decide what action to take, including the 
possibility of referring the question to the United Nations General Assembly and 
requesting the latter to take appropriate action under the United Nations Charter. 
The Consultative Committee, while referring the matter to the United Nations 
General Assembly shall have the right to recommend any action/measures it 
deems appropriate to cope with the situation.

22. Use of Chemical Weapons, shall be treated as the most serious breach of 
the Convention. The Executive Council on receipt of a duly substantiated 
complaint regarding the use of chemical weapons shall act with utmost despatch. 
It shall within 48 hours of receiving the complaint inform the State parties 
concerned that a fact-finding team was being sent to the area/location where 
chemical weapons were alleged to have been used. The fact-fmding team shall 
proceed to the relevant location(s) by the fastest means possible. All States 
parties, including those directly concerned, shall extend all possible assistance to 
the fact-finding team in reaching and visiting the site(s), ascertaining the facts, 
and in the transport of samples or material for evidence related with the possible 
use of chemical weapons. The fact-finding team shall file its report at the earliest 
possible and in any case within three days of having completed its work. In case 
the report of the fact-finding team establishes that chemical weapons had been 
used, the Executive Council shall within 24 hours call for an emergency session 
of the Consultative Committee. The Consultative Committee shall convene 
within a period of one week and consider (a) measures to help the affected State 
party and (b) measures against the chemical-weapon-using State.

18. Statement by the French Representative (Jessel) to 
the Conference on Disarmament: Nuclear Disarma
ment [Extract], February 13,1986^

• • • • • • •

' CDV/PV.339, pp. 24-26. 
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The cessation of nuclear tests has always been an important concern in our 
discussions, and will no doubt also be during this session. At this stage, I will 
simply recall my Government’s unvarying position, which is that the proposed 
nuclear-test ban can only be considered in the framework of a long-term process 
of arms reductions leading to a balance of forces at a level considerably lower 
than the current one. For France, the halting of tests cannot be a condition or a 
prerequisite for the reduction of nuclear arsenals.

Before going any further, I would like to recall a few general points, while 
apologizing for the fact that they are commonplace. Firstly, Europe has just 
experienced a 40-year period free, not of tensions, but of war, and few other 
regions have been so fortunate. Secondly, there are huge areas and extensive 
frontiers in the world where no existing concentration of forces exists. Thirdly, 
a build-up of troops and weapons never occurs spontaneously: it occurs where 
there are problems, disputes, difficulties, concern.

The following conclusions can be drawn from these facts:
1. Attempting to reduce such a build-up, without seeking also to settle the 

underlying political problems, would be either a fruitless exercise doomed to 
failure, or a dangerous undertaking which would result in situations of precari
ously-balanced armed peace being replaced by still more dangerous situations of 
imbalance.

2. It would be just as wrong to believe that technical decisions can replace 
political solutions, in order to achieve progress in disarmament. Thus, to believe 
that the elimination of nuclear weapons could result from technical innova
tions—in space or otherwise—or the ending of tests, may appeal to our imagi
nations, but would only lead us to sham solutions, like the false windows which 
architects used to put into their buildings.

3. In the current situation, disarmament cannot be an end in itself for any 
responsible Government. As the French Minister of Foreign Affairs recently 
stated at the Stockholm Conference, ‘“the heart of the problem is still security”. 
The purpose of disarmament is to increase or in any case maintain security, not 
reduce it. This shows us how narrow is the path along which we must carefully 
progress if we wish the cause of disarmament to make realistic progress: the aim 
must be to maintain the balance of all the forces involved, but gradually bring 
them down to the lowest possible level.

4. In this respect let us also take care not to rank the different categories of 
armaments in a way that would make some inherently bad, and the others 
somehow good in themselves. In a given situation all the components of security 
must be taken into consideration, or else security will be jeopardized. As the 
President of the French Republic stressed in a recent statement, “since the 
imbalance in Europe is basically conventional and chemical, it would be logical 
to start there”.

This is the crux of the debate. And this is where I would like to say a few words 
about the recent Soviet proposals.^ The plan, whose “intellectual boldness” Presi
dent Mitterrand praised, is an ambitious one. It requires thorough analysis and

 ̂Presumably the Soviet proposals of January 15, ante, Document 5.
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attentive consideration, which, on our side, are currendy under way. But at this 
stage, a few remarks can akeady be made.

This plan proposes large cuts in the nuclear arsenals of the two super-Powers, 
and this is obviously a step in the right direction.

However, these proposals would from the outset require my country to freeze 
its nuclear forces, and therefore prohibit modernizing them. This would amount 
to forthwith jeopardizing the credibility of our deterrence, deterrence of the 
strong by the w e^, according to which the weaker party does not seek in any way 
to attain parity of means with the stronger but simply to remain in a position to 
persuade the stronger party not to attack it, out of fear of an “unacceptable 
punishment”. This is still one of the main obstacles to war, as Mr. Gorbachev 
stated during his visit to Paris last October.^

The threat we are facing is not only a nuclear one: it is also conventional and 
chemical. In view of this situation, I should simply like to recall that since long 
ago France has, on various occasions, and especially in 1983 through its 
President, proclaimed its determination to participate actively in effective and 
verifiable nuclear disarmament but that in order for it to do so certain conditions 
had to be met. Those conditions are the following. Firstly, the Soviet and 
American nuclear arsenals should be reduced to the point where the gap between 
them and the other nuclear Powers has essentially changed. Secondly, defence 
systems should not be strengthened. It was in this spirit that, before this very 
Conference on Disarmament, we made the proposals concerning space to which 
I referred earlier."̂  Finally, the imbalance in classical forces should have disap
peared and the chemical threat should truly have been eliminated.

• • • • • • •

19. Message From Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev 
to the Conference on Disarmament, February 20, 
1986’

I extend greetings to the representatives of States who have gathered for a 
regular session of the Conference on Disarmament.

The Soviet Union takes a most responsible approach to its participation in the 
Conference on Disarmament, because it understands that disarmament is the 
main avenue towards establishing new and equitable international arrangements 
and building a safe world. It is precisely disarmament which, by releasing 
enormous material and intellectual resources, would permit their use for con
structive purposes, for achieving economic development and prosperity.

Mankind has come to a watershed in its history, when it has to choose which 
road to follow: either it will overcome the inertia of the past, when security was

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 694.
See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 459-461.

 ̂ CD/PV.341, pp. 7-9. The message was read to the Conference by First Deputy 
Minister for Foreign Affairs Komiyenko.
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regarded above all in terms of a position of strength and of military and 
technological solutions, or it will remain hostage to a race in nuclear, chemical 
and, in future, other equally awesome weapons.

This choice between what is prompted by reason and what would lead to 
catastrophe can only be made by all States together, regardless of their social 
system or their level of economic development.

This should be a courageous and responsible choice, and it depends to no small 
degree upon the States represented at the Conference on Disarmament if it is to 
be so. Now it is no longer enough to devise palliative solutions that would slow 
down the arms race in some areas only to allow it to surge ahead at double speed 
in others.

In other words, the time has come for us jointly to take major strides towards 
ridding our planet of nuclear and other weapons so that security for each of us will 
also mean security for all.

Guided by these considerations, at the start of this year the Soviet Union has 
put forward a comprehensive plan whose central element is a step-by-step 
programme for the elimination of nuclear weapons. We propose that the sword 
of Damocles which has been hanging over the peoples since the tragedy of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki should be definitively and irrevocably removed by the 
end of this century.

It is only fair that the first crucial step should be made by the Soviet Union and 
the United States, which possess the largest nuclear capabilities, with the other 
nuclear Powers following suit.

We are deeply convinced that there is only one direct way of ridding mankind 
of the nuclear threat—to eliminate nuclear weapons themselves. Objectively, it 
is a fact that the development and deployment of ‘Star Wars’ weaponry would 
inevitably spur on the arms race in every area. This is why it is necessary that from 
the very outset an effective international ban should be imposed on space strike 
arms.

The Soviet Union is also proposing that chemical weapons be completely 
eliminated by the end of this century. The unduly protracted negotiations to 
conclude a convention on this matter should be vigorously accelerated.

While advocating a world without nuclear or chemical weapons, we are also 
prepared to go as far as other States would be prepared to go in reducing 
conventional arms and armed forces.

I should like to emphasize strongly that we propose that all practical measures 
of arms limitation and disarmament should be buttressed by measures of 
effective control and verification. No less than other States, the USSR is 
interested in having assurance of strict compliance with agreements reached.

A number of points in our plan have a direct bearing on the Conference on 
Disarmament.

Suffice it to say that at the top of its agenda is the test-ban issue, whose radical 
solution could, in our opinion, become a turning point in the efforts to eliminate 
the nuclear threat.

The Soviet Union, for its part, has been doing all it can to help achieve this goal. 
In particular, it is agreeable to the strictest control over a ban on nuclear-weapon 
tests, including on-site inspections and the use of all the latest developments in 
seismology.
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As is known, last year the USSR, wishing to set a good example, unilaterally 
ceased all nuclear explosion;^ it has subsequently extended its moratorium until 
31 March 1986.  ̂ It now depends above all on the United States whether the 
moratorium will continue in effect, and whether it will become bilateral and then 
multilateral.

I would like to express the hope that the States participating in the Conference 
will speak out strongly in support of such a course and that the Conference itself 
will be able to proceed to businesslike negotiations which would lead to the 
complete cessation of nuclear-weapon tests by everyone, everywhere and for all 
time.

I wish the participants in the Conference success in resolving the important 
issues facing them.

20. Statement by the Soviet First Deputy l\/linister for 
Foreign Affairs (Korniyenl(o) to the Conference on 
Disarmament [Extract], February 20,1986^

As is clear from the message of M.S. Gorbachev that I have just conveyed to 
you,2 the Soviet leadership, without needlessly dramatizing the situation, at the 
same time soberly considers that the period which we, all of us, are living through 
is extremely important: it is a turning point. Mankind has to make a choice right 
now, on the threshold of the third millennium, which will determine its fate.

If we simplify the terms of the choice to the extreme and ask each of us what 
he prefers—the survival of human civilization or its destruction—it is not 
difficult to foresee what answer would be given by any and every sensible person. 
However, in reality rather than in the abstract matters are considerably more 
complex. Powerful forces are at work in the world, and they are pushing it further 
along the road of a constantly accelerating and expanding arms race in an effort 
to achieve military superiority for themselves so as to impose their will on others.

And if we fail in our joint efforts to put an end to that insane “race to non
existence”, to break the momentum of the obsolete and vicious thinking, the 
course of events may become irreversible and then a grim future is in store for 
mankind: to be more precise, the absence of any future.

Back in 1915, 30 years prior to the explosion of the first atomic bomb, V.I. 
Lenin cautioned that because of the use of the most modem powerful achieve
ments of science and technology a war “may result and that it will inevitably 
result in undermining the very conditions of the existence of human society”.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 
 ̂Document 5.
' CD/PV.341,pp.9-17.
 ̂Supra.
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That prediction of the genius who founded the Soviet State has been fully 
confirmed, in this case regrettably, we should say. Today mankind already has 
the means of its own self-destruction.

We in the Soviet Union, however, by no means consider that the situation is 
irreparable and that nuclear war is fatally inevitable. Through the dense screen 
of mistrust and through the huge stockpiles of weapons can be seen—and we are 
sure of that—the real possibility of making a radical turn for the better in 
intemational trends and of preventing the outbreak of the arms race with its easily 
predictable consequences. Naturally, that is not easy to do but we are confident 
that it is within the power of world public opinion. The ground for this confidence 
is that with every passing day people are increasingly realizing the scale and 
nature of the imminent threat. Millions and millions of people on Earth are 
coming to realize that any delay is a crime, that it is necessary to act, and to act 
immediately. We shall never be won over by the arguments of those who consider 
that the arms race is inevitable and who claim that appeals to heed wisdom for 
the sake of the survival of mankind are “idle talk”.

There are States and politicians in the world who not only do not share such 
ideas but consistently translate their awareness of the danger threatening human
ity into their practical policies and into weighty, tangible acts. They have 
sufficient good will and statesmanship to overcome the established cliches and 
prejudices of the period of confrontation and to be the first to embark on the road 
leading away from the brink of the nuclear precipice.

The new formula of an advance towards lasting peace should be based on the 
unconditional recognition of the necessity of ensuring equal security for all States 
and peoples. The facts of the nuclear and space age, which has infinitely 
expanded man’s possibilities and at the same time has narrowed down to the 
minimum and condensed the space and time in which we live, have made it 
axiomatic—and that axiom is not yet understood by all—that it is impossible to 
strengthen one’s own security at the expense and to the detriment of others.

The Soviet State in its policies always—both in the pre-war and post-war 
years—gave preference to the ideas of collective security based on the carefully 
verified balance of interests of all countries. However, in the past we dealt with 
the idea that ensuring collective security was the preferable way while today it 
is, we profoundly believe, the only possible way. In the nuclear age, security of 
States, as M.S. Gorbachev pointed out, “is possible only as security for all”. From 
that viewpoint, a lower degree of security of, for instance, the United States in 
comparison with the Soviet Union would be even disadvantageous for us since 
that would create strategic instability and, as a result, would spur on the arms race. 
As you see, we do not have a double standard—one for the security of the USSR 
and another for other countries.

Another basic element of the new approach to ensuring intemational security 
should be the understanding and the recognition by all that this task can only be 
resolved by political and not by military and technological means. A search— 
even a sincere one— f̂or military and technological means of ensuring security 
can bring about only the same endless escalation of the arms race with its fully 
predictable consequences. One day, in the conditions of a political crisis or 
simply as a result of technical faults in a computer, the entire “escalator”, each
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stair of which is “the balance of fear”, would collapse, dragging down all 
mankind into the nuclear abyss.

No solutions of a military and technological nature can make up for the 
deficiency of political will, the lack of which prevents some of our counterparts 
from escaping from the vicious circle: arms race—tension—arms race. How
ever, we are not fatalists on that subject either; we hope that common sense and 
human wisdom will nevertheless triumph over ideological intolerance and the 
temptation of rivalry in strength. The revolution in thinking must prove—it 
cannot but prove—to be stronger than the revolution in military technology.

Such is our philosophy of moving towards a safe world which underlies the 
practical policies of the USSR as regards stopping the arms race and achieving 
real disarmament. The Soviet Union’s expanded proposals on a broad range of 
those issues have been set forth in the Statement of the General Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee, Mikhail Gorbachev, dated 15 January of this year,  ̂
the main integral part of which is the programme for a stage-by-stage elimination 
of nuclear weapons throughout the world.

The great interest that the Conference has shown to that proposal by the Soviet 
Union is a source of satisfaction to us. Essentially, this forum has already begun 
the extensive and comprehensive discussion of the programme for the destruc
tion of nuclear weapons. The ideas expressed by many delegations indicate that 
the Soviet initiative is timely and that a great number of States are interested in 
the complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

We hope that this programme will in future too be the focus of attention in the 
deliberations of the Conference.

The prohibition and the eventual complete elimination of nuclear weapons 
have always been the objective of Soviet foreign policy. Now the Soviet Union 
has proposed a concrete programme for attaining that goal, and not in some 
distant future but within a historically short period of just 15 years.

In determining the content of the practical measures envisaged by the pro
gramme, in arranging them by stages and in establishing the interrelationship 
between them the Soviet Union was, above all, guided by the understanding that 
no one’s security should be prejudiced at any time in carrying that programme 
into effect.

This is the reason why the process of nuclear disarmament would first affect 
the nuclear arsenals of the Soviet Union and the United States; only after those 
arsenals have been reduced, and reduced substantially, would other nuclear 
Powers join in this process.

In the interests of undiminished security for all and, moreover, of the inadmis
sibility of military superiority of one side, our proposed programme also 
includes, as an integral component a ban on the development, testing and 
deployment of space strike arms. Without such a ban it would be absolutely 
pointless to hope for a possibility of eliminating nuclear arms.

This is not at all the kind of artificial “linkage” that arbitrarily makes the 
solution of an issue depend on the solution of a second issue that has nothing to 
do with the first. No, in this case there is an intrinsic interrelationship between the 
two questions which, objectively speaking, cannot be uncoupled.

 ̂Document 5.
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Assertions about the defensive and hence allegedly innocuous nature of the 
space weapon system now being developed can deceive only those who are either 
ignorant or eager to be deceived.

First, the weapon systems now being developed under the United States SDI 
programme undoubtedly also possess an offensive potential. For instance, a 
weapon capable of destroying from outer space a missile in the boost stage is 
certainly capable of destroying any other target on Earth.

Second, even if one disregards for a moment—which one should not— t̂he 
potential capabilities of those systems in clearly offensive operations, still the 
construction of a so-called space shield is only meaningful as part of an 
aggressive design. While not being capable of neutralizing a first nuclear-missile 
strike, in other words, being unable to perform a truly defensive mission, such a 
shield would at the same time afford protection from a retaliatory strike after the 
side that had built the shield had dealt a first nuclear-missile strike—in other 
words, committed aggression.

Indeed, it was not by chance that the USSR and the United States concluded 
in 1972 the Treaty prohibiting the deployment of a large-scale ABM system,"̂  
despite the fact that the Treaty deals with genuinely defensive weapon systems, 
which cannot be used for striking the territory of the other side. By doing that, the 
leaders of the two countries showed that they were wise enough to abandon the 
simplistic notion that defensive weapons are always a blessing. Nowadays, the 
notion of “defensive weapons” is not at all synonymous with the notion of 
“defensive doctrine”.

Nor is it by chance that under the 1972 Treaty the two sides undertook “not to 
develop, test or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air- 
based, space-based, or mobile land-based”.

It is sometimes argued that the SDI programme does not yet involve the 
development of space weapons but includes only scientific research intended to 
find out whether such weapon systems can be developed.

But, in the first place, this again is not true. Whereas, at the outset, in 1983 when 
the SDI programme was proclaimed,^ its objective was indeed so formulated for 
the sake of camouflage, later, in an official publication issued by the White House 
on 3 January 1985, with reference to the work already done, the aim of the 
programme was stated as being not to find out whether it was possible to develop 
a space-based ABM system but to determine how this could be accomplished.^ 
The Pentagon’s documents submitted to the Congress qualify the SDI efforts as 
belonging to the category of “advanced development”. So much for the stage of 
“finding out”!

Secondly, even to formulate the objective of developing a space-based ABM 
system, regardless of the stage of its practical implementation, is in direct 
contradiction with the spirit and letter of the 1972 ABM Treaty. That this is so 
can be seen from the following hypothetical situation. Suppose a State Party to 
the Convention on the Prohibition and Destruction of Bacteriological Weapons,^

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201. 
^Ibid., 1983, pp. 199-201.
 ̂Ibid., J985, pp. 7-8.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.

Document 20



74 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

which, by the way, was also signed in 1972, suddenly announced a national 
programme to develop such weapons: would anyone dare to say that was a 
legitimate step and that it was not contrary to the Convention? And yet this is in 
fact what is happening in the case of the SDI in relation to the ABM Treaty.

In an attempt to create confusion in this perfectly clear matter, references are 
sometimes made to one of the agreed statements annexed to the ABM Treaty 
which, allegedly, allows the development of ABM systems based on physical 
principles other than those limited by the Treaty. Now, since the SDI programme 
involves the development of such basically new ABM systems as lasers, directed 
energy beams and so on, it is argued that this would not be contrary to the Treaty.

It is time that one of the statements annexed to the Treaty indeed does not rule 
out the possibility of the emergence of “ABM systems based on other physical 
principles”. The point is, however, that such a possibility is permitted only in 
regard to the limited ABM areas authorized by the Treaty and only to fixed land- 
based systems. The text of the statement does not allow for any other interpre
tation. We are not alone in saying this. It is also the view of prominent American 
lawyers, including those who were directly involved in the preparation of the 
ABM Treaty.

Furthermore, a report submitted to the United States Congress by the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency already under the present Administration, I 
repeat, already under the present Administration, states in no uncertain terms that 
“the ABM Treaty prohibition on development, testing and deployment of space- 
based ABM systems, or components for such systems, applies to directed-energy 
technology (or any other technology) used for this purpose”.®

I repeat, all this is stated in an official document of a United States Government 
agency. What is going on, then? The answer is quite simple: the report in question 
was sent to the United States Congress six weeks before President Reagan 
announced the SDI programme in March 1983. It was after that that Washington 
began its strenuous efforts to pass a pig for a carp.

Finally, when all conceivable and inconceivable arguments would seem to 
have been exhausted, the question of verification is dragged out by the opponents 
of disarmament, as always happens in such cases. It is alleged, that, anyway, 
scientific research cannot be banned because it does not lend itself to verification, 
and, generally, human thought cannot be stopped.

Indeed, human thought cannot be stopped. But no one is proposing that, 
ourselves least of all. Of course, basic scientific research can and should be 
conducted: not for the purposes of destruction, however, but in pursuit of 
constructive goals.

Without basic research in the nuclear field, carried out by many scientists in 
many countries over many years, there would be no nuclear weapons, but neither 
would there be nuclear power plants, nor the numerous other benefits that the 
peaceful atom has given mankind.

The same is true of basic space research: its results can be used either to develop 
weapons for waging “Star Wars”, or else they can and should be used to benefit

* Fiscal Year Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Submitted to the Congress 
by the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (Jt. 
Com. prt.; 98th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 266-267.
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mankind, to achieve what we call “Star Peace”,̂  or in other words wide-ranging 
international co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space.

Banning research deliberately aimed at the development of space strike arms 
and effectively verifying such a ban is quite possible. A common will is all that 
would be required. Opening the laboratories concerned for verification would be 
enough, and the Soviet Union is ready for that. For instance, if someone ventured 
to violate the ban on the development of space strike arms the fact would 
inevitably become known, since to prevent such research from reaching a dead 
end, tests outside the laboratory would be needed, which cannot be carried out 
in secret.

While on the question of the objective interrelationship between the questions 
of strategic nuclear arms and space strike weapons, I wish to stress, at the same 
time, that the Soviet nuclear disarmament programme is structured in such a 
way—and this is yet another of its distinctive features—that the nature of the 
interrelationship between its various components is different; with regard to 
some of them no solutions are possible without simultaneously resolving other 
issues, but in other cases certain measures can also be implemented independ
ently.

In other words, our programme does not in any way rule out the possibility of 
discussing and finding generally acceptable solutions to a number of important 
problems outside its framework as well.

For instance, the Soviet Union’s previously expressed readiness to reach 
agreement, without a direct linkage to space and strategic arms, on reducing 
Soviet and American intermediate-range missiles in the European zone also 
remains valid today as far as the option to cut down these missiles to zero is 
concerned, which is also included in our programme.

In this context it is envisaged that both the United States and the Soviet Union 
would actually destroy those missiles rather than redeploy them in other areas, 
or transfer them to any other country, just as they cannot transfer their strategic 
missiles. We have not heard any reasonable arguments against this. The same is 
true of the proposal that along with the destruction of all Soviet and American 
medium-range missiles in the European zone, any further build-up of the relevant 
British and French nuclear arms should be stopped.

The problem of preventing an arms race in outer space, which is on the agenda 
of the Conference on Disarmament, certainly remains important in its own right. 
It is our firm belief that the Conference should continue to work on that problem, 
and the more active and effective that work is the better. It will facilitate rather 
than impede the solution in the Soviet-American negotiations of the problem of 
banning strike arms in its interrelationship with the question of reducing and 
eliminating strategic nuclear arms.

A major step in that direction could be taken, in our view, by working out at 
the Conference an international agreement on ensuring the immunity of artificial 
earth satellites and on banning the development, testing and deployment of anti
satellite systems as well as eliminating those systems that already exist.

The independent significance of the problem of preventing the arms race in 
outer space to which we referred above, is fully applicable to the extremely urgent

 ̂For the origin of the term, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 714.
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question of stopping nuclear-weapons tests. Naturally, that issue was bound to 
be included in the overall programme of nuclear disarmament proposed by us. 
But we are certainly far from thinking that this should result in removing that 
issue from the agenda of the Conference of Disarmament where it rightfully 
figures most prominently as a separate item. The Soviet people as well as, we are 
convinced, all people of goodwill will be most grateful to all those who are 
working at the Conference if and when it produces such a treaty. It is the result 
that matters. On the whole, we continue to consider the elaboration of a treaty on 
the complete and comprehensive prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests as a task 
of the highest priority, and one which can be pursued in any forum.

In the absence of a total ban on nuclear tests the Soviet Union’s appeal to the 
other nuclear Powers, and above all to the United States, to join the unilateral 
moratorium on all nuclear explosions, which was announced by the USSR in 
August 1985 and the extended term of which expires on 31 March,’' retains all 
its significance.

There is, and can be, no justification for the United States’ refusal to follow the 
example of the USSR. It is argued in the United States that nuclear tests are 
needed for perfecting new types of nuclear weapons and for developing certain 
types of space arms, as well as for maintaining confidence that the nuclear 
arsenals already stockpiled remain effective. But that is precisely the reason why 
it would be important to stop nuclear tests: as a result, no side would gain the 
advantage, since all nuclear arsenals would be affected equally.

Those who oppose the cessation of nuclear tests have made a habit of referring 
to the difficulties of verifying their cessation. That, however, is refuted by facts. 
The following example, in particular, provides an indication of the capabilities 
of national technical means. Soon after the moratorium was introduced by the 
Soviet Union, a test explosion was set off at the Nevada test range which has to 
date not been reported in the United States. They must have expected that due to 
its low yield the explosion would not be detected and that therefore if the need 
arose, it could be claimed that it is impossible to verify such explosions. But 
despite its low yield the explosion was registered in the Soviet Union and the 
United States Government is well aware of that.

The Soviet Union does not, however, suggest that verification should be 
confined to national technical means. It is agreeable to supplementing it with 
international procedures, including on-site inspections if necessary.

All verification measures, including on-site inspections, that the Soviet Union 
considers possible for ensuring strict compliance with the moratorium on nuclear 
explosions would be also applicable, naturally, to an agreement on the compre
hensive prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, in case the agreement in question is 
achieved.

It is known that extensive work has already been done within the framework 
of the Conference on Disarmament to work out an international seismic data 
exchange system for the verification of a nuclear-weapon-test ban. The USSR 
favours the continuation of that work as well.

'o//?/d/.,pp. 444-445. 
“ Document 5.
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One thing, however, must be absolutely clear—in any case what can be dealt 
with is, specifically, the verification of compliance with an agreement to stop 
nuclear tests, and by no means with the supervision of nuclear explosions. 
Proposals to do the latter are nothing but a mockery of common sense.

Now let me address chemical weapons—that formidable instrument of mass 
destruction which actually exists. The Soviet Union has always been an ardent 
proponent of the idea that chemistry should be used exclusively for the benefit 
of people and never to their detriment. We believe that the most dependable way 
to achieve that goal is, as before, a total ban on chemical weapons as such and not 
merely on their use.

The USSR, both on its own and together with other socialist countries, has 
repeatedly made specific proposals on this subject. It is not through the fault of 
the Soviet Union that the solution of the problem has been unacceptably delayed.

As was pointed out in M.S. Gorbachev’s Statement of 15 January, the Soviet 
Union regards as entirely feasible the task of completely eliminating chemical as 
well as nuclear weapons even in this century. He has proposed to intensify the 
talks within the framework of the Conference on Disarmament to work out and 
conclude an effective and verifiable convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons and the destruction of the existing stockpiles of those weapons.

It should be said that the Soviet Union favours the earliest possible elimination 
of the existing stockpiles of chemical weapons as well as of the industrial base 
for their production.

Accordingly, our position envisages the timely declaration of the locations of 
enterprises producing chemical weapons and the timely cessation of their 
production. We are in favour of starting to work out procedures for destroying the 
relevant industrial base and for proceeding to eliminate stockpiles of chemical 
weapons soon after the convention enters into force.

Again, it should be emphasized that all these measures would be carried out 
under strict control including international on-site inspections. Here, as in other 
cases, the Soviet Union is no less interested in such control than other States.

While proposing that weapons of mass destruction, both nuclear and chemical, 
should be removed from the arsenals of States and that the emergence of space 
arms should be prevented, the Soviet Union considers that measures to limit and 
reduce conventional armed forces and armaments should be carried out in 
parallel to this process.

Let me name only some of the measures proposed by the Soviet Union in this 
area:

—^reduction of the armed forces of States, above all of the permanent 
members of the Security Council, and of States, that are connected with 
them by military alliances;

—freezing, for a start, of the numerical level of the armed forces of the USSR 
and the United States, including those stationed outside their national 
borders;

—^reduction on a mutual basis of the armed forces and armaments of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Warsaw Treaty Organisation in 
Central Europe;

—limitation of sales and transfers of conventional weapons.
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These, I repeat, are just some of the possible initial measures. In reducing 
conventional armaments and armed forces the Soviet Union is prepared to go as 
far as its counterparts would be ready to do. Here, as in other areas, the Soviet 
Union is ready for action.

Of course, in the area of reducing conventional armaments and armed forces 
the Conference on Disarmament can and must make its own contribution.

The Soviet Union also proposes to ban the development of non-nuclear 
weapons based on new physical principles whose destructive capacity is close to 
that of nuclear arms and other means of mass destruction. Recently the Confer
ence on Disarmament has made some progress in this direction and it should be 
continued.

Speaking about the Conference on Disarmament in general, we would like to 
state very clearly that the Soviet leadership, as is confirmed by the message of 
M.S. Gorbachev to the Conference,*^ views it as an important and, in a way, 
unique forum where representatives of 40 nations—large and small, socialist and 
capitalist, belonging to military alliances and non-aligned— l̂ocated in various 
geographic regions of the world participate in the consideration and elaboration 
of decisions on disarmament issues.

The Committee on Disarmament, which preceded the Conference, bequeathed 
it quite an impressive record. It produced such international legal instruments of 
paramount importance as the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
o n s , t h e  Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their 
Destruction,’"̂ the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean 
Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,and the Convention on the Prohibition of 
Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.'^ 
Without those agreements the situation in the world today would definitely have 
been much more dangerous than it is now.

However, it is only right to recall that the last of the aforementioned agreements 
was signed in 1977, or almost 10 years ago.

Therefore, while acknowledging what has been achieved, the peoples of the 
world have every right to expect the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its 
efforts and work more productively, and to make an effective contribution to the 
prevention of nuclear war and to the strengthening of world peace.

Supra.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461^65. 
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.

^Ubid.,1971,pp. 7-11.
^^Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
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21. Statement by President Reagan: The Soviet Pro
posal of January 15 and tlie New U.S. Proposal on 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces, February 24, 
1986’

On January 151 welcomed the fact that the Soviet Union had put forth arms 
control proposals which we hoped would help to bring progress in the Geneva 
and other negotiations.^ I noted that some elements in the Soviet announcement 
appeared to be constructive and to build upon our proposals, which we had earlier 
placed on the negotiating table. Other elements, however, reflected previous 
Soviet positions, which present serious obstacles to progress.

We made a detailed analysis of these Soviet ideas, and we consulted closely 
with our friends and allies in Europe and Asia prior to responding to the Soviet 
Union. These consultations were excellent and made a significant impact on our 
own thinking. We have now completed our review and reached our decision. I 
have communicated this to allied leaders, and I have responded to General 
Secretary Gorbachev.

I expressed to Mr. Gorbachev my desire to see progress in key arms control fora 
and in the other key areas of the U.S.-Soviet agenda: regional issues, human 
rights, and bilateral matters. I reiterated the U.S. position that the first steps in the 
nuclear arms control area should be the deep cuts in U.S. and Soviet offensive 
weapons which are now under negotiation in Geneva.

With respect to the concept advanced publicly by the General Secretary as his 
“plan” for the elimination of all nuclear weapons by the end of the century, I am 
pleased that the Soviet Union appears to agree in principle with our ultimate goal 
of moving to the total elimination of nuclear weapons when this becomes 
possible. Needless to say, this must be done in a careful manner, consistent with 
the overall requirements for security and stability of the United States and our 
allies.

As the means of accomplishing this, we support a process by which the U.S. 
and Soviet Union would take the first steps by implementing the principle of 50 
percent reductions in the nuclear offensive forces of both sides, appropriately 
applied, and by negotiating an INF agreement. We believe that the immediate 
focus should remain on the prompt accomplishment of these first necessary steps.

We are also pleased that the Soviet Union has indicated publicly that it now 
recognizes our long-held position that verification of negotiated agreements is 
critical. We intend to pursue in specific terms at the negotiating table General 
Secretary Gorbachev’s public offer to resolve any necessary verification issues.

On the other hand, many of the specific details proposed in the subsequent 
phases of the Soviet “plan” are clearly not appropriate for consideration at this

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 3, 1986, pp. 261-262. The 
statement was read by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary, Larry M. Speakes, to 
reporters assembled in the Briefing Room at the White House during his daily press 
briefing, which began at 1:19 pm.

 ̂Documents 5 and 6.
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time. In our view the total elimination of nuclear weapons will require, at the 
same time, the correction of the conventional and other force imbalances, full 
compliance with existing and future treaty obligations, peaceful resolution of 
regional conflicts in ways that allow free choice without outside interference, and 
a demonstrated commitment by the Soviet Union to peaceful competition. 
Unfortunately, the details of the Soviet “plan” do not address these equally vital 
requirements. I would like to make progress now on all of these fronts.

While we will strive for progress across the board, one area where I hope we 
may be able to make immediate progress is in the negotiations on Intermediate- 
range Nuclear Forces. Today our negotiators in Geneva have placed on the table 
a concrete plan calling for the elimination of U.S. Pershing II, ground-launched 
cruise missiles, and Soviet SS-20 missiles not only in Europe but in Asia as well, 
with all such missiles to be removed from the face of the Earth by the end of this 
decade.

I call upon the leadership of the Soviet Union to study carefully the details of 
our new proposal in the spirit with which it has been offered and to respond 
concretely at the negotiating table. I urge the Soviet Union to respond as well as 
to the concrete and comprehensive proposals which the United States placed on 
the table in Geneva on November 1 TTiese proposals covered all three areas of 
the NST negotiations. Our proposals on strategic nuclear arms as well as on 
defense and space arms unfortunately have gone unanswered.

Let me emphasize that the place to make real progress in reducing nuclear and 
other forces is at the confidential negotiating table. The United States is doing its 
part to foster in the nuclear and space talks and other negotiations the practical 
give-and-take process, which can lead to deep arms reductions. With an equal 
commitment by our Soviet negotiating partners, real progress is now within our 
reach.

22. Report of the CPSU Central Committee Delivered by 
General Secretary Gorbachev to the Twenty-sev- 
enth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union: Basic Aims and Directions of the Party’s 
Foreign Policy Strategy [Extracts], February 25, 
1986^

The goals underlying the country’s economic and social development also 
determine the international strategy of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
(CPSU). Its main aim is crystal clear: to ensure for the Soviet people the 
possibility of working under conditions of lasting peace and freedom. Such, in 
essence, is the Party's primary requirement for our foreign policy. To fulfil it in

 ̂ For President Reagan’s account of these proposals, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1985, pp. 795 ff (Document 222).

' A/41/185, Annex, pp. 3-8, 13-15.
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the present situation means, above all, to terminate the material preparations for 
a nuclear war.

Having weighed all the aspects of the situation, CPSU has put forward a 
coherent programme for the total abolition of weapons of mass destruction before 
the end of this century, a programme that is historic in its dimensions and 
significance. Its implementation would open up for mankind a fundamentally 
new period of development and the opportunity to concentrate entirely on 
constructive labour.

As you know, we have addressed our proposals not only through the traditional 
diplomatic channel but also directly to world public opinion, to the world’s 
peoples. The time has come to have a thorough understanding of the harsh 
realities of our day: nuclear weapons harbour a hidden force capable of sweeping 
the human race from the face of the earth. Our address further underscores the 
open, honest, Leninist character of the foreign-policy strategy of CPSU.

Socialism unconditionally rejects war as a means of resolving inter-State 
political and economic contradictions and settling ideological disputes. Our ideal 
is a world without weapons and violence, a world in which each people freely 
chooses its path of development, its way of life. This is an expression of the 
humanism of communist ideology, of its moral values. That is why, for the future 
as well, the struggle against the nuclear threat and the arms race and fo r  the 
preservation and strengthening o f universal peace remains the fundamental 
direction of the Party 's activities on the international scene.

There is no alternative to such a policy. This is all the more true in periods of 
tension in international affairs. I would say that never in the decades since the 
Second World War has the situation in the world been so explosive, and thus so 
complex and unfavourable, as in the first half of the 1980s. The right-wing group 
that came to power in the United States, and its main NATO fellow-travellers, 
have turned sharply away from detente in favour of a policy of military force. 
They have armed themselves with doctrines that reject good-neighbourly rela
tions and co-operation as principles of world development and as a political 
philosophy of intemational relations. The Administration in Washington has 
remained deaf to our calls for an end to the arms race and an improvement of the 
situation.

Perhaps it is not worth digging up the past, especially today, when in Soviet- 
American relations there seem to be signs of changes for the better, and realistic 
trends are beginning to resurface in the actions and attitudes of the leadership of 
certain NATO countries. We feel that it is indeed worthwhile, for the sharp freeze 
in the intemational climate in the first half of the 1980s was a further reminder 
that nothing comes of itself: peace has to be fought for, and this has to be a 
persevering and meaningful fight. We have to look for, find and use even the 
smallest opportunity in order—while it is still possible—to halt the trend towards 
an escalation of the threat of war. Appreciating this, the Central Committee of 
CPSU at its April plenary session once again analysed the nature and dimensions 
of the nuclear threat and defined the practical steps that could lead to an 
improvement in the situation. We were guided by the following considerations 
of principle.

First. TTie character of present-day weaponry leaves no State with any hope of 
defending itself solely with military and technical means— f̂or example, by

Document 22



82 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

building up a defence, even the most powerful. To ensure security is seen 
increasingly as a political problem, and it can only be solved by political means. 
In order to progress along the road of disarmament, what is needed above all is 
the will. Security cannot be built permanently on fear of retaliation, in other 
words, on the doctrines of “containment” or “deterrence”. Apart from the 
absurdity and amorality of a situation in which the whole world becomes a 
nuclear hostage, these doctrines encourage an arms race that may sooner or later 
go out of control.

Second. In the context of relations between the USSR and the United States, 
security can only be mutual, and if international relations are viewed as a whole, 
it can only be universal. The highest wisdom does not lie in caring solely about 
oneself, especially if this is to the detriment of the other side. It is vital that all 
should feel equally secure, for the fears and anxieties of the nuclear age generate 
uncertainty in politic affairs and in concrete actions. It is becoming extremely 
important to take into account the critical significance of the time factor. The 
appearance of new systems of weapons of mass destruction steadily shortens the 
time, and narrows down the possibilities, for adopting political decisions on 
questions of war and peace in crisis situations.

Third. The military-industrial machine in the United States remains the driving 
force of militarism, which so far has no intention of slowing down. This, of 
course, has to be taken into consideration. But we are well aware that the interests 
and aims of the military-industrial complex are not at all the same as the interests 
and aims of the American people, as the genuine national interests of that great 
country.

Naturally, the world is much larger than the United States and its occupation 
bases on foreign soil; in world politics one cannot confine oneself to relations 
with any single, even a very important, country. As we know from experience, 
this only fosters the arrogance of strength. Needless to say, we attach consider
able importance to the state and character of the relations between the Soviet 
Union and the United States. Our countries have quite a few points of coinci
dence, and there is a genuine need to live in peace with each other and to co
operate on the basis of equality and mutual benefit and only on that basis.

Fourth. The world is in the process of rapid change, and it is not within 
anyone ’ s power to maintain a perpetual status quo in it. It consists of many scores 
of countries, each having interests that are perfectly legitimate. All without 
exception face a task of fundamental importance: without being blind to social, 
political and ideological differences, all have to master the science and art of 
restraint and circumspection on the international scene, to live in a civilized 
manner, in other words, in conditions of proper international intercourse and co
operation. But to give this co-operation wide scope there has to be an all- 
embracing system of international economic security that would equally protect 
every State against discrimination, sanctions, and other attributes of imperialist, 
neo-colonialist policy. Together with disarmament, such a system can become a 
dependable pillar of international security generally.

In short, the modem world has become too small and fragile for wars and a 
policy of force. It cannot be saved and preserved unless the thinking and actions 
built up over the centuries, based on the acceptability and permissibility of wars 
and armed conflicts, are shed once and for all.
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This means the realization that it is no longer possible to win an arms race, or 
indeed a nuclear war. The continuation of this race on earth, let alone its extension 
into outer space, will accelerate the already critically high rate of stockpiling and 
perfecting nuclear weapons. The situation in the world may become such that it 
will no longer depend upon the intelligence or will of political leaders. It may 
become captive to technology, to technocratic military logic. Consequently, not 
only nuclear war itself but also the preparation for it, in other words, the arms 
race, the aspiration to achieve military superiority can, objectively speaking, 
bring no political gain to anyone.

Further, this means understanding that the present level of the balance of the 
nuclear capabilities of the opposing sides is much too high. For the time being this 
ensures equal danger to each of them—but only for the time being. Continuation 
of the nuclear-arms race will inevitably heighten this equal danger and may bring 
it to a point where even parity will cease to be a factor for politico-military 
deterrence. Consequently, it is vital, in the first place, to reduce dramatically the 
level of military confrontation. In our age, genuine equal security is guaranteed 
not by an excessively high but by the lowest possible level of strategic parity, 
from which nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction must be 
totally excluded.

Lasdy, this means realizing that in the present situation there is no alternative 
to co-operation and interaction among all States. Thus, the objective—I empha
size, objective—conditions have taken shape in which confrontation between 
capitalism and socialism can proceed only and exclusively inform s o f peaceful 
competition and peaceful rivalry.

For us peaceful coexistence is a political course which the USSR intends to go 
on following unswervingly. In ensuring the continuity of its foreign-policy 
strategy, CPSU will pursue a vigorous international policy stemming from the 
realities of the world we live in. Of course, the problems of international security 
cannot be solved by one or two—even if very intensive— p̂eace offensives. 
Success can only be brought about by consistent, methodical and persevering 
effort.

Continuity in foreign policy has nothing in common with the simple repetition 
of what has been done, especially in tackling the problems that have accumulated. 
What is wanted is a high degree of accuracy in assessing one’s own possibilities, 
restraint, and an eminendy high sense of responsibility when taking decisions. 
What is needed is firmness in upholding principles and positions, tactical 
flexibility, a readiness for mutually acceptable compromises, and an orientation 
towards dialogue and mutual understanding rather than towards confrontation.

As you know, we have taken a series of unilateral steps: we have put a 
moratorium on the deployment of intermediate-range missiles in Europe,^ cut 
back their number, and stopped all nuclear tests.  ̂In Moscow and abroad there 
have been talks with the leaders and members of the Governments of many 
States. The Soviet-Indian, the Soviet-French and the Soviet-American summit 
meetings were necessary and useful steps.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 309.
3 Ibid., 1985, pp. 444-445.
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The Soviet Union has made energetic efforts to give a fresh impetus to the 
negotiations in Geneva, Stockholm and Vienna, the purpose of which is to scale 
down the arms race and build up confidence among States. Negotiations are 
always a delicate and complex matter. It is of cardinal importance here to lead up 
to a mutually acceptable balance of interests. To turn weapons of mass destruc
tion into an object of political scheming is, to say the least, immoral, while in 
political terms it is irresponsible.

Lastly, there is our statement of 15 January of this year."̂  Taken as a whole, our 
programme is essentially an amalgam that combines the philosophy of shaping 
a safe world in the nuclear and space age with a platform of concrete actions. The 
Soviet Union offers to approach the problems of disarmament in their totality, for 
in terms of security they are linked with one another. I am not speaking of rigid 
linkages or attempts to “back down” in one direction in order to erect barricades 
in another. What I am talking about is a plan of specific actions strictly scheduled 
over time. The USSR intends to work perseveringly for its realization, regarding 
it as the primary direction o f our foreign policy fo r  the coming years.

Soviet military doctrine is also entirely in keeping with the letter and spirit of 
the initiatives we have put forward. Its orientation is unequivocally defensive. In 
the military sphere we intend to continue acting in such a way as to give no one 
grounds for fear, even imagined, about their security. But equally we and our 
allies want to be rid of the feeling that we are threatened. The USSR has assumed 
the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons and it will abide strictly 
by that obligation. But it is no secret that scenarios for a nuclear strike against us 
exist. We have no right to overlook this. The Soviet Union is a staunch adversary 
of nuclear war in any form. Our country is in favour of removing weapons of mass 
destruction from use and of limiting the military capability to reasonable 
adequacy. But the character and level of this ceiling continue to be limited by the 
attitudes and actions of the United States and its bloc partners. Under these 
conditions we repeat again and again: the Soviet Union lays no claim to more 
security y but it will not settle fo r  less.

I should like to draw attention to the problem of verification, to which we attach 
special importance. We have declared on several occasions that the USSR is open 
to verification and that we are interested in it as much as anyone else. All- 
embracing, strictest verification is perhaps the key element of the disarmament 
process. The essence of the matter, in our thinking, is that there can he no 
disarmament without verification, and verification without disarmament makes 
no sense.

There is another matter of principle. We have explained our attitude towards 
“star wars” at some length. The United States has already drawn many of its allies 
into this programme. There is the danger that it may become irreversible. Before 
it is too late, it is imperative to find a realistic solution guaranteeing that the arms 
race does not spread to outer space. The “star wars” programme cannot be 
permitted to be used as a stimulus for a further arms race or as a road-block to far- 
reaching disarmament. Tangible progress towards a drastic reduction of nuclear 
capabilities can be of much help in surmounting this obstacle. For that reason the

 ̂Document 5.
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Soviet Union is prepared to take a substantial step in that direction, resolving the 
question of intermediate-range missiles in the European zone separately, without 
a direct link to problems related to strategic armaments and outer space.

The Soviet programme has touched the hearts of millions of people, and among 
political leaders and public figures, interest in it continues to grow. The times we 
live in are such that it is hard to brush it aside. The attempts to cast doubt on the 
Soviet Union’s constructive commitment to accelerate and to tackle in a practical 
manner this pressing problem of our day— t̂he destruction of nuclear weapons— 
are becoming less and less convincing. Nuclear disarmament should not be the 
exclusive domain of political leaders. The whole world is pondering this, for it 
is a question of life itself.

But it is also necessary to take into account the reaction of the centres of power 
that hold the keys to the success or failure of disarmament negotiations. Of 
course, the ruling class in the United States—to be more exact, its most egotistical 
groups linked to the military-industrial complex— ĥave other aims that are 
clearly opposed to ours. For them, disarmament spells a loss of profits and a 
political risk; for us, it is a blessing in all respects economically, politically and 
morally.

We know our principal opponents and we have accumulated thorough and 
extensive experience in our relations and talks with them. The day before 
yesterday we received President Reagan’s reply to our statement of 15 January.^ 
The American side began to set forth its observations in greater detail at the talks 
in Geneva. To be sure, we shall closely examine everything the Americans have 
to say on these matters. However, since the reply was received literally on the eve 
of the Congress, the United States Administration apparently expects—at least 
that is how we see it—our attitude towards the United States position to be made 
known to the world from this rostrum.

What I can say right away is that the President’s letter does not give grounds 
for amending the assessments of the international situation set forth in the report 
before the reply had been received. It says that the elimination of nuclear arms 
is the goal all the nuclear Powers should strive to attain. In this letter the President 
agrees in general with some of the Soviet proposals and intentions with regard 
to disarmament and security. In other words, the reply seems to contain some 
reassuring opinions and positions.

However, these positive pronouncements are swamped by various reserva
tions, “linkages” and “conditions” which in fact block the solution of fundamen
tal problems of disarmament. Reduction in strategic nuclear arsenals is made 
conditional on our consent to the “star wars” programme and to reductions— 
unilateral, by the way—in Soviet conventional arms. Linked to this are also the 
problems of regional conflicts and bilateral relations. The elimination of nuclear 
weapons in Europe is blocked by references to the stand taken by the United 
Kingdom and France, and by the demand to weaken our defences in the eastern 
part of the country, while the United States military forces in that region would 
be maintained. The refusal to stop nuclear tests is justified by arguments to the 
effect that nuclear weapons serve as a “deterrent”. This is in direct contradiction

 ̂Cf., Document 21, supra.
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to the purpose reaffirmed in the letter—the need to destroy nuclear weapons. The 
reluctance of the United States and its ruling circles to embark on the path of 
nuclear disarmament manifests itself most clearly with reference to nuclear 
explosions, the termination of which is demanded by the whole world.

In a word, without going into detail, it is hard to detect in the letter we have just 
received any serious readiness on the part of the American leadership to get down 
to solving the cardinal problems of eliminating the nuclear threat. It looks as if 
the people in Washington—and elsewhere, for that matter—have got used to 
living side by side with nuclear weapons, linking them with their plans in the 
international arena. However, whether they like it or not. Western politicians will 
have to answer the question: are they prepared to part with nuclear weapons at 
all?

In accordance with an understanding reached in Geneva there will be another 
meeting with the American President. The significance we attach to it is that it 
ought to produce practical results in key areas of limiting and reducing arma
ments. There are at least two matters on which an understanding could be 
reached: the cessation of nuclear tests and the abolition of United States and 
Soviet intermediate-range missiles in the European zone. And then, what is more, 
if there is readiness to seek agreement, the question of the time of the meeting will 
be resolved by itself: we will accept any suggestion on that count. But there is no 
sense in holding empty talks. We shall not remain indifferent if the Soviet- 
American dialogue that has started—inspiring some not unfounded hopes of a 
possibility for changes for the better—is used as a means of continuing the arms 
race and the material preparations for war. The Soviet Union is of a firm mind to 
justify the hopes of the peoples of our two countries and of the whole world, who 
are expecting practical steps, concrete actions and tangible agreements on the 
part of the leaders of the USSR and the United States on how to block the arms 
race. We are prepared for this.

• • • • • • •

We are living in a world of realities and are building our international policy 
in keeping with the specific features of the present phase of international 
development. Our creative analysis of this phase and our vision of prospects have 
led us to a conclusion that is highly significant. Today, as never before, it is 
important to find ways for closer and more productive co-operation with govern
ments, parties and mass organizations and movements that are truly concerned 
about the future of peace on earth, with all peoples, in order to build an all- 
embracing system o f international security.

The fundamental principles of such a system would be the following:
1. The military sphere 

—^Renunciation by the nuclear Powers of war, both nuclear and conven
tional, against each other or against third States;

—^Prevention of an arms race in outer space, cessation of all nuclear-weapon 
tests and the total destruction of such weapons, a ban on and the 
destruction of chemical weapons, and renunciation of the development of 
other means of mass annihilation;
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—A strictly supervised lowering of the levels of military capabilities of 
States to limits of reasonable adequacy;

—Disbandment of military alliances, and as a stage towards this, renuncia
tion of their enlargement and of the formation of new ones;

—^Proportional and commensurate reduction of military budgets.
2. The political sphere

—^Unconditional respect in international practice for the sovereign right of 
each people to choose the ways and forms of its development;

— T̂he just political settlement of international crises and regional conflicts;
—Elaboration of a set of measures aimed at building confidence among 

States, and the creation of effective guarantees of protection against 
external attack and of the inviolability of their frontiers;

—Elaboration of effective methods of averting international terrorism, 
including methods of ensuring the safety of international land, air and sea 
communications.

3. The economic sphere
—^Exclusion of all forms of discrimination from international practice, and 

renunciation of the policy of economic blockades and sanctions, if this is 
not directly provided for in the recommendations of the world commu
nity;

—The joint search for ways to achieve a just settlement of the problem of 
indebtedness;

—Establishment of a new international economic order guaranteeing the 
equal economic security of all States;

— T̂he elaboration of principles for utilizing part of the funds released as a 
result of a reduction of military budgets for the good of the world 
community, and especially the developing countries;

— T̂he pooling of efforts in the exploration and peaceful use of outer space 
and in solving global problems on which the destiny of civilization 
depends.

4. The humanitarian sphere
—Co-operation in the dissemination of the ideas of peace, disarmament and 

international security; greater flow of general objective information and 
greater opportunities for peoples to acquaint themselves with each other's 
way of life; reinforcement of the spirit of mutual understanding and 
concord in relations between them;

—Eradication of genocide, apartheid, advocacy of fascism and every other 
form of racial, national or religious exclusiveness, and also of discrimina
tion against individuals on these grounds;

— T̂he extension, while respecting the laws of each country, of international 
co-operation in the realization of political, social and individual human 
rights;

— T̂he solving in a humane and positive spirit of questions related to the 
reunification of families, marriage, and the promotion of contacts between 
individuals and between organizations;

— T̂he strengthening of and the search for new forms of co-operation in 
culture, art, science, education and medicine.
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These principles follow logically from the provisions of the Programme of 
CPSU. They are fully in keeping with our practical foreign-policy initiatives. 
Guided by them, it would be possible to make peaceful coexistence the highest 
universal principle of inter-State relations. In our view, these principles could 
become the point of departure and a sort of guideline for a direct and systematic 
dialogue between leaders of countries of the world community, both bilateral and 
multilateral.

Since, moreover, this concerns the fate of peace, such a dialogue is particularly 
important among the permanent members of the Security Council—the five 
nuclear Powers. They bear the primary burden of responsibility for the destiny 
of humanity. I emphasize: it is not a privilege, not a foundation for claims to 
“leadership” in world affairs, but a responsibility, and nobody has the right to 
forget this. Why then should their leaders not gather at a round table and discuss 
what could and should be done to promote peace?

In our view, the entire existing mechanism of arms-limitation talks should also 
start to function at top productivity. Can one really “grow accustomed” to the fact 
that for years these talks have been proceeding on parallel course with a 
simultaneous build-up of armaments?

The USSR is giving considerable attention in international forums, as well as 
within the framework of the Helsinki process, to the problems and prospects of 
the world economy, the interdependence between disarmament and develop
ment, and the expansion of trade and scientific and technological co-operation. 
We feel that in the future it would be important to convene a world congress on 
problems of economic security, at which it would be possible to discuss in a 
package everything that encumbers world economic relations.

We are prepared to consider seriously any other proposals aimed in the same 
direction.

In the battle to prevent war it is vital to strive for success. This would be an 
epoch-making victory for the whole of humanity, for every person on earth. 
CPSU sees active participation in this battle as the essence of its foreign-policy 
strategy.

23. House Joint Resolution 3: Nuclear Weapons Test
ing, February 26,1986^

Whereas the United States is committed in the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 
1963  ̂and in the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968  ̂to seek to achieve the discon
tinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time;

Whereas a comprehensive test ban treaty would promote the security of the 
United States by constraining the United States-Soviet nuclear arms competition 
and by strengthening efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons;

' Congressional Record, February 26,1986, pp. H603, H642-H643. The vote was 268 
in favor, 148 opposed, and 18 not voting.

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Whereas the Threshold Test Ban Treaty was signed in 1974"̂  and the Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaty was signed in 1976,  ̂ and both have yet to be 
considered by the full Senate for its advice and consent to ratification;

Whereas the entry into force of the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty and the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty will ensure full implementation of significant new 
verification procedures and so make completion of a comprehensive test ban 
treaty more probable;

Whereas a comprehensive test ban treaty must be adequately verifiable, and 
significant progress has been made in methods for detection of underground 
nuclear explosions by seismological and other means;

Whereas, at present, negotiations are not being pursued by the United States 
and the Soviet Union toward completion of a comprehensive test ban treaty; and

Whereas the past five administrations have supported the achievement of a 
comprehensive test ban treaty: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House o f Representatives o f the United States o f  
America in Congress assembled. That at the earliest possible date, the President 
of the United States should—

(1) request advice and consent of the Senate to ratification (with a report 
containing any plans the President may have to negotiate supplemental verifica
tion procedures, or if the President believes it necessary, any understanding or 
reservation on the subject of verification which should be attached to the treaty) 
of the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties, signed in 
1974 and 1976, respectively; and

(2) propose to the Soviet Union the immediate resumption of negotiations 
toward conclusion of a verifiable comprehensive test ban treaty.
In accordance with international law, the United States shall have no obligation 
to comply with any bilateral arms control agreement with the Soviet Union that 
the Soviet Union is violating.

24. Statement by the U.S. Representative (Lowitz) to the 
Conference on Disarmament: Nuclear Test Ban 
[Extract], February 27,1986^

In sum, the United States hopes that the progress foreshadowed by recent 
meetings and statements will be translated into concrete results. Concrete results 
in resolving the security issues with which our negotiations are concerned— 
nuclear, chemical, and conventional—and in resolving the security and political 
problems posed by regional conflicts and differing political systems, will provide 
a necessary basis for further steps toward nuclear disarmament.

Ubid.J974, pp. 225-229. 
5 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332. 
' CD/PV.343, pp. 28-30.

Document 24



90 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

One of these steps would be a comprehensive prohibition of nuclear explo
sions—what our Conference describes as a nuclear-test ban. Surely it is unnec
essary for me to describe the United States position on this question—a position 
which remains unchanged—at greater length than I have done in past interven
tions. A nuclear-test ban is an objective which can be realized in the context of 
the steps that I have discussed above—steps involving deep reductions in nuclear 
weapons; steps addressing the security concerns posed by the conventional force 
imbalance between East and West and the resulting need of the West to maintain 
an effective and reliable nuclear deterrent posture; and steps for the development 
and improvement of means that would be applied to the verification of compli
ance with such a ban.

We have taken due note of that part of the message from Mr. Gorbachev to the 
Conference on Disarmament on 20 February,^ as read by Minister Kornienko, 
that the Soviet Union will accept on-site inspection to verify compliance with a 
nuclear-test ban, as well as “the use of all achievements in seismology”. On-site 
inspection is an issue which would be highly appropriate for practical work in an 
Ad Hoc Committee under agenda item 1 in the Conference on Disarmament. It 
was, in fact, an issue on which consideration had only begun in the summer of
1983 when the work of the subsidiary body ended for the year. The failure of this 
Conference to take the necessary steps to resume this work has, accordingly, 
precluded an in-depth consideration of the many aspects of this matter.

The United States has long advocated a dialogue with the Soviet Union to 
arrive at the improved verification procedures necessary for any nuclear testing 
limitation. To the extent that Mr. Gorbachev’s statement may reflect the 
development of common ground on this crucial issue, it is hopeful. We would 
welcome any dialogue with the Soviet Union that would narrow differences on 
this issue.

It is clear to my Government that the existing seismological assets available for 
monitoring a nuclear-test ban would not constitute an adequate basis for such an 
agreement. It would be important for the Conference on Disarmament to 
continue its consideration of this matter in a committee charged with doing so. 
In this way delegations that have argued in this body that seismology now 
provides a basis for verification can lay out their views in detail so that other 
delegations may benefit from their analyses. Clearly, this also would permit other 
delegations to present alternative positions. It is not only the problem of 
monitoring the underground environment under normal circumstances that is at 
issue here. A verification system also must work against attempts to evade a test 
ban. Such attempts would involve taking steps to hide an explosion: by lowering 
its yield, by masking the seismic signal, by concealing the nuclear test in a large 
chemical explosion, or by still other means. Let me cite one example in this 
regard. In his 25 February statement. Ambassador Gonsalves argues that existing 
seismological means are sufficient and that cheating would be too difficult, even 
statistically impossible.^ But how would seismic means ensure that nuclear

 ̂Document 19.
3 CD/PV.342, pp. 21-22.
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explosions were not masked by large chemical explosions? Other approaches, 
such as on-site inspection, would also be needed.

In our view, it is important to continue work on the technologies and means of 
verification. We had a very useful contribution to this work in the seismic 
workshop sponsored last June by Norway. Closer to home, work is continuing in 
the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. With regard to the GSE, I welcome the 
support for the continued efforts of this outstanding body expressed by Mr. 
Kornienko in his statement last Thursday."^

The nuclear-test-ban issue is one of long standing, as we all know. We hear 
statements in this body that the verification problem has been “solved”, and we 
hear that because the problem has supposedly been solved, it is only a matter of 
“political will” that blocks the immediate initiation of multilateral negotiations 
to work out an agreement. If those who make this argument are suggesting that 
the United States is acting in a cavalier or capricious way, then they underesti
mate the seriousness with which my Government approaches this issue. In fact, 
it is because, in the United States view, the question of nuclear testing is directly 
related to our security and that of the Westem alliance—through the role testing 
plays in the maintenance of a reliable nuclear deterrent, a deterrent made 
necessary by the hard facts of international life in our day— t̂hat our position on 
this issue is a careful and principled one.

The inseparability of the question of a nuclear-test ban from that of interna
tional stability and security extends as well to our unwillingness to enter a 
moratorium on nuclear testing. Our experience with simple, unverified declara
tive cessations of nuclear tests has not been encouraging. I have previously 
referred to the 1958-1961 period, at the conclusion of which the Soviet Union 
abruptly resumed its own testing programme with the detonation of some 40 
explosions in the space of several weeks. It is clear that at the conclusion of a 
moratorium, testing can resume with full or increased intensity on the basis of 
preparations undertaken during the moratorium period. Moreover, it would be 
relatively easy, at a point when immediate testing objectives had been satisfied, 
to introduce a hiatus in testing on the assumption that the United States could not 
reciprocate. It also would be easy to include offers to apply verification measures 
that would in fact require careful and painstaking negotiation and application 
within a treaty framework.

What, then, should the Conference on Disarmament do about agenda item 1 at 
this time? I think that the answer is straightforward. It should take up work where 
it left off in 1983. It should respond to the proposal for a mandate, contained in 
document CD/521, under which an ad hoc committee should operate, a proposal 
which was offered in 1984 and which remains fully valid. We should not forget 
that that mandate was offered in response to the views expressed by others. It was 
a response that, so far as I can determine, was simply set aside. Thus, on the 
crucial point that appears to prevent further work—that of initiating negotiations 
now—setting aside the Westem response had the predictable result of a dead
lock. Deadlock is unfortunate. It has the readily apparent result: no progress in 
an area where important progress is possible.

Document 20.
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• • • • • • •

25. Letter From President Reagan to the Congress: 
Nuclear Cooperation Witli the European Atomic 
Energy Community, February 28,1986^

The United States has been engaged in nuclear cooperation with the European 
Community for many years. This cooperation was initiated under agreements 
concluded over two decades ago between the United States and the European 
Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) which extend until December 31, 
1995.  ̂ Since the inception of this cooperation, the Community has adhered to 
all its obligations under those agreements.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978^amended the Atomic Energy Act 
to establish new nuclear export criteria, including a requirement that the United 
States have a right to consent to the reprocessing of fuel exported from the United 
States. Our present agreements for cooperation with EURATOM do not contain 
such a right. To avoid disrupting cooperation with EURATOM, a proviso was 
included in the law to enable continued cooperation until March 10, 1980, if 
EURATOM agreed to negotiations concerning our cooperation agreements, 
which it did.

The law also provides that nuclear cooperation with EURATOM can be 
extended on an annual basis after March 10, 1980, upon determination by the 
President that failure to cooperate would prejudice seriously the achievement of 
United States non-proliferation objectives or otherwise jeopardize the common 
defense and security, and after notification to the Congress. President Carter 
made such a determination six years ago and signed Executive Order 12193, 
permitting continued nuclear cooperation with EURATOM until March 10, 
1981."̂  Subsequent determinations have permitted continued nuclear coopera
tion through March 10, 1986.

In addition to numerous informal contacts, the United States has engaged in 
nine rounds of talks with EURATOM regarding the renegotiation of the U.S.- 
EURATOM agreements for cooperation. These were conducted in November 
1978, September 1979, April 1980, January 1982, November 1983, March 1984 
and May, September and November 1985. The European Community is now 
considering U.S. proposals relating to our cooperation agreements, and further 
progress in the talks is anticipated this year.

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 3, 1986, pp. 293-294. The 
letter was addressed to the President of the Senate (Bush) and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives (O’Neill).

2 9 UST1116, TIAS 4091,335 UNTS 161; 11 UST 2589, TIAS 4650,402 UNTS 325; 
13 UST 1439, TIAS 5104,453 UNTS 400; 14 UST 1459, TIAS 5444; 24 UST 472, TIAS 
7566; TIAS 10338.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
Ubid., 1980, p. 39.
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I believe that it is essential that cooperation between the United States and the 
Community continue and, likewise, that we work closely with our allies to 
counter the threat of nuclear explosives proliferation. A disruption of nuclear 
cooperation would not only eliminate any chance of progress in our talks with 
EURATOM related to our agreements, it would also cause serious problems in 
our overall relationships. Accordingly, I have determined that failure to continue 
peaceful nuclear cooperation with EURATOM would be seriously prejudicial to 
the achievement of the United States non-proliferation objectives and would 
jeopardize the common defense and security of the United States. I intend to sign 
an Executive Order to extend the waiver of the application of the relevant export 
criterion of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act for an additional twelve months 
from March 10, 1986.^

26. Executive Order 12554: Nuclear Cooperation With 
thie European Atomic Energy Community, Febru
ary 28,1986^

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and statutes of 
the United States of America, including Section 126a(2) of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2155(a)(2)), and having determined that, 
upon the expiration of the period specified in the first proviso to Section 126a(2) 
of such Act and extended by Executive Orders No. 12193 2295,12351,12409, 
12463, and 12506, failure to continue peaceful nuclear cooperation with the 
European Atomic Energy Community would be seriously prejudicial to the 
achievement of the United States non-proliferation objectives and would other
wise jeopardize the common defense and security of the United States, and 
having notified the Congress of this determination, I hereby extend the duration 
of that period to March 10, 1987.

27. Joint Message From the Leaders of Six Nations to 
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev: 
Nuclear Test Moratorium, February 28,1986^

The world welcomed your summit meeting with General Secretary Gor
bachev/President Reagan last year and the affirmation of your determination to

 ̂ Infra.
‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 3,1986, p. 294. The order was 

signed by President Reagan.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1980, p. 39.
' A/41/210 S/17910. The message was signed by Argentinian President Alfonsin, 

Greek Prime Minister Papandreou, Indian Prime Minister Gandhi, Mexican President de 
la Madrid, Swedish Prime Minister Palme, and Tanzanian President Nyerere.
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achieve early results in the negotiations on space and nuclear arms.  ̂We are 
concerned, however, that no concrete measures have as yet been agreed which 
would help to “prevent an arms race in space and terminate it on Earth”. This is 
a task of the utmost urgency for the future of humanity, and the very survival of 
our planet is at stake. As long as nuclear weapons exist, there can be no security 
for the world. We all live confronting the awful possibility of our extinction in 
a nuclear holocaust, whether by accident or design. This is why we feel it is 
incumbent on us to do all that we can to avert this threat and to build a new concept 
of global security without nuclear weapons.

The next summit meeting between you and General Secretary Gorbachev/ 
President Reagan, which is expected to take place later this year, will in our view 
be a crucial opportunity for the two of you to agree on concrete steps to halt the 
nuclear-arms race.

We believe that everything which can be done to create confidence and a 
positive atmosphere for such agreements at your summit should be encouraged. 
One such confidence-building measure would be for your two countries to refrain 
from any nuclear test in the period up to the summit meeting. This could pave the 
way for an agreement on a mutual and adequately verified moratorium for 
nuclear explosions. It would also facilitate the negotiation of a comprehensive 
test ban treaty.

We urge you not to authorize any nuclear test in the coming months before the 
summit. We are convinced that this would be seen, in the rest of the world, as a 
signal that the two of you at that meeting are prepared to draw practical 
conclusions from your joint statement in Geneva that “a nuclear war cannot be 
won and must never be fought”.

We reiterate our offer to assist in verifying any halt in nuclear testing, to 
remove doubts about compliance and possible violations. Such assistance could 
include on-site inspection as well as monitoring activities both on your territories 
and in our own countries.

You have a major responsibility for ensuring our common survival. People the 
world over will support every step that you take to bring us nearer the goal of 
freeing the Earth from the threat of nuclear war.

 ̂For the joint statement issued at the summit meeting, see Documents on Disarmament,
1985, pp. 866-871.
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28. Report of Specialists Appointed by UN Secretary 
General Perez de Cuellar To Investigate Allegations 
by Iran Concerning the Use of Chemical Weapons: 
Terms of Reference, l\/lethodology, and Summary 
and Conclusions [Extracts], March 6,1986^

I. T e r m s  o f  r e f e r e n c e

1. The mission was requested by the Secretary-General to determine, to the extent 
possible, whether chemical weapons had been used in the conflict between Iran 
and Iraq and, if so, the type, extent and circumstances of their use. It was also 
indicated that the mission’s investigations were in continuation of those first 
conducted by it in March 1984. In accordance with the itinerary arranged by the 
United Nations, our investigations were conducted only in Iran.^

III. M e t h o d o l o g y

4. In order to carry out our task, we adopted, as required, the following ap
proaches:

(a) Interviews were held with Government officials in Teheran in order to 
obtain information regarding the alleged use of chemical weapons;

(b) A visit was made to the war zone in order to examine evidence of weapons 
used in alleged chemical attacks and to collect samples for chemical examination 
in specialized laboratories located in Europe;

(c) Clinical examinations were made of, and interviews conducted with, a 
number of patients who were allegedly exposed to an attack of chemical warfare 
agents (these included a number of Iraqi casualties). The clinical examinations 
were undertaken both in the war zone and in hospitals in Ahwaz and Teheran to 
which patients had been evacuated;

(d) An interview was held with a captured Iraqi pilot about his experiences with 
the use of chemical weapons.
5. Because of experience gained during the 1984 mission to Iran, we were able 
in this mission to be essentially self-contained in regard to protective clothing, 
masks and gloves, as well as sampling equipment and containers for transport. 
In addition, we had available the latest version of the British-designed and 
developed Chemical Agent Monitor (CAM, Graseby Dynamics Ltd). This 
battery-powered, portable instrument enables low concentrations of vapours of 
specific chemical substances to be detected. For the present investigation, the 
CAM was used in a mode suitable for the detection of the vapour of mustard gas

' S/17911, Annex, pp. 116-117,119. The specialists were Dr. Gustav Andersson, Dr. 
Manuel Dominguez, Dr. Peter Dunn, and Colonel Ulrich Imobersteg. The appendixes are 
not printed here.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 180-181.
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and nerve agents. A visual scale on the instrument gave an indication of the 
concentration of vapour present. The CAM instrument used by us had previously 
been calibrated at the National Defence Research Institute, Umea, Sweden, 
against known concentrations of mustard vapour and nerve agents.
6. We believe the equipment used during this investigation is ideal in that it 
provides adequate protection against chemical agents for participants, is self- 
contained, readily transportable and, with the availability of the CAM, even low 
contaminated areas can be easily delineated for sampling.
7. We spent four days in Iran (for the chronology of activities, see appendix I). 
In Teheran we paid visits to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to several hospitals 
and the Coroner’s mortuary. A visit was made to the war zone situated around 
Abadan. We were scheduled to fly to Ahwaz but were diverted to the Iranian air 
force base at Omidiyeh for safety reasons. We were then transferred to Ahwaz 
by helicopter. From Ahwaz, we travelled to the Abadan area by road and to a field 
hospital near Qofas to examine areas allegedly attacked by chemical weapons. 
We then returned to Ahwaz for visits to a hospital and an infirmary. From Ahwaz 
the return journey was by road to Omidiyeh and then by aircraft to Teheran, the 
tour having taken 24 hours (for a map of the area visited, see appendix II). The 
night before our departure from Teheran the Iranian authorities presented a list 
with details of other recent alleged attacks by chemical weapons, which we were 
not in a position to investigate.

VIII. S u m m a r y  a n d  c o n c l u s i o n s

55. At the specific request of the Secretary-General, we visited Iran from 26 
February to 3 March 1986 in order to conduct an investigation into the alleged 
use of chemical weapons in the conflict between Iran and Iraq. Experience, 
knowledge and results obtained during two earlier investigations conducted in
1984 and 1985  ̂were used to support the present investigation. Although we 
examined many casualties from the current conflict in the Al-Faw area, we did 
not visit this war zone. Casualties were seen at hospitals in Teheran and Ahwaz, 
and a visit was made to sites in the area around Abadan.
56. Summary comments in relation to the present investigation are:

(a) Detailed examination of Iranian casualties showed ocular lesions ranging 
from mild to severe conjunctivitis with intense palpeberal oedema, skin lesions 
including large vesicles filled with amber fluid, cutaneous separations, dark 
pigmentations and lesions approximating to second-degree bums. In some of the 
cases, respiratory injuries and reduced leucocyte levels were found. The same 
features were found in other casualties which were cursorily examined as well as 
in corpses. All the lesions observed were caused, without any doubt, by mustard 
gas (yperite).

(b) Using a special instrument designed to detect chemical warfare agents, low 
concentrations of mustard gas vapour were detected in numerous craters at three

3 S/17127.
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sites around Abadan. Contaminated soil collected from a bomb crater (resulting 
from an attack the previous day on a field hospital) when analyzed in laboratories 
in Europe was found to contain mustard gas. In addition, a hair sample collected 
from a victim after he had been attacked with chemical weapons was shown to 
contain mustard gas.

(c) Examination of metal components of aerial bombs, collected from bomb 
craters around Abadan, showed that the items had come from bombs that were 
similar to those examined by the team in 1984. (During the present mission we 
did not find nor were we shown any other type of chemical weapons, such as 
artillery shells).

(d) Significant new evidence was provided during interviews in Teheran of 
Iraqi casualties. They stated that their injuries had been caused by chemical 
bombs dropped by Iraqi aircraft during attacks on Iranian positions.

(e) Important new evidence was also provided by a captured Iraqi pilot. He 
confirmed that Iraqi aircraft had been used to attack Iranian positions with 
chemical bombs and that he had personally participated in two such “special 
missions”.
57. From the present investigation the following are our unanimous conclu
sions:

(a) In areas around Abadan inspected by the mission, chemical weapons have 
been used against Iranian positions by Iraqi forces;

(b) Based on medical examinations and testimony of Iranian and Iraqi casual
ties evacuated from the Al-Faw area, chemical weapons were also used in that 
war zone by Iraqi forces;

(c) From the evidence examined by the specialists, the types of weapons used 
were aerial bombs;

(d) The chemical used was mustard gas (yperite);
(e) The extent to which mustard gas was used could not be determined within 

the time and resources available to us. However, from the over 700 casualties 
actually seen in Teheran and Ahwaz, it is our impression that the use of chemical 
weapons in 1986 appears to be more extensive than in 1984.
58. After having conducted the examination of various sites, weapons compo
nents and numerous casualties in our investigations undertaken in 1984, 1985 
and 1986 according to the guidelines given by the Secretary-General, together 
with circumstantial evidence, we unanimously conclude that:

(a) On many occasions, Iraqi forces have used chemical weapons against 
Iranian forces;

(b) The agent used has mainly been mustard gas although on some occasions 
nerve gas was also employed.
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29. Statement by the Representative of the Federal 
Republic of Germany (Wegener) to the Conference 
on Disarmament: Outer Space, March 6,1986^

Mr. President, the purpose of my statement today is to underline the urgency 
of an early resumption of our substantive work on agenda item 5, prevention of 
an arms race in outer space, and to offer a number of perspectives, that, in the view 
of my delegation, ought to be taken into account in the Conference’s work on 
outer space.

Let us recall, as a starting point, that the Conference itself, in adopting the 
conclusions of the Ad Hoc Committee on Outer Space in its 1985 Annual Report,^ 
has solemnly undertaken to resume its activities on agenda item 5 at the earliest 
possible time. In that report it is acknowledged that the relevant Committee had 
had a wide-ranging discussion that contributed to clarifying the complexity of a 
number of problems and to a better understanding of positions. But the Commit
tee also recognized the importance and urgency of preventing an arms race in 
outer space and agreed that, consequently, all efforts should be made to assure 
that substantive work on the agenda item be continued at the 1986 session of the 
Conference.

The urgency of such work is further heightened by the fact that the bilateral 
negotiations between the two Major Powers on nuclear and space matters are now 
in full swing. We in this Conference all agree that the elaboration of further 
international legislation in outer space, including measures for the prevention of 
a future arms race in that environment, cannot be entrusted to these bilateral 
negotiators alone. More and more States—many of them represented in this 
Conference—are themselves outer-space Powers or participate in important 
programmes for the exploration and utilization of outer space; all States would 
be threatened by a military misuse of the outer space potential.

It is widely agreed that in view of the dynamic technological developments 
many aspects of a future outer space legal order inevitably necessitate compre
hensive regulation by the international community as such. Global security 
issues need global solutions. The domain of outer space is one of those where by 
the very nature of the subject matter only global regulation can provide durable 
solutions, and where it would be futile for the bilateral partners to substitute 
themselves for the world community at large.

Yet, the existing outer space legal regime is manifestly incomplete. Interna
tional law, as it relates to outer space, is a relatively young discipline, and its 
accomplishments so far do not enable it to limit, or channel, armament in outer 
space in a manner conducive to the maintenance of strategic stability, or to 
prevent the abusive military utilization of outer space. This is due to the 
ambiguity or insufficient detail of existing legal norms; the unclear or controver
sial definition of central legal concepts; and the inherent ambivalence of 
technology which may be used for various purposes, military or non-military.

’ CD/PV.345, pp. 5-12.
 ̂ Excerpts from the Ad Hoc Committee’s report may be found in Documents on 

Disarmament, 1985, pp. 534-546.
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stabilizing or destabilizing, thus complicating the lawyer’s quest for an improved 
legal order in outer space. There are also grave omissions in the present outer 
space legal regime: both the role of satellites and the overriding need for their 
protection are insufficiendy covered by current prescription. However, there is 
no controversy that satellites with verification, observation, communication and 
command functions are vital components of strategic stability and that, corre
spondingly, it would be counterproductive to prohibit all military activities in 
outer space, instead of only those that imperil the foundations of deterrence—in 
other words, the possibilities for the successful prevention of war—or might 
heighten the danger of conflict.

Up to this time the international community has not succeeded in identifying 
and analyzing fully these weak spots of the outer space legal regime and in 
evaluating them in context. By the same token it has so far been impossible to 
define guiding concepts in an operative manner and to work out the necessary 
remedial or supplementary prescription.

This situation indicates the dimensions of our task. In the view of my 
delegation, it also underlines our obligation, taking stock of the incipient result 
of last year’s work of the Conference, to achieve the necessary clarifications of 
the present body of law, to identify further regulatory needs, and to evolve the 
contours of a future, more complete outer space legal regime.

I view last year’s mandate for the Ad Hoc Committee on Outer Space  ̂ as 
entirely sufficient to continue along the lines of last year’s work and to take 
additional aspects of this work in hand. But whatever the precise formulations of 
the mandate on which we will agree—and, I hope, agree soon—our task would 
then appear to be triple: firstly, the clarification of specific important ambiguities 
of the current outer space legal regime; secondly, the implementation of para
graph 80 of the Final Document of the first special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament,"  ̂the identification of “further measures for 
the prevention of an arms race in outer space”, completing the existing interna
tional legislation; thirdly, as precise a delineation as is possible between the 
regulatory tasks to be entrusted to multilateral fora, and those tasks that are 
intrinsically linked with the bilateral nuclear relationship of the two Major 
Powers, and must therefore, in the first place, be considered by them.

To this latter task there is a dynamic dimension in that the multilateral 
negotiating needs could very well change, or grow, commensurately with the 
progress of bilateral negotiations on nuclear and space matters.

In considering now these three tasks, I would like to share with delegations a 
number of perspectives that are, in reality, a further amplification of a statement 
by my delegation on 4 July last year.

Let me first dwell upon the obvious ambiguities and definitional deficits of the 
existing treaty and customary international law, as it relates to outer space.

At the present time there are about 10 bilateral and multilateral treaties which, 
in their entirety or partially, deal with the military uses—or abuses—of outer 
space.

3/^/^., p. 234.
 ̂The Final Document is printed ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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One basic norm needs to be highlighted at the outset. The Outer Space Treaty 
of 26 January 1967  ̂extends the validity of the Charter of the United Nations, 
including its interdiction of the threat or use of force, and the principle of the 
peaceful settlement of conflicts also to the new environment of outer space. 
However, one important definitional element is missing here. So far, the 
international community has not succeeded in delineating, with every necessary 
precision, air space which is subject to national sovereignty, and outer space 
which is open for utilization by all States; and it is at present unclear whether the 
limit between the two would be at the 100 kilometres or 111 kilometres mark— 
or perhaps elsewhere. More important: the general acknowledgement of the 
validity of the Charter has so far not been effective enough to eliminate the use 
of threat or force and military abuse from outer space. The mere fact that several 
components of outer space armaments, and especially ASAT capabilities, have 
already in the past been made the subject of specific treaty negotiations shows 
that there is an additional regulatory need in terms of concretizing the provisions 
of the Charter, as it applies to outer space.

The Outer Space Treaty has undertaken to ban a whole category of weapons— 
weapons of mass destruction— f̂rom outer space and to declare part of the 
cosmos—the celestial bodies—as weapon-free zones. However, these norms are 
manifestly incomplete since they do not contain any concrete definition for some 
of the central concepts contained in the Treaty. Apart from the concept of outer 
space itself, a definition of weapons of mass destruction— f̂or the purposes of the 
Treaty—or of peaceful use has not been undertaken. I am only recalling past 
queries of my own delegation—but which other delegations have also raised— 
when reminding delegates that the Outer Space Treaty and the Moon Treaty^ do 
not prohibit all military activities per se, and that most military means of which 
one could think in this context are of an ambivalent nature. This demonstrates that 
the Conference should address, in terms of clarifying the existing outer space 
legal regime, the following issues:

Which forms of the utilization of outer space are compatible with the principle 
of peaceful uses of outer space in conformity with Article 3 of the Outer Space 
Treaty?

What is the extent of the protection which satellites of a clearly stabilizing 
nature enjoy against premeditated destruction or impingement on their func
tions?

In what category of cases would the general protective effect of Article 2, 
paragraphs 4 and 51 of the United Nations Charter be sufficient, and in what other 
category of cases would more specific regulation be necessary, given current and 
future technological developments?

To what extent could or should the provisions of Article 4, paragraph 1, of the 
Outer Space Treaty, by virtue of which the stationing of nuclear and other mass- 
destruction weapons in full orbit is prohibited, also be extended to othep 
destructive means or their components?

5 Ibid., J967, pp. 38^3.
 ̂ Ibid., 1979, pp. 737-745.

Document 29



WEGENER STATEMENT, MARCH 6 101

Even if the existing treaties and rules of general international law are subjected 
to extensive interpretation, including appropriate analogies, no clear information 
can be obtained on the precise scope of actual prohibition. That, of course, also 
means that, objectively speaking, nobody can complain about the given degree 
of militarization of outer space, since it is unclear which forms of the utilization 
of outer space have been legitimized by the existing treaties and their underlying 
intentions and which ones are incompatible with current prescription.

In view of the almost unimaginable dynamics of outer space technology and 
its military uses, such ambiguities, lacunae and contradictions in the outer space 
legal regime can hardly surprise anybody. The general prohibition of the threat 
or use of force in the Outer Space Treaty was codified at a time when force against 
outer space objects could at best be imagined or should I say, at worst, be 
imagined, as a direct application of military means— b̂y way of collision, or 
conventional or nuclear explosion. Today, the vulnerability of outer space 
objects has become infinitely greater, and the threats have become multiple, 
involving new and partly exotic technologies.

Let me provide an example for a new possible threat scenario. If a laser beam 
of limited brightness— ând definitely sublethal intensity—is fired from aboard 
a United States space shuttle or a Soviet space station, or even from the ground 
via an advanced directed energy weapon, and hits a satellite, the very sensitive 
cooling aggregates for the electronic circuits could be overheated and the satellite 
be incapacitated without any external trace of application of force. It would 
appear difficult to qualify such “warming up” of the satellite surface by a few 
centigrades as use of force under international law, although the ultimate effect 
would be the same as that of premeditated destruction by killer satellites or other 
destructive means, just as lasers or other advanced directed-energy weapons— 
for instance particle-beam weapons—are not unequivocally prohibited by inter
national law. But there is no doubt that in principle they would be technologically 
capable of generating an all-altitude and instantaneous kill capacity against 
satellites. It is conmion knowledge that the Soviet Union has been working on 
such weapon systems for a considerable period, and the United States as of more 
recent date.

There are several other means of electronic warfare that are able [capable?] of 
incapacitating satellites without any physical application of force, but with the 
same effect. One could cite the method of jamming (the overloading of a receptor 
device by excessive signals), spoofing (the feeding-in of misleading or deceptive 
electronic signals), dazzling (the blinding of satellites for a limited time) or the 
spoofing in the above-mentioned sense, of optical sensors.

There is no doubt that the instruments of international law in the field of 
renunciation of the use or threat of force must be adapted to meet these new 
technological possibilities. This specific regulatory need must be looked at under 
today’s enhanced requirements of strategic stability and the ambivalence of most 
technological means which may be conceived as defensive, but may also be 
applicable to offensive use. It would obviously be unrealistic to deal with these 
new challenges by simply turning back the wheel of history by a quarter of a 
century. The complete elimination of these innumerable technological possibili
ties by the simple fiat of prohibition in intemational law does not appear as a
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feasible possibility, and other means of harnessing them with legal instruments 
must equally be considered. The wide array of new technologies that have an 
inherent antisatellite potential illustrates an important, indeed central, problem 
of the search for a modem outer space legal order: while the prohibition of other 
weapons by way of a comprehensive agreement is, and remains, highly desirable, 
the proliferation of weapon systems that are not initially directed against 
satellites—for instance ICBM and ABM weapons— ând of other outer space 
systems—space shuttles, platforms, space stations—that have inherent ASAT 
capabilities, not to speak of the possibility that satellites could be destroyed 
inadvertently by collision with other space objects, make it exceedingly difficult, 
if not impossible, to solve the problem of an adequate protection of satellites 
merely or essentially by norms that would prohibit all relevant or even specific 
weapons configurations; and one arrives at this view even before the formidable 
problems of verification are taken into account.

Yet the problem cannot be left unattended in view of the essential stabilizing 
function of satellites and their contribution to the enhancement of modem 
civilian life on Earth, especially given the extreme vulnerability of satellites.

Under the existing legal system there is no basis for the view that the 
premeditated development of space-based ASAT weapons, or their components, 
or even their stationing would already, by itself, constitute a violation of law, 
especially a violation of the Outer Space Treaty. There are no explicit norms to 
support such a conclusion. If they did exist, there would have been no reason for 
the United States and the Soviet Union to have concluded specific agreements on 
non-interference with national technical means in the SALT context; nor would 
there have been any reason for the initiation of specific ASAT negotiations, nor 
for the repeated appeals by the Outer Space Committee of the United Nations to 
the space Powers to resume negotiations to this effect. All these regulatory efforts 
would have been superfluous, if in the perception of States involved the United 
Nations Charter and the Outer Space Treaty would by themselves prohibit ASAT 
weapons or their utilization.

The inference is clear: if we must assume that the existing outer space legal 
regime does not offer sufficient protection of satellites and if, on the other hand, 
the multitude of weapons systems or other outer space bodies that could directly 
or indirectly be given an ASAT function could not,—or not sufficiently—be 
tackled with prohibitory norms alone, then, in the spirit of the Final Document, 
one must look for “further measures”. In this perspective it would appear logical 
that the solution to the problem lies not in the search for additional prohibitive 
norms—ultimately unsuitable to deal with current and emerging threats—but in 
the search for a special protection regime for satellites, designed to compensate 
for their vulnerability. This protection regime could conceivably consist in a 
combination of agreed restrictions on hardware—^predominantly to be negoti
ated in a bilateral format—and the legal immunization of satellites—^predomi
nantly under multilateral auspices.

The idea of a multilateral protection regime for outer space objects is not a new 
one. Introduced before this Conference originally by France in Working Paper 
CD/375 of 14 April 1983,  ̂ the idea has been t^en  up and supplemented by

 ̂Ibid., 1983, pp. 337-343.

Document 29



WEGENER STATEMENT, MARCH 6 103

several other delegations, including my own and the delegations of Australia and 
the United Kingdom; in addition, the concept of “rules of the road” for outer 
space has for some time been a subject of internal debate within the United States.

A multilaterally negotiated protection regime for satellites would have two 
dimensions: the legal immunization of satellites on the one hand, and agreements 
on flanking confidence-building measures, possibly contained in a “rules of the 
road” agreement, on the other.

There is some precedent in the bilateral treaty relationship between the two 
Major Powers. The ABM Treaty, and the treaties on SALT P and SALT IP 
provide immunity for the satellites designed to verify these agreements (one 
might compare for instance article 50, paragraphs 1 and 2, of the SALT II 
agreement). There are other satellites which enjoy immunity,—those designed 
to maintain communications links under the Nuclear Accidents Agreements of 
1 9 7 1 the subsequent Protocol on the Prevention of Nuclear War of 1973,‘ * and 
the Hot Line agreement in its various versions.However, these treaties are all 
of a bilateral nature, and satellites of other nations are not protected in the same 
manner. Again, it is clear that the use or threat of force against satellites of third 
countries would constitute a violation of Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter, 
with the exception of course of Article 51 in the case of an armed attack. This 
would particularly be true in the case of satellites of third countries that would be 
manifestly for peaceful uses; but even here the question is unclear what 
constitutes an armed attack in outer space.

Beyond these cases the status of satellites with limited military functions is 
unclear. Such military functions could also be of a dual nature. Satellites that are 
deployed to verify arms-control duties could at the same time be used for the 
reconnaissance of sensitive military information; early warning satellites possess 
the same ambivalence. It would be difficult to say a priori in which function a 
satellite would be “immune” and in which function an impingement on its 
operability could be qualified as a legitimate act in the exercise of the right of self- 
defence. This definitional calamity might call for different approaches to the 
closing of these particular existing legal loopholes.

One might, for instance, consider making a distinction in functional respects 
by giving priority to the stabilizing function; a distinction could also be made 
according to geographical criteria, for instance by protecting satellites according 
to their deployment area, altitude of orbit or geostationary position, or within 
“space sanctuaries”.

Another set of criteria might be qualitative: the immunity of certain satellites 
that would be indispensable from a strategic viewpoint could extend to the 
immediate environment of such a satellite, an environment to be controlled by 
special sensor satellites, capable of sounding the alarm in case of attack. 
However, the option of general immunity for all satellites, limited at most to

® The SALT 1 agreements, which include the ABM Treaty, may be found ibid., 1972, 
pp. 197-207.

 ̂For the SALT II agreements, see ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
^̂ Ibid., 1971, pp. 634-635.

Ibid., 1973, pp. 283-285.
‘2 Ibid., 1963, pp. 236-238; ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639; ibid., 1984, pp. 520-523.
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objects with a particular identification or above a certain deployment altitude 
should be examined in the first place. Such a comprehensive protection regime 
should also include the immunization of related ground facilities.

There is no doubt that the effectiveness of any protection regime of this nature 
would presuppose the improvement of the registration requirement for space 
objects. A broadening of the obligation to register space objects and to identify 
their functions is, however, a delicate subject and should be approached with 
care. It might, however, be worth exploring the possibility of bestowing upon 
registered objects, by international agreement, a special protected environment, 
a “keep-out zone’'. This might enhance the actual possibility of protecting 
satellites—for instance against space mines—in a considerable measure.

An international treaty that would provide for the protection of space objects 
would require a number of flanking measures, the observance of which would be 
in the interest of all concerned and exercise a considerable confidence-building 
effect. Such flanking measures are particularly conditioned by the “over
population” of outer space and the resulting risks of unintended collisions of 
satellites with space debris and other objects that are not fully traceable or with 
space objects which break out of programmed orbits.

Such flanking agreements could comprise the mutual contractual renunciation 
of interference measures, the observance of minimum distances between space 
objects—especially important for the avoidance of interference with transmit
ting frequencies—the limitation of approach velocities of space objects, and the 
establishment of consultation mechanisms in case of accidents and other unex
plained events.

A new code of “rules of the road” for outer space could contribute in large 
measure to attenuating the effects of unintended escalation and to limiting the 
risks arising from misunderstandings in crisis situations. Additional rules that 
could be comprised in such a code might include: restrictions on very low altitude 
overflight by manned or unmanned spacecraft; new stringent requirements for 
advanced notice of launch activities; specific rules for agreed, and possibly 
defended, keep-out zones; grant or restriction of the right of inspection; limita
tion on high velocity fly-bys or trailing of foreign satellites; and established 
means by which to obtain timely information and consult concerning ambiguous 
or threatening activities.

In order to reduce uncertainty regarding the purpose of certain satellites and the 
tension likely to result from an unauthorized close approach, it might be useful 
to establish specific rules regarding inspection, high-velocity fly-by and trail
ing—rules required by the increasing deployment density of space objects. Such 
agreements might allow close approach and inspection under certain circum
stances (i.e. prior consent), or they might otherwise ban high-velocity fly-by and 
trailing—either of which could be a prelude to satellite attack. There already 
exists a world-wide network of facilities designed to trace all satellites in their 
orbital course, and enabling States to be aware, in a comprehensive manner, of 
all activities in space. Satellites have aboard a multitude of sensors designed to 
report about their operability and any possible disturbances. If minimum dis
tances would be agreed upon, these communication facilities would provide a 
prior warning mechanism, if ever the minimum distances are violated, so that
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satellites, should they already possess such sophisticated capabilities, could 
evade the approaching object. These possibilities would be particularly useful in 
the case of space tests or the deployment of any space-based weapon systems that 
are not directly directed against satellites.

The two main areas in which my delegation thus sees a fruitful field for the 
identification of “further measures”, namely, a legal protection regime for 
satellites, and the further development of “rules of the road” in space, are 
therefore of a supplementary and mutually reinforcing nature, both designed to 
preserve the essential stabilizing function of satellites, and to minimize the 
occasions for conflict and misunderstanding.

I would finally like to approach an institutional issue. For good reasons it has 
been suggested that the protection of satellites would be exclusively a legal 
matter within the competence of the Legal Sub-Committee of the United 
Nations’ Outer Space Committee. My delegation attributes a high priority to the 
Legal Sub-Committee and its work and we wish that this important body should 
continue its valuable activity. The problems on which I have touched would, 
however, only very partially lie in the Sub-Committee’s competence. The Sub- 
Committee should certainly consider the protective aspects of civilian activi
ties,— f̂or instance, collateral damage that might emanate from civilian satellites 
themselves, the reliability of indicated orbital data, the risks of re-entry and crash, 
and the consequences of such accidents in international and private international 
law. As regards the military relevance of the protection of satellites—specifically 
in their military and stabilizing role—there does not exist any alternative to the 
consideration of the subject matter in the Conference on Disarmament. However, 
the precise delineation between the competencies of these two bodies could only 
be made definite at a later stage when the identification of specific regulatory 
needs for the completion of the outer space legal regime has progressed and the 
military significance of each individual measure been sufficiently ascertained.

30. Letter From President Reagan to the Senate Major
ity Leader (Dole): House Joint Resolution 3 on 
Nuclear Testing Limitations, March 7,1986^

As you know, on February 26 the House of Representatives passed H.J. Res.
3, “To Prevent Nuclear Testing,”  ̂and this issue is now before the United States 
Senate. The resolution calls for the immediate ratification, without needed 
verification improvements, of both the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT)^and 
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET)."̂  It also calls for the resumption 
of negotiations with the Soviet Union toward a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB), 
despite the fact that the U.S. Government has made clear its very serious 
reservations in taking such a step under present conditions.

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 17, 1986, pp. 338-339. 
 ̂Document 23.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.

Uhid.,1976, pp. 328-332.
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Any limitations on nuclear testing must be compatible with our security 
interests and must be effectively verifiable. Because of the continuing threat that 
we face now and for the foreseeable future, the security of the United States, its 
friends and its Allies must rely upon a credible and effective nuclear deterrent. 
A limited level of testing assures that our weapons are safe, effective, reliable and 
survivable and assures our capability to respond to the continued Soviet nuclear 
arms buildup. Such testing, which is conducted underground, is permitted under 
the existing agreements on nuclear test limitations, all of which the United States 
fully complies with—the TTBT, the PNET, and the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
(LTBT).5

A CTB remains a long-term goal of the U.S. However, it must be viewed in the 
context of achieving broad, deep and verifiable nuclear arms reductions, substan
tially improved verification capabilities, a greater balance in conventional forces 
and at a time when a nuclear deterrent is no longer as essential an element as 
currently for international security and stability.

A first, priority step toward this goal is the pursuit of equitable and verifiable 
arms reductions in the current negotiations in Geneva on nuclear and space arms. 
We are, at the same time, seeking Soviet agreement to enhanced verification 
measures for the TTBT and PNET and are discussing verification problems of a 
CTB at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. Our concerns are heightened 
by the pattern of Soviet noncompliance with its arms control obligations, 
including current agreements on limiting nuclear testing.

Our efforts to achieve essential verification improvements include three 
approaches to the Soviets in 1983 to engage in discussion. In 19841 proposed an 
exchange of Soviet and U.S. experts to measure directly the yields of tests of 
nuclear weapons at each other’s test sites.  ̂In mid-1985,1 unconditionally invited 
Soviet experts to measure such a test at the Nevada Test Site, bringing with them 
any instrumentation devices they deemed necessary.^ In December, 1985, I 
proposed to Secretary General Gorbachev that U.S. and Soviet experts on nuclear 
testing limitations meet in February, 1986, to discuss our respective verification 
approaches and to address initial tangible steps to resolve this issue.®

Regrettably, the Soviet Union has thus far not responded either to the serious 
U.S. concems in this area or to any of our initiatives to address these concerns in 
a constructive manner.

The actions called for by H.J. Res. 3 do not serve the interests of the United 
States, our Allies and our friends. They would undercut the initiatives I have 
proposed to make progress on nuclear test limitations issues, and they would set 
back prospects on a broad range of arms control efforts, including the achieve
ment of deep, stabilizing and verifiable arms reductions.

5 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
^Ibid., 1984, p. 692. 
Uhid., 1985, pp. 443^W4.
* Not published.
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31. Program Adopted by the Twenty-seventh Congress 
of the CPSU [Extract], March 7,1986^

• • • • • • •

In the interests of mankind and for the good of all peoples [present and future 
generations], the CPSU and the Soviet state uphold a broad, constructive 
program of measures aimed at ending the arms race, achieving disarmament and 
ensuring peace and security [for the peoples].

Regarding general and complete disarmament under strict, comprehensive 
international control as a historic task and continuing the struggle for its 
realization, the CPSU will consistently strive for:

—restricting, and narrowing the sphere of, military preparations, espe
cially those connected with weapons of mass destruction. First of all, outer 
space must be totally excluded from this sphere, so that it will not become 
an arena of military rivalry and a source of death and destruction. The 
exploration and study of space should be carried out only for peaceful 
purposes, for the development of science and production, in accordance 
with the requirements of all peoples. The USSR favors collective efforts 
in solving this problem, and it will actively participate in international 
cooperation of this kind. The Soviet Union will also favor the adoption of 
measures that facilitate the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons and the 
creation of zones free of these and other means of mass destruction;

—implementing, stage by stage and by the end of the 20th century [steps 
leading to], the complete elimination of nuclear arms, through [and 
including] the termination of the testing and production of all types of such 
arms, the renunciation by all nuclear power of the first use of such 
weapons, and the freezing, reduction and destruction of [all] arsenals of 
these weapons;

—stopping the production of and eliminating other types of weapons of mass 
destruction, including chemical weapons, and prohibiting the creation of 
new types of such weapons;

—reducing the armedforces of states—above all of the permanent members 
of the UN Security Council and states linked to them by military agree
ments—limiting conventional arms, stopping the creation of new types of 
such arms that approximate weapons of mass destruction in their destruc
tive power, and reducing [the] military expenditures [of states]; 

—freezing and reducing troops and arms in the most explosive regions of the 
planet, dismantling military bases on foreign territory, and taking meas
ures to strengthen mutual trust and to lessen the risk of the outbreak of 
armed conflicts, including those that result from accidents.

 ̂The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Special Supplement, “The Communist Party 
Program and Party Statutes, Final Versions,” p. 23. Translation copyright 1986 by The 
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, published weekly at Columbus, Ohio. Reprinted by 
permission of The Digest.
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The CPSU’s position is to strive to overcome the split of the world into 
military-political groupings. The CPSU favors the simultaneous dissolution of 
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty, or, as a first step, the dismantling of their military 
organizations. With a view to easing the confrontation between the military 
blocs, the Soviet Union favors the conclusion between them of a treaty on the 
mutual nonuse of force and the maintenance of relations of peace, a treaty that 
would be open to other states as well.

The Party will exert efforts to have questions of arms limitation and averting 
the threat of war resolved through honest and stricdy observed accords based on 
equality and equal security for the sides, and to rule out all attempts to conduct 
negotiations “from a position of strength” or to use them as a cover for an arms 
buildup.

The Soviet state and its allies do not seek to achieve military superiority, but 
they also will not allow the existing military-strategic equilibrium in the world 
arena to be upset. At the same time, they are consistently striving to steadily lower 
the level of this equilibrium and to reduce the amounts of arms on both sides, 
while ensuring the security of all peoples.

The CPSU solemnly declares: There is no weapon that the Soviet Union would 
not be prepared to limit or prohibit on a mutual basis y with effective verification.

The USSR does not encroach on the security of any country, in the West or in 
the East. It threatens no one, it does not seek confrontation with any state, and it 
desires to live in peace with all countries. Since the time of Great October, the 
Soviet socialist state has borne on high the banner of peace and friendship among 
peoples. The CPSU will continue to remain loyal to this Leninist banner.

• • • • • • •

32. Address by the Special Adviser to the President and 
the Secretary of State on Arms Control Matters 
(Nitze): Nuclear and Space Arms Talks, March 13, 
1986'

After last November’s summit meeting between President Reagan and Gen
eral Secretary Gorbachev, we thought that the summit and the events leading up 
to it might well foreshadow the possibility for a fresh start in the U.S.-Soviet 
relationship. We were fully aware, however, of the substantial barriers to 
agreement which remained to be surmounted.

On March 4 our negotiators concluded the fourth round of the nuclear and 
space arms talks (NST) in Geneva. This was preceded by Gorbachev’s January 
15 announcement of a new Soviet arms control proposal.^ In late February, after

’ Department of State, Current Policy No. 807. The speech was delivered before the 
Foreign Service Institute Symposium on “The Future of START,” Arlington, Virginia. 

 ̂Document 5.
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extensive consultations with our allies, the President authorized our negotiators 
in Geneva to present a comprehensive response to Mr. Gorbachev's proposal.

It is appropriate to recall the main outlines of Mr. Gorbachev’s proposal and 
those of the President’s response, as well as such clarifications as our negotiators 
have been able to obtain from the Soviet negotiators in Geneva.

I will first address the initial steps as they have been set forth by both sides. 
Agreements concerning the first steps and the manner in which they are executed 
will largely determine what is possible in subsequent stages.

One of the features of Mr. Gorbachev’s proposal was his attempt to trump the 
President’s emphasis on the goal of the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons 
by offering a staged timetable to achieve that goal. But the second and third stages 
of his proposal can only be agreed and implemented by a multilateral group of 
nations including the United Kingdom, France, China, and other industrial 
nations as well. Furthermore, for those steps to become practicable, with no 
diminution of the security of the United States and its allies, a number of changes 
must first take place in the world scene. There must be a correction in today’s 
imbalances in non-nuclear capabilities; an elimination of chemical warfare 
capabilities; an improvement in the methods of handling conditions of tension in 
the world, such as Afghanistan, Ethiopia, and Angola; and a demonstration that 
the Soviet Union has reconciled itself to peaceful competition.

With regard to the first steps, there appeared to be some new elements in the 
position of the Soviet side. On INF [intermediate-range nuclear forces], the 
Soviets appeared to have shifted somewhat their position on British and French 
nuclear forces. Because the INF proposals represent the most tangible movement 
resulting from Mr. Gorbachev’s package, because the U.S. February initiative 
focuses on INF, and because these movements ultimately affect prospects in 
START [strategic arms reduction talks], I will later provide some elaboration of 
developments in this area. Mr. Gorbachev also expressed at least rhetorical 
support for more extensive verification measures than the Soviets have supported 
in the past. Finally, a first reading of the English text of Gorbachev's proposal 
indicated there might be a change in their position calling for a ban on strategic 
defense research; this, however, like several other indications of change, later 
turned out to be illusory.

START

But before getting into such areas of change in the positions of the two sides, 
let me review the basic position of the United States in the three NST negotiating 
groups and the status of our discussions with the Soviets. In START, the U.S. 
position reflects the summit joint statement commitment toward “the principle 
of 50 percent reductions in the nuclear arms of the U.S. and U.S.S.R., appropri
ately applied . . .
• Reentry vehicles (RVs) on ICBMs [intercontinental ballistic missiles] and 

SLBMs [submarine-launched ballistic missiles] would be reduced to a limit 
of 4,500—about 50% below current levels.

 ̂For the summit joint statement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
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• Reentry vehicles on ICBMs would be reduced to 3,000—about 50% below 
the current Soviet level and roughly halfway between our earlier proposal 
for a limit of 2,500 and a limit of 3,600 proposed by the Soviets.

• The highest overall strategic ballistic missile throw-weight of either side 
would be reduced by 50%, in this case, from the Soviet level of 11.9 million 
pounds. (By way of comparison, the United States has 4.4 million pounds.)

• Contingent upon acceptance of RV and throw-weight limits, the United 
States would accept equal limits of 1,500 on the number of long-range 
ALCMs [air-launched cruise missiles] carried by U.S. and Soviet heavy 
bombers—about 50% below planned U.S. deployment levels.

The United States cannot agree to one common limit on ballistic missile RVs 
and bomber weapons, as proposed by the Soviets. If one counted ALCMs, short- 
range attack missiles, and gravity bombs as equivalent to Soviet ballistic missile 
RVs—despite the massive Soviet air defenses faced by U.S. bombers and the far 
lower readiness rate of bombers compared to ballistic missiles— t̂he United 
States would be significantly penalized. But if the Soviets were to accept our 
proposed limit of 4,500 RVs along with our proposed limit of 1,500 ALCMs, it 
would result in reduction to a total of 6,000 ballistic missiles RVs and ALCMs 
on each side. This total constitutes the same number proposed by the Soviets for 
the overall limit on “nuclear charges” but would include a more appropriate 
definition of which systems reflect the strategic balance.

With respect to strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, the United States has 
proposed a reduction in strategic ballistic missiles to a limit of 1,250-1,450, or 
about 40-45% below the current higher Soviet level. In this context, the United 
States could accept further reduction of heavy bomber limits to 350 (compared 
to our earlier proposal of 400)—about 40% below the current U.S. SALT 
[strategic arms limitation talks]-accountable level.

For reasons similar to those applying to an RV and ALCM aggregate, the 
United States cannot agree to the Soviet proposal to include in a single aggregate 
strategic ballistic missiles and heavy bombers. However, if agreement were 
reached on a range of 1,250-1,450 for ICBMs and SLBMs, and on heavy bomber 
limits of350, it would result in reduction of the total of strategic ballistic missiles 
and heavy bombers to between 1,600 and 1,800.

“Build-down” is our suggested means of implementing the agreed reductions. 
We are prepared to begin working out details of a reduction schedule as soon as 
agreement can be achieved on the endpoints to be reached at the completion of 
the first stage.

The U.S. proposal also contains a ban on the development and deployment of 
all new heavy strategic ballistic missiles and on the modernization of existing 
heavy missiles due to the destabilizing character of such systems. All mobile 
ICBMs would also be banned because of significant verification difficulties and 
inherent asymmetries in deployment opportunities between the sides.

Round 4 of the NST negotiations was not productive with respect to START. 
Mr. Gorbachev’s January 15 proposal did not include any changes in the Soviet 
position regarding START, and the Soviet negotiators at Geneva neither re
sponded adequately to the possibilities raised by the U.S. initiative at the end of 
the previous round nor did they introduce any new ideas of their own.
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A large boulder on the path to progress in START has been the continuing 
Soviet insistence on defining strategic weapons as those systems capable of 
striking the territory of the other side. In addition to those central systems that the 
United States considers to be strategic, the Soviet definition of strategic delivery 
vehicles would also cover, on the U.S. side, all our LRINF [longer range 
intermediate-range nuclear forces] missiles, 340 “medium-range” dual-capable 
aircraft deployed in Europe and Asia, and 540 attack aircraft deployed on all 14 
U.S. aircraft carriers, while 2,000-3,000 comparable Soviet nuclear delivery 
vehicles, including some 300 Backfire bombers, would not be so counted. Were 
the United States to retain equality in strategic nuclear delivery vehicles under the 
Soviet definition, we would have to cut LRINF missiles and dual-capable aircraft 
at sea and on land to 430—20% of the current Soviet global level. If the United 
States were to retain LRINF missiles and dual-capable aircraft at current levels, 
we would have to cut strategic nuclear delivery vehicles to less than half the 
allowed Soviet number.

The Soviets proposed this inequitable definition of “strategic” during the early 
stages of the SALT I and SALT II negotiations. In both cases, they eventually 
withdrew their definition and agreed to a “central systems” approach to defining 
the systems subject to limitations in the agreements— t̂hat is, to ICBMs, SLBMs, 
and heavy bombers. We hope and expect that they will do so again. Until they do, 
prospects for progress on START will be severely encumbered.

I have mentioned the disputed issue of how bomber weapons should be 
handled. Another issue between the sides concerns the handling of sea-launched 
cruise missiles (SLCMs). The Soviets contend that all cruise missiles with ranges 
over 600 kilometers, including SLCMs, should be banned. Yet the Soviets do not 
answer our questions about how such a ban could be verified and do not 
acknowledge that such an outcome would leave the United States, much of whose 
population and industry is within range of shorter-range SLCMs, much more 
vulnerable to attack from residual systems than the Soviet Union.

Another issue inhibiting progress in START is the Soviet demand for agree
ment to a ban on “space-strike arms” as a prerequisite even to serious negotiation 
on measures to limit strategic offensive systems. We regard such a precondition 
as unacceptable on its merits; we also believe serious negotiations in all three 
groups should proceed concurrently. We do not dispute the interrelationship 
between strategic offensive and strategic defensive areas. In fact, it was the 
United States which first drew this connection during SALT I. With these 
considerations in mind, I will turn briefly to the defense and space negotiating 
group.

Defense and Space

With respect to defense and space, the United States has made clear that we are 
committed to the SDI [Strategic Defense Initiative] research program, which is 
being carried out in full compliance with the ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile] 
Treaty."̂  We are seeking to explore with the Soviets how a cooperative transition

^Ibid.J972,pip. 197-201.
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toward a more defense-reliant regime could be accomplished, should new 
defensive technologies prove feasible, but the Soviet negotiators have resisted 
even discussing the subject with us. We are also proposing that the Soviets join 
us even now in an “open laboratories” arrangement under which both sides would 
provide information on each other’s strategic defense research programs and 
provide reciprocal opportunities for visiting associated research facilities and 
laboratories.

As in START, there was no tangible progress during round 4 in defense and 
space. We initially thought it might be otherwise. The English text of Mr. 
Gorbachev’s proposal at the opening of the round made no reference to “re
search”; the word “research” did not appear in it. Later, however, we found that 
the Russian text uses the word “sozdaniye’' which is generally translated as 
“create” and which they claim includes “purposeful research.” Soviet negotiators 
have explained that Mr. Gorbachev had intended no change whatsoever in the 
Soviet position on what they call “space-strike arms.”

We have had great difficulty in the defense and space talks in even getting the 
Soviets to acknowledge indisputable facts. The Soviets refuse to admit the nature 
and extensive scope of their own strategic defense research and development 
activities; they deliberately distort the nature and scope of the U.S. SDI program. 
If there are grounds for encouragement in this forum, they can only be found in 
the grudging admissions occasionally made by Soviet officials in informal 
discussions that the logic and coherence of official Soviet positions are flawed 
and/or inconsistent with the public statements of General Secretary Gorbachev.

INF

The commitment by both sides at the summit toward early progress on an 
interim INF agreement, the inherent flexibility in the INF portion of the 
American proposal of November 1, and the apparent movement in the Soviet INF 
negotiating position heralded by Gorbachev in mid-January raised expectations 
about the possibilities for success in reaching an INF agreement. The United 
States studied carefully the Soviets’ January proposal and probed Soviet nego
tiators on the details behind this proposal. We also consulted intensively with 
allied governments in preparing an appropriate response.

Some elements in Gorbachev’s proposal on INF seemed to be constructive. 
The Soviets appeared to have dropped their demand that British and French 
SLBM nuclear warheads be counted equally and along with U.S. LRINF 
warheads. The Soviets expressed willingness to accept an outcome involving 
reductions of all U.S. and Soviet LRINF missiles in Europe, including the 
SS-20s, to zero. The potentially positive impact of this proposal was negated, 
however, by a number of unacceptable conditions and omissions related to the 
offer. Among the conditions are:
• A nontransfer provision calling on the United States to assume an obligation

not to transfer strategic and medium-range missiles to third countries. This, 
of course, is aimed directly at longstanding programs of cooperation the 
United States has with its allies and would signal the end of the U.K. Trident 
modernization program; and
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• A demand that the United Kingdom and France not “build up” their 
“corresponding nuclear arms” and declare their intent to begin to eliminate 
those forces in stage 2. The Soviets know that a ban on strategic moderni
zation would sooner rather than later spell the demise of British and French 
SLBM forces.

Among the omissions are:
• The absence of a provision for reductions in SS-20s in the eastern part of the 

U.S.S.R. until a subsequent stage and until after U.S. LRINF missiles in 
Europe have been reduced to zero; and

• The absence of a provision limiting SRINF [shorter range intermediate- 
range nuclear forces] missiles. If LRINF missiles were reduced to zero, the 
effect could be circumvented by SRINF deployments, which can cover most 
of the important targets in NATO Europe when forwarded deployed in 
Eastern Europe.

The consequence of accepting the Soviet proposal would be the elimination of 
U.S. LRINF missiles from Europe and the probable deterioration of U.K. and 
French nuclear deterrents, but without elimination of the SS-20 threat which our 
friends and allies in both Europe and Asia face.

Our study of the Gorbachev proposal in detail and in its overall effect caused 
us to conclude, based on both the manner of presentation and the substance, that 
it had been designed primarily for its political and propaganda impact. We do not 
wish, however, to leave any stone unturned in the search for progress in Geneva. 
We take seriously the commitment undertaken in the summit joint statement to 
accelerate efforts to find common ground between the positions of the two sides. 
It is for these reasons that the President authorized in late February the tabling of 
a new U.S. INF proposal.

The United States continues to believe that the best solution in INF remains the 
global elimination of the entire class of U.S. and Soviet LRINF missiles. When 
we first proposed this idea at the opening of the INF negotiations in 1981,  ̂the 
Soviets accused us of wanting something for nothing, of offering to destroy paper 
missiles in exchange for the destruction of real missiles. But by the end of 1985, 
the United States had deployed 236 LRINF missiles in Europe. Absent an INF 
agreement, that number will continue to grow until the full operational capability 
of 572 missiles is reached by the end of 1988. All five NATO basing countries 
are acting in accordance with the commitments made in the 1979 NATO dual
track decision.^ Thus, contrary to Soviet criticism, the plan offered by the United 
States in February 1986 to eliminate all LRINF missiles worldwide by the end 
of the decade is both new and significant.

The United States has proposed a detailed, phased approach for reaching its 
objective, which would achieve balance at the earliest possible time while 
maintaining stability throughout the reductions process.

By the end of 1987, the United States and the Soviet Union would reduce their 
LRINF missile deployments in Europe to 140 launchers each, with the Soviet 
Union making concurrent proportionate reductions in Asia.

Ubid., 7957, pp. 573-574. 
^Ibid.J979, pp. 814-816.
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Within the following year, both sides would further reduce the numbers of 
LRINF missile launchers remaining in Europe and Asia by an additional 50%. 
Finally, both sides would move to the total elimination of this category of 
weapons by the end of 1989.

Associated with this plan, there would be a parallel series of global LRINF 
missile warhead ceilings under which the United States would retain the right to 
global warhead equality. As Soviet SS-20 launchers were reduced, the launchers 
and their associated missiles and agreed support equipment would be destroyed. 
U.S. systems in excess of the launcher limits cited above could be withdrawn to 
the continental United States unless or until they were also in excess of the equal 
global warhead ceiling associated with the launcher reductions then being 
implemented, in which case they would be destroyed.

These reductions and limits would involve U.S. and Soviet systems only. 
There would be no agreed constraints on the forces of the United Kingdom or 
France.

These reductions would also be accompanied by constraints on SRINF, either 
establishing a ceiling at current Soviet levels or at the levels both sides had on 
January 1,1982. This ceiling would enter into effect by the end of 1987.

By insisting that Soviet reductions to 140 LRINF missile launchers in Europe 
would have to occur before the United States would reduce below that level, we 
seek to avoid near-term military and political problems and to ensure that at no 
point during the reduction process would the Soviets be able to achieve a lasting 
advantage.

I have dealt with INF issues in some detail because an agreement in this 
negotiating group could precede and influence an agreement in START. Like
wise, Soviet willingness to make arms control progress before the next summit 
and to fulfill their commitment toward early progress focused on the principle of 
50% reductions may be manifested first or perhaps only in INF.

Verification

The United States continues to stress the critical importance of agreeing to 
effective means of verification so as to be able to assess with confidence 
compliance with provisions of any arms control agreements which are negoti
ated. Thus, Mr. Gorbachev’s positive statements on verification in his January 15 
article were welcomed throughout the West. However, past Soviet reluctance to 
agree on measures necessary to verify compliance provided grounds for some 
skepticism as well. Round 4 provided little evidence that Soviet attitudes on 
verification have undergone fundamental change. The Soviets neither agreed to 
nor proposed specific verification measures in either the START or INF groups. 
We expect that Soviet sincerity regarding verification will be put to a clear test 
when the negotiations resume in May. At that time, our INF negotiators will 
continue presentation of specific verification procedures tailored to the specific 
weaponry limits we seek. These details are being presented in the context of a 
comprehensive verification regime which includes the use of national technical 
means of verification and cooperative measures between the two governments, 
such as onsite inspection and data exchanges.
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Conclusion

My remarks today have reflected the lack of constructive activity by the Soviet 
START delegation during round 4 of the nuclear and space arms talks. I do not 
wish to imply by this negative report that I cannot imagine significant START 
progress in the months to come. The Soviets have abandoned their current 
definition of strategic systems before. They can do so again.

We also believe that reductions in strategic offensive systems would be 
mutually advantageous whether or not strategic defenses are deployed and that 
there are considerable opportunities for equitable offense-offense tradeoffs. 
Despite the significant differences in the two sides’ application of the 50% 
reductions principle, the United States sees a potential for convergence on 
several issues, including reductions in ICBM warheads, total ballistic missile 
warheads, ballistic missile throw-weight, and the total number of ballistic 
missiles and heavy bombers to be permitted.

However, the Soviet side, rather than engaging in specific discussions of these 
issues directed toward narrowing remaining qualitative and numerical differ
ences between us, has emphasized public rhetoric rather than taking concrete 
steps at the confidential negotiating table where the Soviets have elected to 
restrict themselves to abstractions and generalities. The Soviets have turned aside 
our efforts to expand areas of commonality. As long as they remain frozen in this 
approach, no significant progress is possible.

The primary missing element in the Soviet negotiating formula for START is 
a willingness to take into account Western interests and not just their own. Were 
that attitude to change, major progress toward a START agreement would not be 
far behind.

33. Reply by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to the 
Leaders of Six Nations: Nuclear Testing, March 13, 
1986’

It grieves me profoundly to note that Olaf Palme, felled by the villainous hand 
of a low assassin, is no longer among you. His tragic death has brought great pain 
into the hearts of all those who cherish peace, which he had campaigned 
passionately and tirelessly to preserve.

On behalf of the Soviet leadership, I wish to express to you our profound 
respect for the consistency and purposefulness that characterize your efforts 
aimed at terminating the arms race and preventing nuclear war. In our view, your 
promotion of joint initiatives responds fully to the task of developing construc
tive and positive interaction between States and peoples on a global scale, 
especially today when the very fate of the human race hangs in the balance.

' A/41/222. The reply was sent to the President of Argentina, the Prime Minister of 
India, the President of Mexico, the President of Tanzania, the Prime Minister of Sweden, 
and the Prime Minister of Greece. For the message to which the General Secretary is 
responding, see Document 27.
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The thoughts expressed in your letter concerning universal security without 
nuclear weapons are entirely consonant with the idea of establishing a compre
hensive system of international security which we put forward at the recent 27th 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.^ One of the fundamental 
principles of such a system must be the complete and irreversible elimination of 
nuclear weapons, and we are in agreement with you on this matter.

We also, I think, concur in the view that the cessation of nuclear tests can and 
must be an important step towards freeing mankind from the nuclear-arms race 
and all its pernicious consequences.

Clearly, it is no accident that you should raise this question again at this very 
moment, not long before the expiry of the unilateral Soviet moratorium on 
nuclear explosions. The additional time which we gave the United States 
Administration to weigh our proposals is running out. We cannot extend it on a 
unilateral basis indefinitely. By having conducted no nuclear explosions—either 
test explosions or peaceful ones— f̂or over seven months now, we have already 
paid a certain price both in military and in economic terms.^

At the same time, in response to your appeal to the USSR and the United States 
not to conduct any nuclear tests before the next Soviet-American summit 
meeting, we declare:

The Soviet Union will not conduct nuclear explosions even after 31 March— 
until the first nuclear explosion by the United States.

Concerning the problem of verification, I should like again to emphasize that 
we attach great importance to this matter since we are interested in ensuring that 
accords are strictly observed and that all parties are fully confident of that fact.

With respect to a nuclear-test ban, verification can be provided by national 
technical facilities, as well as through international procedures—including on
site inspection where necessary. We invite the American side to reach agreement 
on providing the opportunity for observers from both sides, on a reciprocal basis 
and upon request, to visit sites where unclear phenomena occur in order to 
remove possible doubts as to whether such phenomena are related to nuclear 
explosions.

We are willing to take up your proposal—if, of course, it is also accepted by 
the other side— f̂or providing assistance in verifying the cessation of nuclear 
tests, including on-site inspection.

A treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests on the basis of international law is, of 
course, essential in order to resolve fully the problem of testing. We suggest that 
work should be started without delay to draw up such a treaty and that appropriate 
talks in any form—^bilateral, tripartite or multilateral—should be resumed or 
started, but without linkage to any other questions. However, to those who fear 
that questions of verification may be pushed into the background during the talks, 
we propose that from the very outset such talks should simultaneously deal with 
those questions, too, in order to have a comprehensive accord as early as possible.

 ̂See Document 22.
 ̂ For the announcements on the moratorium and its extension, see Documents on 

Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444-445, and ante. Document 5.
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I can assure you that the Soviet Union, for its part, will continue to do 
everything necessary to bring about a practical solution to the urgent problem of 
ending nuclear tests and to achieve the complete elimination of nuclear arsenals.

34. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issrael- 
yan) to the Conference on Disarmament: Twenty- 
seventh Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, and Outer Space [Extract], March 13, 
1986'

The 27th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union concluded its 
work a few days ago in Moscow.^ The international situation was evaluated at 
the highest party and State level, and the basic goals and directions of the foreign 
policy of the party and the State were determined.

In many respects what was stated at the Congress by the party and State 
leadership of our country has a very direct bearing on the work of the Conference 
on Disarmament, primarily on the issues of the prevention of nuclear war and of 
nuclear disarmament that we are considering here.

The Congress, first of all, confirmed the overall direction of Soviet foreign 
policy: the struggle against the nuclear threat and against the arms race, and for 
maintaining and strengthening universal peace. This is not simply a general 
slogan, this is the most urgent task of our time, which specific proposals by the 
Soviet Union are aimed at resolving. In view of the complex and acute situation 
of the current historic period, persistent efforts must be made right now to put an 
end to the material preparations for nuclear war. The twentieth century is coming 
to an end in the conditions of a nuclear confrontation. What will happen later? 
Will mankind be able to escape the nuclear threat, or will the policy of 
confrontation, leading to an increased likelihood of a nuclear conflict, gain the 
upper hand? The world is now overburdened with dangers and contradictions, 
and all this is happening, into the bargain, against the background of a qualitative 
leap in the development of the means of destruction, which have for a long time 
already had the capacity of destroying everything living on Earth.

The Soviet Union, as the 27th Congress reaffirmed, will work persistently to 
affirm the principle of peaceful coexistence in international relations and will 
actively advocate the realization of the programme for the complete elimination 
of weapons of mass destruction by the end of this century. Given the utter 
inadmissibility of nuclear war and the necessity of ensuring life on our planet, 
peaceful co-existence must become the law of relations among States.

Having thoroughly analyzed the current situation in the world the Soviet 
leadership arrived at a number of principled considerations that determine the

 ̂CD/PV.347, pp. 14-21.
 ̂For an extract of the program adopted by the Congress, see ante. Document 31.
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practical steps of the USSR aimed at improving the international situation. These 
considerations include the following.

First, the character of present-day weaponry leaves no country with any hope 
of safeguarding itself solely with military and technical means. To ensure 
security is increasingly seen as a political problem, and it can be only resolved 
by political means.

Second, in the context of the relations between the USSR and the United States, 
security can only be mutual, and if we take international relations as the whole, 
it can only be universal.

Third, the United States, with its military and industrial machine, remains the 
locomotive of militarism, for so far it has no intention of slowing down. The 
world, naturally, is much larger than the United States and its military bases on 
foreign soil; that is why in world politics one cannot confine oneself to relations 
with a single country, no matter how important it may be.

Fourth, all States face the task of establishing a pattern of civil international 
intercourse and co-operation, of creating a universal system of intemational 
economic security which, together with disarmament, must become a depend
able pillar of intemational security generally.

Thus, to put it briefly, the essence of our approach is this: the world of today 
has become too small and too fragile for wars and a policy of force. It cannot be 
saved and preserved if we fail to do away—^resolutely and irrevocably—with the 
way of thinking and acting that for centuries has been rooted in the acceptability 
and permissibility of wars and armed conflicts.

The conclusion drawn from this prerequisite, and it is the conclusion by which 
the USSR is guided in its practical activities, is that it is no longer possible to win 
either the arms race or nuclear war itself. The continuation of the arms race on 
Earth, let alone its spread to outer space, can render the situation in the world such 
that it will no longer depend on politicians but would become captive to 
technology and to technocratic military logic. Consequently, not only nuclear 
war itself but also the preparations for it, the aspiration to win military superior
ity, can bring no political gain to anybody.

The present high level of the balance of the nuclear capabilities ensures for the 
time being—and only for the time being—equal danger to each of the opposite 
sides. However, the continuation of the nuclear-arms race can bring this equal 
threat to a point where even parity will cease to be a factor of military and political 
deterrence.

Genuine, real security in our age can be guaranteed not by an excessively high 
but by the lowest possible level of strategic parity, from which it is necessary to 
exclude totally nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction.

The General Secretary of the Central Conmiittee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, M.S. Gorbachev, stated at the Congress:

Nuclear danger has made States equal in one respect. In a big war nobody 
would have a chance to stay aside and profit by somebody else’s misfortune. 
Equal security is the imperative of today. To ensure this security is more and 
more a political task which can be solved only by political means. It is high 
time to lay a foundation more solid than weapons for relations among States. 
We do not see and neither do we seek an alternative.
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The USSR proposes that the problems of disarmament shall be approached as 
a complex whole, since as far as security is concerned everything is interrelated. 
It is this requirement that constitutes the basis of our programme set forth in the 
Statement of M.S. Gorbachev on 15 January last.^

The urgent task of today is to create a comprehensive system of international 
security, and it is very important for the cause of peace, it is in the interest of all 
mankind, to find ways to achieve closer and more productive international co
operation in order to build such a system. In the opinion of the Soviet Union, the 
basis of such a system in the military sphere seems to be as follows: first, 
renunciation by the nuclear Powers of war— b̂oth nuclear and conventional— 
against each other or against third countries; second, prevention of an arms race 
in outer space, cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests and the total elimination of 
such weapons, a ban on and the destruction of chemical weapons, the renuncia
tion of other means of mass annihilation; third, a strictly controlled lowering of 
the levels of military capabilities of countries to the limits of reasonable 
adequacy; fourth, disbandment of military alliances and, as a stage towards this, 
renunciation of their enlargement and of the formation of new ones; and fifth, the 
balanced and commensurate reduction of military budgets.

It was stated from the rostrum of the Congress that the Soviet Union is and will 
be acting on the world scene seriously and openly, actively and honestly. We 
intend to strive persistently and actively for the elimination of nuclear weapons, 
for a radical cutback in the arms race, for the building of international security 
that is dependable and equal for all States.

I have referred only to that part of the basic elements of international security 
proposed by the USSR which has a direct bearing on the work of the Conference 
on Disarmament.

Now, Mr. President, permit me to dwell on item 5 of the agenda of our forum.
At present, item 5 of the agenda of the Conference, “Prevention of an arms race 

in outer space”, is acquiring ever-increasing significance. The technology of the 
development and production of space strike weapons is advancing and acceler
ating in certain places at a truly cosmic pace.

According to a statement by the Director of the SDI Programme, James 
Abrahamson, research on the Strategic Defense Initiative is moving from 
technology development to “major experiments”. In addition, it was stated that 
the United States is also working on technology to counter possible Soviet 
counter-steps to the SDI. This is evidence that the United States, despite the 
soothing statements about the SDI programme being “research”, intends to 
advance that programme far beyond the limits of research. Thus, the implemen
tation of the “star wars” plans may very soon become irreversible.

We have no intention of dwelling in detail on the dangers connected with the 
deployment of space strike weapons. We have repeatedly set forth our viewpoint 
on that subject. Let us consider only one aspect: how would the Strategic Defense 
Initiative influence stability?

The analysis carried out in the Soviet Union and in other countries of any 
versions of deployment of strike weapons in outer space, or of any versions of

 ̂Document 5.
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deployment by one or by both sides of large-scale ABM systems, indicates that 
such actions would result in the disruption of the military equilibrium, in a sharp 
destabilization of the strategic situation and in the increased risk of nuclear war.

The deployment by one side of an ABM system in space practically means that 
it acquires an additional offensive potential (military superiority) equal to the 
number of the other side’s strategic missiles that the ABM system is capable of 
neutralizing. The side that has created the ABM system for its territory acquires 
the capability of countering the retaliatory nuclear strike of the other side or, 
which is one and the same thing, the capability of a first nuclear missile strike with 
impunity. A situation arises when one of the sides acquires full strategic 
superiority and a powerful incentive to try to achieve its political aims by means 
of nuclear war.

In other words, the SDI, in creating the illusion of an impenetrable space shield, 
inevitably entails a shift towards a “first-strike” state of mind. All this leads not 
only to the disruption of the military balance but also to the loss of the capacity 
for nuclear deterrence, which destroys the foundation of strategic stability. In 
these conditions, of course, we cannot speak of eliminating nuclear weapons, or 
of their reduction. Quite the reverse, the sides would have to increase offensive 
nuclear weapons, and that would result in an unrestrained arms race. Incidentally, 
new discoveries made under the programme for the development of space strike 
weapons could also be applied for the development of new types of conventional 
weapons for ground forces, for the air force and for the navy.

This destabilization would also take place if the development and deployment 
of unlimited ABM systems is carried out by both sides. The difference in the 
scope of scientific and technological groundwork, in geographic conditions and 
in economic capabilities would result also in differences in the pace of deploy
ment of ABM systems by the sides. Consequently, only one of the sides would 
acquire initially the capability to counter a retaliatory nuclear strike. The 
situation which has been described earlier would occur.

Acute destabilization, however, would already be observed in the course of 
deployment of a large-scale ABM system. At a certain stage of such deployment, 
the defensive ABM system would grow into a qualitatively new offensive 
strategic system capable of destroying satellites, aircraft, air command posts, 
stores and other ground targets. In this connection, the possibility arises of 
sharply increasing the effectiveness of a first nuclear strike by the integrated use 
of offensive arms on Earth and space strike weapons. Does that correspond to 
strengthening stability?

Even in hypothetical conditions of an absolutely simultaneous deployment by 
the sides of an initially limited, and then comprehensive ABM system, strategic 
stability would be undermined. In that case, both sides acquire the capability to 
make a first surprise strike against the space ABM means of the other side, to put 
them out of operation using their own strike space weapons, i.e. to eliminate the 
“shield” while simultaneously dealing a nuclear first strike, but now with 
impunity.

In other words, with the availability of a “space shield” the side which was the 
first to attack would be the winner. Nothing remains of strategic stability.

Furthermore, in the case of the implementation of the “star wars” plans a 
completely new factor appears which would be conducive to an accidental
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beginning of a nuclear war, a factor previously unknown in history. That factor 
is connected with the need to use fast and extremely complicated automatic 
equipment in space strike systems, as well as with the necessity of transferring 
the decision-making function concerning the initiation of hostilities to automatic 
machines, to computers.

A space ABM system cannot function in the traditional scheme. The time that 
elapses between the appearance of the missiles in the atmosphere and their 
destruction must not exceed 100 to 300 seconds. It is necessary during this period 
to detect and identify targets and distribute them among interceptors, perform 
targeting operations and destroy the missiles. Naturally, in these conditions there 
is no time for submitting reports to the leadership or even for checking the 
operation of the computers. It is the automatic systems, the computers, that would 
t^ e  decisions and start the war. The political leadership would already be unable 
to play any role in the process.

It is also understandable that only automatic devices are able to respond 
quickly enough to other automatic devices. What then would happen if the other 
side also created the necessary automated systems? The fate of mankind would 
be placed in the hands of automatic machines.

Automatic devices make mistakes, even the most dependable computers 
sometimes fail. The more complicated the technological systems are, the more 
probable are errors and unforeseen situations that might result in a catastrophe. 
The super-complex automatic weapon systems developed and deployed in outer 
space would have to work in conditions of constant combat alert for decades and 
never make an error. That is not realistic. Besides, is it possible to predict the 
reaction of space strike systems to the launching of peaceful delivery missiles? 
Wouldn’t automatic devices activate space weapons in response to an accidental 
deviation of such missiles from their trajectories or to the accidental explosion 
in outer space of a space vehicle similar to that of Challenger?

One should not exclude the possibility of a situation in which the creation of 
a “space shield” by one side would force the other side to create something similar 
as well. In that case two extremely complex systems would be opposed to each 
other. By the rules of the technological improvement of this kind of systems, in 
order to exclude possible technological mistakes joint large-scale tests would 
need to be carried out. That would be logical in any peaceful international project. 
It is absurd, however, in this case. The United States would not give an ABM 
system to the Soviet Union to enable the USSR to adapt its own measures of 
response to it, and vice versa. Thus, two mutually unco-ordinated and opposed 
automated systems would still further increase the probability of a catastrophe.

On several occasions already the American early warning services have 
sounded a false alarm after mistaking flocks of wild geese or something else for 
Soviet bombers. In each case, however, people have had enough time and 
wisdom to see the mistake. In the case of the SDI, there would not be time for that, 
and computers—even the “smartest” ones—don’t have wisdom.

In the most thorough analysis of the SDI it is impossible to fmd even some 
individual features of the project that strengthen strategic stability. The SDI holds 
out no other promise for the future than the intensification of the arms race, 
increased tension, and an atmosphere of intense fear and distrust in relations 
among States. To put it briefly, strategic stability would be replaced by strategic
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chaos; old dangers would not disappear, they would only increase many times 
over and be supplemented by new dangers.

Artificial earth satellites are of great importance for the activities of mankind, 
for its progress and prosperity. They are used particularly extensively in commu
nications, navigation and meteorology. Profitable and dependable commercial 
satellite communication systems for transmitting information for all kinds of 
purposes have been established. Satellite navigation systems have been utilized. 
No less than 50 countries already now receive information directly from 
meteorological satellites.

The data obtained by geodetic satellites are important for mapping natural 
resources, for the increased accuracy of trajectory measurements, and for the 
study of our planet. The pictures taken from outer space have demonstrated 
extensive possibilities for the observation and control of natural resources and for 
using them wisely, as well as for the solution of environmental protection 
problems. Rescue satellites that transmit signals from ships and aircraft in 
distress to ground stations are operating in outer space.

Satellites contribute to the cause of safeguarding peace on Earth. The artificial 
earth satellites intended for missile-attack warnings, for observation and control, 
for communications and for other purposes contribute to the maintenance and 
strengthening of strategic stability. They have special importance in that respect.

In addition to the already established areas of the peaceful use of outer space, 
new areas will evidently be developed. The successful solution of the tasks that 
lie ahead in the further development of outer space, and the creation of favourable 
conditions for international co-operation in that area, are possible when the door 
is tightly closed to prevent space strike weapons from entering that sphere, and 
when there is a guaranteed ban on the use of force against manned and unmanned 
space vehicles. An example of the fruitful co-operation among many countries 
in the peaceful use of outer space and not for the sake of “star wars” is the 
successful project for the study of the Haley’s comet. An exciting picture of the 
comet obtained at the Institute for Space Research in Moscow was observed by 
eminent astronomers from many countries of the world. The Soviet Vega 
spacecraft carried instruments manufactured not only in the USSR but also in 
Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary, the German Democratic Republic, Poland, France, 
the Federal Republic of Germany and Czechoslovakia. The scientific pro
gramme of the project is co-ordinated with the studies of Haley’s comet carried 
out by the European Space Agency, the United States and Japan.

In 1983 the Soviet Union proposed that a treaty should be concluded on the 
prohibition of the use of force in outer space and from space against the Earth, 
and submitted a draft of such a treaty {CDIA16)^ It was proposed specifically to 
prohibit all space strike weapons, including anti-satellite systems. However, for 
well-known reasons the work of the Conference on the text of such an agreement 
has not been initiated until now.

Bearing in mind the situation that now exists, the lack of readiness of certain 
countries to solve the problem of the prevention of the arms race in outer space

 ̂Submitted to the UNO A as document A/38/194.* For the text, see Documents on
Disarmament, 1983, pp. 684-686.
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as a whole, the Soviet Union now proposes that partial measures be taken to 
strengthen confidence among States in the area of space activities. Specifically, 
it proposes the conclusion of an international agreement to ensure the immunity 
of space objects.

Under such an agreement. States could agree not to use force or the threat of 
force against space objects, including the obligation not to damage or change the 
trajectory of flight of space objects of other States. It would also be important to 
envisage in it the commitment not to develop, not to test and not to deploy new 
anti-satellite systems and to eliminate the already existing ones. In the course of 
negotiations it would, naturally, be necessary to work out the forms of verifica
tion of the implementation of the provisions of such an agreement, the necessary 
definitions and other elements of an understanding.

We are convinced that an agreement on a multilateral basis banning the use of 
force against satellites corresponds to the interests of all countries—those that 
launch satellites into orbits, as well as those using the services of satellites. In 
submitting the proposal concerning such an agreement the USSR is taking into 
consideration the positions of many States members of the Conference which at 
this and previous sessions have advocated the establishment of a regime for the 
protection of satellites and the banning of anti-satellite weapons. They include 
Sweden, France, Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, Sri Lanka, India and 
others. An international legal guarantee of the inviolability of satellites would be 
a factor strengthening strategic stability.

It is quite obvious also that such an agreement on a multilateral basis would be 
an important contribution by the Conference on Disarmament to the prevention 
of an arms race in outer space and would contribute to progress at the bilateral 
Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space weapons as well. It would seem that 
in the circumstances, when there are no weapons in outer space, negotiations 
aimed at the elaboration of a text of such an agreement should not face 
insurmountable difficulties and they can be conducted so as to produce positive 
results in a relatively short period of time.

The General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, M.S. Gorbachev, said at the 27th Congress of the CPSU: “It is 
imperative, before it is too late, to find a realistic solution guaranteeing that the 
arms race does not spread to outer space. The ‘star wars’ programme cannot be 
allowed to become a stimulus for a further arms race or a road-block to radical 
disarmament.”^The proposal to conclude an agreement on the immunity of earth 
satellites, and on the prohibition and elimination of anti-satellite systems, is 
further evidence to the effect that the Soviet Union is actively seeking construc
tive solutions which would lead in practice to the prevention of the arms race in 
outer space and to its cessation on Earth.

An agreement to ensure the immunity of space objects would not, understanda
bly, solve the problem of the prevention of the arms race in outer space in all its 
dimensions. However, it would be an important step in the direction of the 
complete prohibition of the use of force in outer space and from space against the 
Earth. That would be a step from “star wars” to “star peace”.

 ̂Document 22.
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35. Statement by President Reagan: Limitations on 
Nuclear Testing, i\/larcii 14,1986^

I want to make an announcement today concerning the question of limitations 
on nuclear testing, an important arms control area which has been the subject of 
special correspondence which I have had recently with Soviet General Secretary 
Gorbachev, the leaders of six nations known as the New Delhi Group, and Senate 
Majority Leader Dole.

I have conveyed to General Secretary Gorbachev today a new, very specific, 
and far-reaching proposal concerning nuclear testing limitations, a proposal 
which could be implemented immediately. In this new initiative, I urged the 
Soviet Union to join us without delay in bilateral discussions on finding ways to 
reach agreement on essential verification improvements of the Threshold Test 
Ban (TTBT)^ and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET).^

In the field of nuclear testing, as in arms control generally, effective verifica
tion is a central element. It has also long been one of the most difficult problems 
to resolve. We are seriously concerned about the past pattern of Soviet testing as 
well as current verification uncertainties, and have determined that a number of 
Soviet tests constitute likely violations of obligations under the Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty of 1974. The inadequacy of the monitoring regime provided for in that 
agreement is underscored by the Soviet Union’s own questions concerning the 
yields of particular U.S. tests, all of which in fact have been below the 150 kiloton 
threshold.

The U.S. places the highest priority in the nuclear testing area on finding ways 
of ensuring effective verification of the TTBT and PNET. I have already made 
several specific suggestions to the Soviet Union in this regard. My new initiative 
is a further attempt to build the necessary basis for confidence and cooperation 
between our nations regarding such limitations.

As a reflection of our resolve to make tangible progress, in my new proposal 
I identified to Mr. Gorbachev a specific new technical method—known as 
CORRTEX—which we believe will enable both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. to 
improve verification and ensure compliance with these two treaties. This is a 
hydrodynamic yield measurement technique that measures the propagation of 
the underground shock wave from a nuclear explosion. I provided to Mr. 
Gorbachev a technical description of CORRTEX designed to demonstrate how 
this method will enhance verification procedures.

To allow the Soviet Union to examine the CORRTEX system more fully, I 
further proposed that Mr. Gorbachev send his scientists to our Nevada test site 
during the third week of April 1986. At that time they could also monitor a 
planned U.S. nuclear weapons test. I would hope this would provide an oppor
tunity for our experts to discuss verification methods and thus pave the way for 
resolving the serious concerns which have arisen in this area.

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 17, 1986, pp. 364-365. 
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.

^Ibid.J976, pp. 328-332.
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In making this offer, I made clear to General Secretary Gorbachev that if we 
could reach agreement on the use of an effective verification system incorporat
ing such a method to verify the TTBT, I would be prepared to move forward on 
ratification of both the TTBT and PNET.

What is unique about this new initiative is its specificity and concreteness and 
the detailed, new technical information we have provided to the Soviet Union in 
trying to solve these verification uncertainties. It is important that the Soviet 
Union engage with us now in this first practical step to improve the confidence 
we each must have in treaty compliance with the 150 kiloton threshold on 
underground tests. If this can be achieved, we believe we will have significantly 
improved the prospects for verifying other arms control agreements as well 
through improved verification regimes.

36. TASS Statement: U.S. Proposal on Limitations on 
Nuclear Testing, March 15,1986^

The White House has said that President Reagan has put forward a proposal on 
the limitation of nuclear testing.^ Yet this proposal, which the White House 
described as highly specific and far reaching, has proved, in the opinion of 
political observers, to be a new U.S. political maneuver aimed at evading a 
concrete answer to the Soviet Union’s proposal on ending all nuclear testing.

Reagan’s proposal is of a very limited character and concems only technical 
problems of “verification” of the Treaty on the Limitation on Underground 
Nuclear Weapons Tests^ and the Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for 
Peaceful Purposes."  ̂These treaties were concluded between the USSR and the 
United States in 1974 and 1976, respectively, but have not been ratified so far, 
by no means through the Soviet side’s fault.

Moreover, it follows from the White House statement that the United States is 
planning to conduct a new nuclear weapons test in Nevada in the third week of 
April. To camouflage its obviously negative stand on ending all nuclear explo
sions, the U.S. Administration has again resorted to the already familiar propa
ganda gimmick, by proposing that the Soviet Union send its scientists to watch 
these tests.

The Soviet Union, as known, is in favor of verifying [kontroJ] the cessation of 
nuclear explosions, but it is against the cessation of tests being substituted by their 
continuation in the presence of observers. Disarmament without verification 
[kontrol\ is impossible, but verification [kontrol] without disarmament makes no 
sense either.

 ̂ Moscow TASS Intemational Service in Russian, March 15,1986; FBIS Daily Report, 
March 17, 1986, vol. Ill, p. AAl.

 ̂Supra.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974  ̂pp. 225-227.

7976, pp. 328-332.
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37. White House Statement: Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, March 20,1986^

Today marked the close of the 38th round of the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions negotiations in Vienna, where the United States and its NATO allies 
continued efforts to find common ground with the Warsaw Pact on the reduction 
of conventional forces in Central Europe. Unfortunately, the Soviet Union and 
its allies have not responded constructively to recent Western initiatives that had 
sought to make substantial progress in these negotiations.

Last December 5, NATO introduced a major, new MBFR initiative designed 
to bring East and West closer together on a number of issues. Most significantly, 
while reaffirming the importance of effective verification, the NATO partici
pants set aside their longstanding insistence that the sides come to an understand
ing on troop level data in the area of reductions before an agreement is signed. 
This was a major concession to the East, which had often declared its readiness 
to move forward swiftly in the talks if only the so-called data barrier could be 
removed.^

Not only did the West decide to remove this barrier, it also adopted the East’s 
own general approach—to negotiate a first-phase, time-limited agreement in 
which initial U.S. and U.S.S.R. reductions would be followed by a no-increase 
commitment in the area of reductions by all participating states. On these and a 
number of other points, the U.S. and its allies made every effort to come to an 
early accord in Vienna.

At the beginning of the round there was reason to be optimistic. General 
Secretary Gorbachev had noted that, following the December 5 West initiative, 
an outline for agreement in Vienna was emerging. At the same time, Mr. 
Gorbachev and many Soviet and East European spokesmen indicated that they 
shared with NATO an appreciation of the vital role of verification, including on
site inspection, in arms control. However, the Eastern participants have not 
reciprocated the West’s move or given substance to the declarations of their 
leaders. Indeed, on February 20, the Warsaw Pact tabled a draft agreement which 
recycled old and unacceptable Eastern positions and which included an utterly 
inadequate verification regime.

NATO has made it clear to the Warsaw Pact that the East’s actions during this 
negotiating round did not meet Western security requirements and that we await 
a response from the East as important as the step the West took in December. If 
the Soviet Union and its allies show the political will to match that of the West, 
then there is hope that the MBFR negotiations can result in an effective and fair 
agreement. The President has instructed the U.S. delegation to continue to work 
for such an outcome.

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 24, 1986, p. 394. The 
statement was made by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President.

 ̂The gist of the new proposals may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 
906-910.
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38. Press Statement by Western Delegations to the 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, March 
20,1986'

In today’s plenary session, the United States Representative, Ambassador 
Robert D. Blackwill, speaking for the West, gave an end-of-round review of the 
30th round of the MBFR talks.

In his remarks, he pointed out how the West has elaborated in great detail its 
views over these last 8 weeks. When NATO’s far-reaching initiative, which set 
aside the data dispute and accepted the East’s framework for a first-phase 
agreement, was presented on December 5,1985,^ the Warsaw Pact’s preliminary 
reaction was critical. As the weeks passed, however, the West observed notewor
thy changes. First, Eastern statements on prospects for the negotiation became 
progressively more positive. Second, they emanated from distinctly higher— 
indeed, the highest political—levels. And third, they appeared with increasing 
frequency.

Ambassador Blackwill recalled that General-Secretary Gorbachev himself on 
December 27 told the Moscow diplomatic corps that “the wish of the sides to 
reckon with each other’s interests and concerns is more noticeable at the Vienna 
talks.” Then, on January 15, Mr. Gorbachev announced that “the outlines of a 
possible agreement” were emerging, adding that “1986 could be a milestone for 
the Vienna talks.” Mr. Gorbachev specifically indicated that such an accord 
“naturally requires reasonable verification’' and declared that the Soviet Union 
was “prepared for that.”^

Thus, Ambassador Blackwill said, the present round began with unusual 
anticipation—indeed, with the possibility that the East would match the West’s 
concessions of December 5 and complete the breakthrough to a first-phase 
agreement.

However, he said, this has not happened.
Four weeks ago, he pointed out, the East put down a draft agreement which 

failed to move towards the Western position on any substantive issue. The 
February 20 Eastern proposal did not resolve the question of the size of initial 
U.S. and Soviet reduction figures, but rather attempts to perpetuate it in another 
form. The February 20 proposal did not bring the sides closer on the nature of the 
no-increase commitment or on the armaments issue, but merely reiterates stale 
Eastern demands. The February 20 proposal did not demonstrate seriousness on 
verification, but instead rejects all measures which could effectively monitor 
compliance.

Ambassador Blackwill made the point that while Eastern leaders now proclaim 
almost daily their interest in strict and reliable verification, the Warsaw Pact’s 
representatives in Vienna offer nothing on the fundamental issues of inspections

' ACDA files. The statement was read by Ambassador Van de Mortel, head of the 
Netherlands delegation.

 ̂ A statement by President Reagan on this initiative is printed in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1985, pp. 898-900.

 ̂Document 5.
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as of right and of routine and information exchange at a level sufficient for 
adequate verification of compliance. And there is a massive retreat from the 
East’s own earlier position on the use of exit/entry points to monitor the 
movement of troops into and out of the reductions area.

At the same time. Ambassador Blackwill said, the Warsaw Pact tries to banish 
by simple decree from our talks the reality and importance of geography. The 
East argues that it is of no military significance to these negotiations that the 
largest military force in the world belongs to a country contiguous to the 
reductions area. Only in a stylized setting like the MBFR talks—and certainly not 
at a military staff college in either alliance—could such an extraordinary 
statement be made without producing gasps of disbelief.

In sum, Ambassador Blackwill stresses, the East has pulled from the grave its 
past proposals. Last week, he noted. Ambassador Mikhaylov said that the West 
had stopped mentioning the proximity of the sides ’ approaches after the February 
20 draft agreement was tabled. Ambassador Mikhaylov was right. The West had 
ended such references. The West had no choice given the February 20 document, 
which does no more than repeat and codify unacceptable Eastern ideas. It follows 
that any attempt to write jointly a text in these circumstances would substitute a 
meaningless procedural exercise for the needed substantive concession on the 
part of the Warsaw Pact.

The West has given this round a detailed elaboration of its views. It is contained 
in the 13 plenary statements with 130 pages of text presented during the last 8 
weeks. From the West’s side, he pointed out, there were also less formal 
explanations conceming the NATO initiative and numerous inquiries about the 
East’s position every week of the round.

Rather than matching this Western energy and pragmatism. Ambassador 
Blackwill said, the East has chosen rigidity and indifference. It asks no detailed 
questions about our position. It answers almost none about its own. Instead, 
Warsaw Pact representatives read without elaboration their February 20 agree
ment again and again. They rhetorically condemn NATO ’ s December 5 initiative 
again and again. Such numbing recitation is not negotiation. It is the antithesis 
of negotiation. It will get the talks nowhere.

Ambassador Blackwill observed that this Eastern approach raises disquieting 
questions. Does intransigence on the part of the Warsaw Treaty organization 
indicate that it does not really want a fair and verifiable agreement in Vienna? The 
West hopes not. But if this is the case, there is obviously nothing more the West, 
having created through its recent concessions an unprecedented opportunity for 
a breakthrough in the MBFR talks, can do here. In Westem capitals, of course. 
Western Governments have to ask themselves why the East should so brazenly 
turn its back on the chance to reduce force levels and to ease tensions in Central 
Europe.
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39. Communique of the Warsaw Pact Committee of 
Foreign Ministers, March 20,1986^

On 19 and 20 March 1986, a regular meeting of the Committee of Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs of the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty on Friendship, Co
operation and Mutual Assistance was held in Warsaw.

The meeting was attended by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the People’s 
Republic of Bulgaria, P. Mladenov, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
Hungarian People’s Republic, P. Varkonyi, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the German Democratic Republic, O. Fischer, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the Polish People’s Republic, M. Orzechowski, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the Socialist Republic of Romania, I. Vaduva, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, E. A. Shevardnadze, and the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, B. Chnoupek.

The Ministers exchanged views on the situation in Europe in the light of the 
overall state of intemational relations and prospects for their future development. 
They noted that the intemational situation remains strained and dangerous. 
Concern was expressed at the escalation of the arms race, particularly in nuclear 
arms, and actions being undertaken to extend the arms race to outer space. The 
United States and its NATO allies are speeding up the arms race in all respects. 
The unceasing deployment of United States intermediate-range missiles in a 
number of Western European countries provides grounds for serious concern. 
The imperialist policy of force and interference in the internal affairs of other 
States is continuing. All this is increasing the risk of a global nuclear catastrophe, 
which threatens the destruction of life on Earth.

At the same time, as a result of the active and purposeful efforts of the socialist 
States and all peace-loving forces, a real hope for improvement in the intema
tional arena has emerged, and the faith of peoples in a peaceful future has gained 
strength.

The Ministers emphasized that the peace proposals put forward at the meeting 
the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Treaty Organization held in 
Sofia in October 1985  ̂are aimed at accomplishing the most urgent and cardinal 
task of the present time—eliminating the threat of nuclear war, halting the arms 
race, and the nuclear arms race in particular, and proceeding to disarmament. The 
consistent and peace-loving policy of the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
creates practical opportunities for the attainment of these goals and for a 
constmctive dialogue on the most buming and pressing problems in the field of 
intemational relations.

The Soviet-American summit meeting in Geneva created preconditions for a 
transition from the present confrontation to the normalization of relations 
between the USSR and the United States, and for improvement of the intema
tional situation.

Through energetic and sustained joint efforts by Govemments and peoples and 
all realistically thinking forces it is possible to ensure a change for the better in

• CD/686.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 757-764.
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European and global affairs and the revitalization of the policy of detente and 
constructive co-operation.

The States represented at the meeting fully support the programme for the total 
elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear and chemical weapons by the end of the 
present century, and the banning of space attack weapons, as put forward by the 
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union in his statement of 15 January 1986.  ̂They underline the major importance 
of this programme, and declare their determination to spare no effort to ensure 
its implementation. This would eliminate the threat facing mankind, lead to 
fundamental improvement in the international situation and make it possible to 
abolish weapons of mass destruction forever.

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty urgently appeal to the member 
countries of NATO, and first and foremost to the United States, the United 
Kingdom and France, to demonstrate realism and responsibility in order—taking 
into account the interests of both sides and all other States to reach agreement on 
radical reductions in nuclear weapons and their subsequent elimination, as well 
as prevention of an arms race in outer space.

The elimination of weapons of mass destruction should be accompanied by 
corresponding reductions in conventional armaments and armed forces. The 
States represented at the meeting reconfirmed their position of principle and their 
proposals concerning issues related to disarmament and the strengthening of 
peace and international security. They expressed support for strict observance of 
the principle of equality and equal security, as well as military balance at the 
lowest possible level.

It was emphasized that, at the forthcoming Soviet-American summit meeting, 
attention should be focused on matters related to efforts to reach concrete 
agreements on halting the arms race—particularly in nuclear arms—on Earth, 
and preventing such an arms race in outer space. The meeting might reach 
agreements at least on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests and the elimination 
of United States and Soviet intermediate-range missiles in the European zone.

At the meeting emphasis was placed on the need for strict observance by all 
States of the principles of respect for national independence and sovereignty, the 
non-use of force or the threat of force, the inviolability of frontiers and territorial 
integrity, the peaceful settlement of disputes, non-interference in internal affairs, 
equality and other universally recognized norms of international relations.

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty resolutely oppose the further stockpil
ing of nuclear weapons in Europe, and call for efforts to rid the continent 
completely of both intermediate-range and tactical nuclear weapons. As a first 
step, they favour the total elimination of Soviet and United States intermediate- 
range missiles— b̂oth ballistic and cruise missiles—in the European zone. This 
requires the United States to assume an obligation not to transfer its strategic and 
intermediate-range missiles to other countries while the United Kingdom and 
France must not undertake a corresponding build-up of their nuclear armaments. 
If the United States intermediate-range missiles are completely eliminated from

 ̂Document 5.
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Europe, there will no longer be a need for Soviet extended-range operational- 
tactical missiles to remain in those countries where they have been deployed.

The participants in the meeting believe that the creation of nuclear-free zones 
in various parts of Europe would be a useful step towards ridding the continent 
of nuclear weapons. They support proposals for the creation of such zones in 
Northern Europe and in the Balkans, as well as the creation of a nuclear-free 
corridor along the line dividing the NATO and Warsaw Treaty countries in 
Central Europe.

The States represented at the meeting urge the total elimination of chemical 
weapons from the European continent. In that context they support the proposals 
made by the German Democratic Republic and the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic, and the People’s Republic of Bulgaria and the Socialist Republic of 
Romania concerning the establishment of chemical-weapon-free zones in Cen
tral Europe and the Balkans respectively.

The Ministers consider that it is necessary to give new impetus to the Vienna 
talks on mutual reductions of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe, in 
order to reach mutually acceptable agreements as soon as possible. The proposals 
introduced on 20 February 1986 by the allied socialist States directly participat
ing in the negotiations will help to bring the parties ’ positions closer together. The 
hope was expressed that these proposals will meet with a positive response.

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty favour the steady continuation of the 
CSCE process, the strengthening of security and the development of co
operation in Europe.

Following a discussion of the situation at the Stockholm Conference regarding 
confidence-building measures and security and disarmament in Europe, the 
Ministers consider that the work of the Conference should be speeded up in order 
to complete the first stage with the adoption of a meaningful final document, to 
be submitted to the Vienna meeting of representatives of the States participating 
in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe.

The Ministers expect that the forthcoming meeting of experts from States 
participating in CSCE on contacts between people, institutions and organiza
tions, to be held in Berne, will be conducted in a constructive atmosphere. In this 
regard it was noted that the socialist States will continue their consistent support 
for the promotion and protection of human rights in all fields, and in particular 
the right to live in peace and freedom, while taking due account of the sovereignty 
of States.

An exchange of views and information took place on progress in preparations 
for the regular meeting of representatives of States participating in the Confer
ence on Security and Co-operation in Europe, which begins its work this autumn 
in Vienna. The meeting is expected to make a substantial contribution to efforts 
to improve the political climate and revitalize detente in Europe and throughout 
the world, agree on new major steps to lower the level of military confrontation 
on the European continent, and broaden co-operation among European States. 
Emphasis was placed on the need to develop economic, scientific and technical 
co-operation and to strengthen confidence in economic relations.

Proper political impetus could be given to the Vienna meeting if its opening 
were attended at the foreign minister level.
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Following a detailed review of issues related to the strengthening of peace and 
security, and also the development of co-operation on the European continent, 
the Ministers once again firmly declared that the inviolability of frontiers and 
respect for territorial and political realities resulting from the Second World War 
and post-war development are essential preconditions for the maintenance of 
peace and security in Europe. They condemned the dangerous activities of 
revanchist forces, particularly in the Federal Republic of Germany, stressing that 
revanchism and support for it, wherever they might be found, poison the political 
atmosphere, damage mutual understanding among European peoples, and carry 
with them the threat of an outbreak of military conflict.

The Ministers stressed the importance of speeding up work at the Soviet- 
American negotiations on nuclear armaments and armaments in outer space as 
a step towards practical accomplishment of the task of preventing an arms race 
in outer space and halting the arms race on Earth, and achieving significant results 
for the benefit of all peoples. They support the constructive negotiating position 
of the Soviet Union aimed at this god.

At the meeting emphasis was placed on the need to prevent the extension of the 
arms race to outer space, and the need for outer space to be used exclusively for 
peaceful purposes for the benefit of mankind as a whole. The maintenance of 
peace in outer space is an indispensable precondition for extensive reductions in 
nuclear weapons and their elimination. The participants highlighted the grave 
responsibility assumed by the initiators of the programme for the militarization 
of outer space and those who become involved in it, as well as the danger which 
would be posed by the implementation of the plans put forward in certain west 
European countries, such as the so-called “European defence initiative”.

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty, noting the urgent need to halt nuclear 
tests as an important measure which would improve the international climate and 
a major step towards the elimination of nuclear weapons, appeal to the United 
States to cease all nuclear explosions, as the Soviet Union has done. The 
participants in the meeting welcome the statement made by the USSR that it will 
continue to refrain from conducting nuclear explosions after the expiry of its 
unilateral moratorium on 31 March this year, until the first nuclear explosion in 
the United States."̂  It is essential to do everything possible to reach agreement on 
the cessation of all nuclear explosions. They urged the immediate commence
ment of bilateral Soviet-American talks—or the resumption of trilateral talks, 
with the participation of the United Kingdom—on the complete and universal 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests, and also urged the holding of multilateral 
negotiations on this problem within the framework of the Geneva Conference on 
Disarmament. Agreement was expressed with the proposal made by the non- 
aligned countries for the holding of consultations with a view to extending the 
prohibition in the 1963 Moscow Treaty on nuclear weapon tests in the atmos
phere, in outer space and under water to underground tests,  ̂ which are not 
covered by the Treaty.

Document 33.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty consider that the total elimination of 
chemical weapons and the industrial base for their production before the end of 
the century is wholly feasible. There is a need to intensify negotiations on an 
international convention concerning the prohibition of chemical weapons and 
the destruction of existing chemical weapon stocks. They favour multilateral 
agreement that chemical weapons should not be transferred to anyone or 
deployed on the territory of other States. The States represented at the meeting, 
which themselves follow this policy, call upon the NATO countries to display 
similar restraint.

They call for a ban on the development of non-nuclear weapons based on new 
physical principles which in terms of their strike capability are close to weapons 
of mass destruction.

The States represented at the meeting confirm their stand that all States, and 
primarily those with a huge military potential, should refrain from increasing 
their military expenditure, and eventually reduce it.

They base their position on the need for genuine and effective supervision of 
arms limitation, arms reduction and disarmament in all spheres—which should 
correspond to the scope and nature of the obligations assumed by the parties.

The participants in the meeting are of the view that each step taken in arms 
limitation and disarmament would not only enhance security, but would make it 
possible to devote greater resources to improving living conditions and eliminat
ing economic backwardness in many countries. This topic should be highlighted 
at the forthcoming International Conference on Disarmament and Development 
in Paris.

The Ministers reaffirmed the position of their States regarding the simultane
ous dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATO, with the 
elimination of their military organizations as a first step. The States parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty remain ready to begin talks with the member States of NATO to 
reach an agreement along these lines, starting with the question of the mutual 
reduction of military activity.

They renew their proposal for the conclusion of an agreement on the non-use 
of military force and on support for peaceful relations, which would also be open 
for all European and other interested countries.

The Ministers stressed the need to put an end to the imperialist policy of force 
and interference in the internal affairs of other countries, and its manifestations 
in acts of aggression. State terrorism, hostile campaigns to discredit the policies 
of other States, and discriminatory measures in economic relations.

The socialist countries represented at the meeting reaffirm their determination 
to struggle for strict observance of the right of every nation to determine its fate 
independendy. They remain ready to co-operate actively in the solution of 
conflicts and disputes between States by peaceful means, through negotiations.

The participants in the meeting noted the important role of the non-aligned 
movement as an influential force in the international arena, and its contribution 
to the maintenance and strengthening of world peace, the anti-imperialist 
struggle for the elimination of racism, neo-colonialism and economic discrimi
nation, and the development of international political and economic co-operation 
on an equal footing.
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There is an urgent need to establish a new international economic order, 
eliminate economic backwardness and settle the problem of external debt in a just 
manner. This would be facilitated by concrete and businesslike talks among all 
States under United Nations auspices to seek a global solution to the most 
important intemational economic problems.

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty expressed support for the convening, 
in the future, of a global meeting which would permit a comprehensive discus
sion of the problems of economic security, the establishment of a new intema
tional economic order, the development of co-operation in trade, science and 
technology and the removal of all obstacles to intemational economic links.

The Ministers emphasized that in the complex present-day intemational 
circumstances the constant strengthening of the unity and cohesion of the States 
parties to the Warsaw Treaty is of particular importance. The States represented 
at the meeting reaffirm the importance of their defensive alliance in guaranteeing 
their security and peaceful development and strengthening peace in Europe and 
throughout the world. They will continue to co-operate closely in intemational 
affairs, in developing and implementing the agreed policy of peace, security and 
intemational co-operation.

Reference was made to the importance of developing economic links, expand
ing and improving co-operation within the framework of CMEA, the speediest 
possible implementation of the comprehensive programme for scientific and 
technical progress to ensure the successful realization of social-economic 
development plans, the strengthening of the intemational standing of the socialist 
States and achievement of the goals of their peace-loving foreign policy.

The States represented at the meeting favour constructive co-operation with 
Governments, parties, social organizations and movements which are concemed 
for the fate of peace on Earth, as well as with all peoples, with the aim of 
establishing an all-embracing system of intemational security, and consolidating 
the principle of peaceful co-existence in relations between States. They empha
size that, at present, ensuring the security of States is above all a political issue 
which can be resolved only by political means.

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty will do their utmost to ensure that the 
year 1986, proclaimed Intemational Year of Peace by the United Nations, is 
marked by genuine improvement in European and world issues.

The meeting of the Committee of Ministers of Foreign Affairs was conducted 
in an atmosphere of friendship and comradely co-operation. It was agreed that the 
next meeting should be held in Bucharest.
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40. Appeal From the Presidium of tlie Supreme Soviet 
of the Soviet Union to i\/lembers of the U.S. Con
gress: Nuclear Weapons Testing, IVIarch 20,1986^

On behalf of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, its Presidium considers that it 
has the duty of addressing you in connection with a matter of exceptional 
importance—the immediate cessation of nuclear weapon testing.

TTie General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, M.S. Gorbachev, has received a message from the leaders of 
Argentina, India, Mexico, Tanzania, Sweden and Greece. In it they recall that at 
the Soviet-American summit meeting in Geneva, determination was expressed 
to achieve the speediest possible results at the talks on nuclear disarmament and 
disarmament in space. The message also includes a sound suggestion that the 
USSR and the United States should refrain from any nuclear tests until the next 
summit meeting.^

As we know, a similar message was received by President R. Reagan.
In his reply M.S. Gorbachev said that the Soviet Union would refrain from 

conducting nuclear explosions beyond 31 March and until the first nuclear 
explosion was conducted in the United States.^

In taking this decision the Soviet Union associated itself with the opinion of the 
six countries. This means that there are now seven States presenting the 
leadership of the United States with an urgent call for a cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests. More than 1,000 million people live in these States in different 
continents. They are joined by all those who cherish peace.

By a unilateral decision the Soviet Union has already been refraining from 
nuclear tests for more than seven months. Over the same period the United States 
has carried out seven officially announced nuclear explosions, and is preparing 
an eighth for April. Thus the whole world can see the fundamental difference in 
the positions of the two States.

In their message to the USSR and the United States, the leaders of the six 
countries stated: “You have a major responsibility for ensuring our common 
survival”. The USSR, for its part, fully recognizes this responsibility. It is ready 
to hold talks on the banning of nuclear weapon tests on any basis—^bilateral, 
trilateral or multilateral. The ball is now in the United States’ court.

We are convinced that the arguments of those who oppose a mutual morato
rium and the complete cessation of nuclear tests do not bear criticism.

For example, they say that tests are essential to verify the “dependability” of 
the United States’ nuclear weapons. In actual fact the tests are being conducted 
for the purpose of modernizing them, enhancing their combat characteristics and 
destructive properties and creating new types of weapons, including weapons for 
use in outer space. In other words, their advocates are backing continued growth 
in the potential of weapons of mass destruction, even though those already in

‘ CD/690.
 ̂Document 27. 
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existence are capable of blowing up mankind and covering the planet with the 
dust of a graveyard.

They also say “let us limit ourselves to the development of verification 
methods”. But the suggested object of verification is not observance of agree
ments on the cessation of tests, but nuclear explosions which they wish to 
continue.

We are convinced that nuclear tests must be halted in the interests of all of 
mankind. And the Soviet Union is ready to go further. It has put forward a 
detailed, stage-by-stage programme for completely ridding mankind of nuclear 
weapons before the end of the present century. This programme has been brought 
to the notice of all States, all parliaments and all Governments throughout the 
world. The United States Congress is also aware of it.

The Soviet Union, which is no less interested than the United States in the strict 
observance of the agreements, naturally attaches great importance to verifica
tion. Scientists and specialists long ago demonstrated that verification of the 
observance of agreements concerning the cessation of nuclear tests and subse
quent agreements on nuclear disarmament can be ensured by national means as 
well as through international procedures—where necessary by means of on-site 
inspection, to which the Soviet Union has given its consent.

The cessation of nuclear tests has now moved to the centre of world attention. 
Political and public figures, parliamentarians and outstanding scientists in all 
countries, including prominent scientists in the United States, are highlighting 
the urgent need to put an end to nuclear weapon testing.

We call upon the Congress to do all within its power to ensure that the United 
States’ stand is favourable to accomplishment of the task of putting an end to 
nuclear tests, in accordance with the wishes of the peoples of the world, and their 
fervent longing for lasting peace on Earth.

Our two countries, which possess the largest stocks of nuclear weapons, must 
be the first to stop testing them. Our two countries can and must make good the 
hopes for peace nurtured by all peoples.

The USSR stands against nuclear explosions.
The USSR stands against nuclear weapons altogether.
But now the first step should be a decision that neither the Soviet Union nor the 

United States of America will resume nuclear explosions.

41. Statement by the U.S. Representative (Lowitz) to the 
Conference on Disarmament: Outer Space and the 
Strategic Defense Initiative [Extract], March 20,1986^

One of the urgent disarmament issues facing us is that embodied in the fifth 
item on our agenda—the prevention of an arms race in outer space. Last year this

’ CD/PV. 349, pp. 10-14.
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Conference established an Ad hoc Comnmittee under this agenda item which 
began consideration of issues relevant to prevention of an arms race in outer 
space.^ Within the limits of its possibilities in nine substantive meetings, the 
Committee grappled with some of the most difficult and complex facets of arms 
control. It identified many of the critical issues, which, in itself, was a significant 
accomplishment. It also revealed important differences of opinion and position 
on many of these issues. At the conclusion of our work last year many of us had 
a greater appreciation for the challenges involved in dealing with this subject.

My delegation believes that the Outer Space Committee should now be re
established, under the same mandate, to continue its important work. An exami
nation of the report from last year clearly shows that there is much work still to 
be done under this mandate. For example, we need a more broadly accepted and 
clearer understanding of many terms. These include the “militarization of outer 
space” and “peaceful uses of outer space”. The effect of existing legal regimes 
needs to be further considered. Substantial discussion is needed of the role of 
satellite systems in maintaining strategic stability and of the issue of protection 
of satellites.

These examples by no means exhaust the areas of work that can be accom
plished under the present mandate. I call upon all delegations to join to re
establish without delay the Ad hoc Committee under the same mandate as in 
1985.

Recently we have listened with care to two statements in this Conference by 
distinguished representatives of the Soviet Union that addressed in part the 
question of outer space, and the related question of the United States strategic 
defence initiative.

The first statement was by Deputy Minister Kornienko on 20 February^ and the 
second by Ambassador Issraelyan on 13 March."̂  I believe that a number of 
arguments and points in these statements were inaccurate and misleading, and 
require a response from my delegation.

In dealing with the strategic defence initiative, the arguments centred on the 
claim that this United States research programme would disrupt and destabilize 
the present military balance. This programme was said to be contributing to a 
transition to a so-called “first-strike psychology” and it was claimed that the 
strategic defence initiative would result in the replacement of strategic stability 
with strategic chaos.

At the same time, one might conclude from the Soviet statements that their 
activities in the area of strategic forces development—activities that have been 
in progress for many years—do not raise significant concerns to the United States 
about the viability of strategic stability. Such a conclusion would of course be 
incorrect. In fact, only the Soviet Union today possesses a force of intercontinen
tal ballistic missiles with a combination of yield and accuracy sufficient to attack 
and destroy hardened military facilities that are key elements of nuclear deter
rence. The United States does not have a comparable hard-target offensive

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 234. 
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capability. Only the Soviet Union has mobile missiles with multiple warheads of 
intercontinental range. And only the Soviet Union has a fully tested and deployed 
anti-satellite system.

Moreover, since 1979 the Soviet Union has deployed at least three new types 
of intercontinental ballistic missiles, eight improved versions of existing ICBMs 
and submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and long-range cruise missiles. Eight 
thousand strategic warheads have been added to the nuclear forces of the Soviet 
Union since 1969, when the SALT I negotiations began, 4,000 of which have 
been added since 1979 when the SALT II treaty^ was signed.

It is therefore difficult to understand the concern which we have heard 
expressed, when these developments have continued without pause, and when in 
the strategic arms reduction talks the United States still awaits a response from 
the Soviet Union to its proposals, proposals designed not to destabilize but to 
strengthen strategic stability.

One might further conclude from the statements of the Soviet Union that it has 
no programmes comparable to the United States strategic defence initiative. This 
conclusion, too, would be incorrect.

I addressed a number of these matters last year in my statement of 19 March.^ 
I regret the necessity to return to them, but it is important to try again to set at least 
part of the record straight. First, the Soviet Union is heavily involved in strategic 
defence, with programmes that go well beyond research. In fact, over the last two 
decades, the Soviet Union has spent roughly as much on strategic defence as it 
has on its offensive nuclear forces. As one example of this very large effort, the 
Soviet Union has deployed around Moscow the world’s only operational anti- 
ballistic missile system. The United States is concemed that, in the aggregate, 
Soviet ABM-related activities could provide the basis for deployment of an ABM 
defence of their national territory, a deployment which would violate the ABM 
treaty.^

The Soviet Union also has an in-depth national air defence force, an extensive 
political leadership survival programme, and nationwide civil defence forces and 
programmes. Soviet strategic defence programmes, moreover, are not restricted 
to the more traditional approaches. Since the 1960s the USSR has also been 
pursuing research on advanced technologies for strategic defence. These tech
nologies include those for high-energy lasers, particle beam weapons, radio
frequency weapons, and kinetic energy weapons. It is these same types of 
technologies that are being researched in the United States strategic defence 
initiative programme.

The strategic defence programme of the Soviet Union has been largely 
overlooked in the recent public debate. Indeed, due to the closed nature of Soviet 
society, their strategic defence efforts have proceeded free from debates of the 
sort that are occurring now in the West over the utility and implications of our 
programme.

 ̂For the text of the SALT II agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 
189ff.

^Ibid., 1985, pp. 200-208.
Ubid.,1972,^^. 197-201.
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In addition to its large and comprehensive programme of research and 
development on advanced strategic defence technologies, the Soviet Union has 
the world’s most active military space programme. The original component of 
this, of course, is the ballistic missile nuclear warhead, the most dangerous 
weapon that transits space. Intercontinental ballistic missiles carrying such 
warheads through space were first tested by the Soviet Union in 1957.

Today, the Soviet ballistic missile forces— f̂ar larger than those of the United 
States—are a destabilizing threat to everyone’s security. In addition, it was the 
Soviet Union which began, in the 1960s, the development and testing of what 
remains today as the world’s only operational antisatellite system. Similarly, the 
Soviet ABM system, as well as the Soviet high-energy lasers at their Sary Shagan 
test range, have the capability of damaging satellites in orbit.

The Soviet military use of space has grown to the point where its overall 
military strategy relies significantly on satellites. Soviet electronic intelligence 
ocean reconnaissance satellites and nuclear-powered radar ocean reconnais
sance satellites are deployed to detect, locate and target naval forces of the United 
States and its allies. Indeed, in 1985, the Soviet Union launched approximately 
100 payloads into space and most of these were for military purposes.

Considering these facts, it becomes apparent that criticisms by the Soviet 
Union of the United States strategic defence initiative, and in particular its space- 
related aspects— ĥave no basis. The United States is not expanding the military 
competition into new areas; the Soviet Union has been pursuing the same 
technologies for two decades. The United States is not initiating “the militariza
tion of space”; space has been militarized for many years, primarily by Soviet 
systems and programmes.

There are also a number of specific allegations concerning the strategic 
defence initiative which require a response.

First, we have been told that potential weapon systems on which United States 
research is being carried out will have an offensive potential to destroy “any other 
target on earth”. This is not the case. The United States in fact seeks a strategic 
regime in which both sides increasingly rely upon effective defences for their 
security, thereby precluding an effective offensive strategy on any nation’s part.

Second, Mr. Kornienko stated that systems in the strategic defence initiative 
programme could be “only meaningful as part of an aggressive design”. The 
charge that the United States harbours aggressive designs is false, and the United 
States strongly rejects it. We seek deep reductions in strategic offensive nuclear 
forces. We seek these reductions immediately. We seek them independent of 
whether effective defences prove feasible or not. If the United States sought 
defensive systems to “supplement” an offensive strategy, it would not make 
sense for us to seek the reduction of strategic offensive nuclear forces. Nor would 
the United States seek a jointly managed transition with the Soviet Union to a 
strategic regime where the security of both sides, indeed the whole world, would 
be underwritten by those defences which could frustrate the offensive designs of 
any aggressor.

Finally, Mr. Kornienko alluded to allegations that the strategic defence 
initiative is inconsistent with the ABM Treaty. There is no basis to these 
allegations. Let me discuss them briefly.
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First, it was alleged by the Soviet Union that the United States proposed only 
a scientific research programme, but that this was disproved by United States 
Department of Defence documents indicating that certain “advanced develop
ment” efforts will be conducted. There is no contradiction here; the programme 
will include a variety of activities allowed by the ABM Treaty—and that Treaty 
allows not only research, but also development, testing and even deployment, 
subject to limitations.

Second, it was alleged that the objective of the strategic defence initiative was 
to deploy a space-based ABM system, and this objective was inconsistent with 
the ABM Treaty. That, too, is an incorrect statement. The objective of the 
strategic defence initiative includes determining whether effective defences are 
feasible in a number of basing modes, and whether they will meet a variety of 
stringent criteria. Such an exploration is legal under the ABM Treaty; as I have 
already noted the Soviet Union is pursuing the same kind of research in this area.

The legitimacy of such research was, in fact, emphasized by the Soviet Union 
soon after the Treaty was signed, when the Soviet Defence Minister informed the 
Supreme Soviet that “research and experimental work aimed at resolving the 
problem of defending the country against nuclear missile attack” was not limited 
by the ABM Treaty.®

Indeed, any assertion that the sttategic defence initiative programme is 
inconsistent with the ABM Treaty is unfounded; as President Reagan has 
directed, the programme is being conducted well within the Treaty’s bounds. All 
activities are continuously and scrupulously reviewed to ensure their legality 
under the Treaty.

A third allegation we have heard conceming the legality of SDI under the ABM 
Treaty is that the United States has attempted “to create confusion” by making 
false reference to an agreed statement to the Treaty which deals with ABM 
systems “based on other physical principles” than those systems limited by the 
Treaty.^

In the United States view, its interpretation of the Treaty— t̂hat the parties did 
not agree to ban the development and testing of systems based on other physical 
principles—is fully justified. Nevertheless, as President Reagan has directed, the 
United States is following an even more restrictive course than required by the 
Treaty.

From the facts that I have outlined, we can only conclude that the statements 
by the Soviet Union were designed to pressure the United States to adopt 
unilateral restraints on its strategic defence programmes. This would leave the 
Soviet Union with a virtual monopoly in advanced strategic defence efforts that 
could be dangerous for the strategic stability. Both the United States and the 
Soviet Union have recognized for many years that offence and defence are 
inescapably interrelated, and that it is deterrence, involving both offensive and 
defensive efforts, that is essential to keeping the peace. Unilateral restraint by the 
United States in the defence area could, therefore, undermine our deterrent 
capability.

* Pravda, September 30, 1972.
 ̂For the agreed statement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 206.
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The United States believes that there are considerable opportunities for 
equitable, and I stress the word equitable, trade-offs. For example, we are 
proposing that the Soviet Union join us in an “open laboratories” arrangement 
under which both sides would provide information on each other’s strategic 
defence research programmes and provide reciprocal opportunities for visiting 
associated research facilities and laboratories.

What is lacking in the Soviet arguments is a willingness to take into account 
Western interests and not just their own. Greater progress would be possible in 
the bilateral nuclear and space talks if that position were to change.

Mr. President, I note the remarks in the Soviet statement of 13 March 
concerning a possible proposal for negotiating in this Conference partial meas
ures such as a new agreement intended to ensure the immunity of space objects. 
We have previously heard such ideas proposed by the Soviet Union, if in 
somewhat different form. Once again, my delegation would ask how States 
understand their obligations to refrain from the use of force under the Charter of 
the United Nations and the Outer Space Treaty.̂ ® Do they take full account of the 
need for arms control proposals to be clearly defined, significant, equitable and 
verifiable? Moreover, do they share our view of the continuing imperative to 
distinguish clearly between the role of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space and arms limitation efforts? The 1985 mandate of the Conference’s 
Outer Space Committee provides, of course, for the consideration of existing and 
future proposals. The Soviet Union also has the opportunity to contribute 
constructively in the bilateral defence and space negotiations, aimed at the 
prevention of an arms race in outer space, and we urge them to do so now.

In my remarks today, I have addressed only a few of the topics which fall under 
agenda item 5. My delegation hopes that the Conference will re-establish its Ad 
hoc Committee under this agenda item and with its 1985 mandate in order that 
further in-depth consideration of these and other issues can be continued.

42. Address by Chinese Premier Zliao Ziyang, Marcli 
21,1986'

Today’s rally is held by the Chinese people in response to the United Nations’ 
call for marking the International Year of Peace. It reflects the profound desire 
for peace on the part of the Chinese people of all nationalities and their 
determination to strengthen unity with the people of other countries in maintain
ing peace. I wish this programme initiated by the United Nations a complete 
success throughout the world.

During the first half of this century, mankind went through two world wars with 
untold sufferings. In spite of the absence of a new world war in the past four

For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
‘ China's Propositions and Practice on Disarmament Issues (Beijing: Foreign Lan

guage Press, 1987), pp. 3-6. The Premier spoke at the Chinese People’s Rally for World 
Peace.
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decades since the end of World War II, the turbulent international situation 
indicates that the danger of war is yet to be removed. It is therefore a matter of 
common concern to the people of all countries whether peace will reign for the 
rest of this century and whether there will be continued peace in the next.

China needs peace; the Chinese people love peace. In peace lies the fundamen
tal interests of the Chinese People. As a developing socialist country, China can 
achieve prosperity only though peaceful development. It requires the sustained 
efforts of several generations for a country like ours to achieve socialist 
modernization and to approach or catch up with the developed countries 
economically. We need peace not only in this century, but also in the next. As 
China is a big country in the East with a population accounting for nearly one 
quarter of the world’s total, its position on the question of world peace and its 
efforts towards this end have a major worldwide impact now as well as in the 
future. Aware of this important mission entrusted by history, China is ready to 
make its due efforts and contribution for the sake of world peace and stability.

The Chinese Government pursues an independent foreign policy of peace. The 
basic objective of our foreign policy is to oppose hegemonism and maintain 
world peace. Firmly standing by the third world, we will steadily strengthen and 
increase our solidarity and cooperation with other third world countries. We are 
actively seeking to establish and develop normal relations and friendly coopera
tion with various countries in the world on the basis of the Five Principles of 
Peaceful Coexistence. We will never enter into alliance or establish strategic 
relations with any superpower. We are opposed to interference and aggression 
against any country and the use or threat of force in international relations. We 
are in favour of the settlement of international disputes by peaceful means and 
on a fair and reasonable basis. No matter how the world situation may evolve, we 
will steadfastly implement these foreign policies, which have been proved 
correct through practice.

At present, the ever-intensifying arms race between the superpowers has 
caused concern among the people of various countries. Although numerous 
disarmament proposals have been put forward, they have not brought people any 
sense of security, because disarmament can only be achieved through deeds, not 
words.

China opposes the arms race and will never take part in it. The level of our 
military expenditure and armament is far lower than that of other big powers, and 
yet we have taken repeated measures on our own to reduce our military forces and 
cut our defence expenditure. China’s limited nuclear force is for the sole purpose 
of defence. From the very first day when China possessed nuclear weapons, we 
explicitly undertook not to be the first to use them under any circumstances.^ 
China has not conducted nuclear tests in the atmosphere for many years and will 
no longer conduct atmospheric nuclear tests in the future.

Comrades and Friends,
Disarmament is now a question of universal concern. I would like to take this 

opportunity to outline the Chinese Government’s basic position and views on this 
question.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 448-451.
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1. Nuclear arms race constitutes a grave threat to world peace and security. The 
ultimate goal of nuclear disarmament should be the complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of nuclear weapons.

2. The United States and the Soviet Union which possess the largest nuclear 
arsenals should take the lead in halting the test, production and deployment of all 
types of nuclear weapons and in drastically reducing all types of nuclear weapons 
that they have deployed anywhere inside and outside their countries and destroy 
them on the spot. This will make it possible to create favourable conditions for 
the convocation of a broadly representative international conference on nuclear 
disarmament with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon states to discuss 
measures for further nuclear disarmament and thorough destruction of nuclear 
weapons.

3. In order to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war, all nuclear-weapon states 
should undertake not to be the first to use nuclear weapons in any circumstances 
and not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon 
states or nuclear-weapon-free zones. On this basis, an international convention 
should be concluded with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon states, 
ensuring the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

4. There should be a simultaneous and balanced reduction and on-the-spot 
destruction of the medium-range nuclear missiles deployed in Europe and Asia 
by the Soviet Union and the United States.

5. Along with nuclear arms reduction there should be a drastic reduction of 
conventional arms. The conventional arms of all countries should be used only 
for self-defence, and not to threaten the security of other countries.

6. Outer space should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes for the benefit 
of all mankind. No country should develop, test or deploy space weapons in any 
form. An international agreement on the complete prohibition of space weapons 
should be concluded through negotiations as soon as possible.

7. An international convention on the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of chemical weapons should be concluded at an early date. Pending 
this, all countries capable of manufacturing chemical weapons should pledge to 
stop the test, production, transfer and deployment of chemical weapons and never 
to use such weapons.

8. To effect the implementation of arms reduction, it is essential for disarma
ment agreements to provide for the necessary and effective measures of verifi
cation.

9. As the question of disarmament concerns the security of all countries, it 
should not be monopolized by a few big powers. The disarmament agreement 
between them must not jeopardize the interests of other countries. All countries, 
big or small, militarily strong or weak, should enjoy equal rights to participate in 
the discussions and settlement of problems related to disarmament.

The above position and views of the Chinese Government on the question of 
disarmament has taken into account the desire of all the peoples in the world and 
the viewpoints of all the interested parties. We support all proposals truly 
conducive to disarmament and are ready to continue our efforts to promote 
genuine progress on disarmament together with other countries.
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Of course, the question of disarmament is not the only issue affecting world 
peace and security. World peace and national security are closely inter-related. 
In this sense, encroaching upon a nation’s independence and sovereignty means 
jeopardizing world peace. The Chinese Government wishes to reiterate that in 
order to relax tension and eliminate regional conflicts, it is imperative to observe 
strictly the principle of equality among all countries, big or small, in intemational 
relations and to refrain from interfering in the internal affairs or encroaching upon 
the sovereignty of other countries in any form. Only thus will it be possible to 
contribute to the maintenance of world peace.

Comrades and Friends,
The maintenance of world peace is the dedicated goal and sacred duty of the 

people of all countries. Human destiny must be held in the hands of mankind 
itself. The factors making for peace are growing faster than those making for war. 
So long as the people of the world keep up their unremitting efforts, they will 
certainly win peace.

43. Communique of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group, 
March 21,1986^

1. The NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) met in Ministerial Session in 
Wurzburg, Federal Republic of Germany, on 20th and 21st March, 1986.

2. We discussed a wide range of security matters, including briefings by the 
United States on the status of nuclear forces and related issues. We received with 
appreciation a briefing on the nuclear forces of the United Kingdom and 
welcomed the contribution these forces make to the overall credibility of the 
Alliance’s deterrent capabilities. We expressed our continued support for the 
efforts of the United States and the United Kingdom to maintain the effectiveness 
of their nuclear deterrent forces.

3. We expressed our satisfaction with the close consultation on the negotiations 
in Geneva. We welcomed the commitment by the United States and the Soviet 
Union to seek early progress at the nuclear and space talks, in particular where 
there is common ground, including the principle of 50 per cent reduction in the 
strategic nuclear arms of the United States and the Soviet Union appropriately 
applied, and the idea of a separate INF agreement. At the same time, we strongly 
endorsed the commitment made at the Geneva Summit to agree on the need for 
measures for effective verification as part of any arms control agreements.^ We 
expressed strong support for the United States stance concerning intermediate- 
range, strategic, and defence and space systems. We also reviewed the negotia
tions on INF systems and confirmed our full support for the United States 
proposal. This proposal, developed in close consultation with the Allies, calls for 
the global elimination of United States and Soviet Longer-Range INF (LRINF) 
missiles, accompanied by other appropriate provisions concerning rights and 
constraints on Shorter-Range INF (SRINF) missiles.

’ NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 2 (April 1986), p. 33. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
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4. The United States Secretary of Defense gave an updated account of evidence 
of continuing Soviet violations of arms control agreements, including that 
relating to the new violations disclosed in the United States President’s Decem
ber 1985 Report to Congress, in particular the deployment of the mobile SS-25 
intercontinental ballistic missile.^ We expressed our continuing concern and 
renewed our call on the Soviet leadership to take the steps necessary to ensure full 
compliance with its commitments. We noted in this connection that a double 
standard of compliance with arms control agreements would be unacceptable and 
would undermine the security of the Alliance. In this context, we reaffirmed the 
essential requirement for full compliance with all arms control agreements.

5. We reviewed Alliance policy and planning related to NATO’s nuclear forces 
and reconfirmed our commitment to maintain a credible deterrent posture in view 
of the continued qualitative and quantitative advances in Soviet forces which far 
exceed their defence requirements. We remain deeply concerned about continu
ing Soviet efforts to upgrade and expand their nuclear capabilities across the 
board, including the deployment of SS-23 shorter-range INF missiles, flight- 
testing of an improved version of the SS-20, and the continued development of 
long-range cruise missile systems.

6. In contrast, it is NATO’s policy to maintain only the minimum number of 
nuclear weapons necessary for deterrence. In addition to the 1,000 nuclear 
weapons withdrawn from NATO following the 1979 dual-track decision, 
NATO decided at Montebello in 1983 to reduce further its nuclear stockpile in 
Europe by 1,400 warheads while taking appropriate measures to improve the re
sponsiveness, effectiveness, and survivability of the remaining warheads and 
their delivery systems.  ̂Furthermore, we recalled that, for each LRINF missile 
deployed, one warhead is being removed from Europe. Altogether, these meas
ures will bring the number of nuclear warheads in the Allied stockpile in Europe 
to the lowest point in twenty years. At this meeting, SACEUR reported on the 
status of the implementation of the Montebello Decision. We noted the reduc
tions and improvement measures which are currently being undertaken by the 
nations concerned. We shall continue to review the progress of further implem
entation.

7. We noted the progress made on Longer-Range INF (LRINF) deployments 
by the NATO nations concerned, including the completion on schedule of 
Pershing II deployment at the end of last year and the continuing deployment of 
Ground-Launched Cruise Missiles as planned. We reiterated our willingness to 
reverse, halt, or modify the LRINF deployment—including the removal or 
dismantling of missiles already deployed—upon achievement of a balanced, 
equitable and verifiable agreement calling for such action.

8. We accepted with pleasure an invitation from the Rt. Hon. George Younger, 
M.P., the United Kingdom Secretary of State for Defence, to hold our next 
meeting in the United Kingdom in Autumn 1986.

9. Greece expressed its views in a statement included in the minutes. Denmark 
reserved its position on the INF part.

3 Ibid., pp. 935-953.
^Ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816. 
5 pp.  917-918.
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44. Letter From the Assistant to the Secretary of De
fense (Wagner) to The Washington Post Nuclear 
Weapons Testing, March 22,1986^

Walter Pincus’ article [“U.S. Reveals Nuclear Arms Suffer Reliability Prob
lems,” front page, March 12] interprets in a misleading way some of the 
information from congressional hearings last fall on the relationship between 
nuclear testing and the reliability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent. In particular, parts 
of the article and its headline imply that there are serious reliability concerns for 
today’s nuclear weapon stockpile. The administration is not “questioning the 
reliability of the nuclear deterrent.”

On the contrary, the reliability of today’s U.S. nuclear weapon stockpile is 
high. This is because we work hard to keep it that way. In doing so, we do ask a 
lot of questions. Underground nuclear testing is an indispensable part of asking 
and answering them.

As with other kinds of complex equipment— r̂adars, aircraft, etc.—^reliability 
for nuclear warheads is designed during the development phase. Also, as with 
other kinds of complex equipment, during this phase we require testing, includ
ing nuclear testing, to find and fix potential reliability problems before we 
manufacture the warheads in quantity and before the obsolete warheads they will 
replace are destroyed.

Further, as with other complex weapons, we need follow-on testing after the 
warheads are manufactured and deployed. This is because nuclear warheads— 
again, like other complex equipment—undergo changes over time which can 
affect their reliability. In particular, because of the chemically active materials 
used in nuclear weapons, a certain amount of deterioration is inevitable.

The warheads are designed so that deterioration is expected to be slow and so 
that some degree of deterioration will not seriously affect operation. But because 
they do deteriorate and because the deterioration and potential problems are 
sometimes hard to predict, we have had and must continue to have a vigorous 
program to search out any reliability problems in the stockpile.

From time to time, this careful scrutiny finds unexpected conditions that, if 
uncorrected, would result in development of serious reliability problems for a 
system. Through rigorous quality assurance inspections and with underground 
nuclear testing and the knowledge derived from it, these potential problems are 
assessed and fixed before they become serious. While not all such potential 
problems require nuclear testing to find and fix, some important ones do.

It is because of this process and the experienced people who apply it that we 
are able to maintain, for the U.S. nuclear weapon stockpile, the modem technol
ogy and the high reliability on which so much depends. Without underground 
nuclear testing, some potential reliability problems would go undiscovered, or if 
discovered, could not be corrected with confidence. In this situation, eventually 
most systems would develop problems, and the reliability of the stockpile would, 
over time, decline from its currently high levels. Perhaps as bad, we would not

' The Washington Post, March 22, 1986.
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know what the reliability was. This would be a dangerous situation for as long 
as we rely on nuclear deterrence for our national security.

45. Answers by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Policy (Perle) to Questions 
Submitted by Senator Levin: Interpretation of the 
Anti-Ballistic l\/lissile Treaty [Extract], March 25, 
1986'

ABM TREATY

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . Are you a member of, or aware of, a review or advisory panel 
in the DOD that evaluates the desirability of our present policy of adhering to the 
original interpretation of the ABM Treaty.^

M r . P e r l e . As a matter of course, the Department of Defense has always 
examined the implications of U.S. treaty commitments for our national security. 
The ABM Treaty is no exception. Consequently, the Department is reviewing the 
national security implications of the broader interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

SDI TECHNOLOGY

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . Have you made any recommendations to General Abraham- 
son on the conduct of his research activity? Have you recommended to General 
Abrahamson that he conduct any demonstrations of SDI technology?

M r . P e r l e . The SDIO has been directed by the President to conduct the 
program in accord with the provisions of the ABM Treaty. Technology demon
strations are a part of this program, and are being planned to remain consistent 
with the ABM Treaty.

ABM TREATY

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . Was Judge Sofaer's opinion on the ABM Treaty reviewed by 
you or discussed with Judge Sofaer prior to Mr. McFarlane’s television appear
ance on October 6, 1985?^

M r . P e r l e . N o .

SALT II LIMITS

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . Should we continue our policy of not undercutting the SALT 
II limits on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles?"^

‘ Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1987: 
Hearings Before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate. . . Part 4, 
Strategic and Theater Nuclear Forces, pp. 1667-1670.

 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
197-201.

3 Ibid., 1985, pp. 699-700.
The text of the SALT II Treaty may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

Document 45



148 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

M r . P e r l e . The President has announced that the United States cannot 
continue to support unilaterally a flawed SALT structure that Soviet noncompli
ance has so grievously undermined and that the Soviets appear unwilling to 
repair. Therefore, in the future, the United States will base decisions regarding 
its strategic forces on the nature and magnitude of the threat posed by the Soviet 
Union, rather than on standards contained in the expired SALT agreements 
unilaterally observed by the United States.

SPACE-BASED DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . If the Soviets want to develop and deploy space-based 
defensive systems, why do you believe they are willing to agree to ban such 
development and deployment?

M r .  P e r l e . The ABM Treaty already bans development, testing or deploy
ment of space-based ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers and ABM 
radars. During the negotiations of the Treaty, the United States attempted to win 
Soviet acceptance of similar constraints on ABM systems based on other 
physical principles, including devices capable of substituting for ABM intercep
tor missiles, launchers or radars. Since the Soviet Union steadfastly resisted that 
effort. Agreed Statement D provides only that “specific limitations on such 
systems and their components would be subject to discussion in accordance with 
Article XIII and agreement in accordance with Article XIV of the Treaty.”

Soviet research and development on both traditional and advanced technolo
gies for defense against ballistic missiles was in no way slowed down by the 
ABM Treaty. On the contrary, it actually increased. The USSR appears to be 
preparing a nationwide ABM defense and has long had a substantial research 
program in the same technologies being examined under the Strategic Defense 
Initiative research. The USSR has invested far more plant, capital and manpower 
in its research on advanced defenses against ballistic missiles than the United 
States has in the SDL

The Soviet aim is to persuade the United States to abandon our Strategic 
Defense Initiative research. The USSR would almost certainly not comply with 
any ban on such research, but might urge it, knowing that it was not verifiable and 
that the United States would abide by it. If the U.S. abandoned the SDI, the 
Soviets could hope eventually to achieve the uncontested first strike capability 
they have long sought, by adding a monopoly on advanced defenses against 
ballistic missiles to their existing monopoly on traditional ABM systems, 
overwhelming preponderance in air and passive defenses, and qualitative and 
quantitative superiority in offensive forces.

ABM TREATY

S e n a t o r  L e v in . Y o u  testified that it was not rational, in the long term, to adhere 
to the restrictive interpretation of the ABM Treaty. Is that the administration 
position or yours?

M r . P e r l e . My personal view of this issue is that, ultimately, the Congress is 
not likely to support any decision in the future to develop and deploy defenses 
against ballistic missiles unless it can be demonstrated to their satisfaction that
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they can be effective. Because most members of Congress and their constituents 
are not technical experts, I believe they probably will insist on clear and graphic 
demonstrations of defense effectiveness that go beyond the confines of the 
restrictive interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

SDI TESTS AND EXPERIMENTS

S e n a t o r  L e v in . Which SDI tests or experiments would require U.S. adherence 
to Judge Sofaer’s reinterpretation of the ABM Treaty?

M r . P e r l e . In the past. Administration statements held that the ABM Treaty 
prohibition on development, testing, and deployment of sea-based, air-based, 
space-based or mobile land-based ABM systems, or components for such 
systems, comes into effect when such ABM systems or ABM components enter 
the field testing stage. Following a US government review in October 1985 of the 
ABM Treaty text and negotiating record, the President concluded that a broader 
interpretation is fully justified. Under this broader interpretation, the U.S. could 
pursue the testing and development of ABM components based on other physical 
principles without violating the ABM Treaty.

The SDI research program was originally structured in a manner that was 
designed to permit it to achieve critical research objectives while remaining 
consistent with a more narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty. This being the 
case, in October 1985, the President determined that, while he reserves the right 
to do otherwise, it was not necessary to restructure the SDI program towards the 
boundaries of Treaty interpretation which the U.S. could observe. Thus, all SDI 
tests and experiments are currently structured to be consistent with the more 
narrow interpretation of the treaty.

ABM TREATY

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . Y o u  testified we made it clear to the Soviets that they are free 
to follow the broader interpretation of the ABM Treaty even though we are 
following the restrictive version. When did we notify them of that?

M r . P e r l e . During the ABM Treaty negotiations the Soviets rejected our 
attempts to achieve agreement on the more restrictive interpretation. As a result, 
the Soviets have always been free to follow the broader interpretation. In this 
situation there has been no need to “notify” the Soviets of our views. However, 
our views about this matter have been made clear to the Soviets on several 
occasions since the President’s determination in October 1985 that the broader 
interpretation is fully justified. For example, the President’s decision was set 
forth publicly in Secretary Shultz’s address to the North Atlantic Assembly in 
San Francisco on October 14, 1985.^

SHARING SDI RESEARCH

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . Is there any reason why our agreements relative to SDI with 
foreign countries should not be made available for congressional oversight?

5 Ibid., 1985, pp. 704-708.
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M r . P e r l e . The Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) on cooperation in SDI 
research which we sign with other countries are routinely provided by the State 
Department to the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee.

SOVIET NUCLEAR WEAPONS

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . I s the USSR ahead of us in reliability, safety, and size versus 
yield characteristics of their nuclear weapons?

M r . P e r l e . While intelligence information on Soviet nuclear weapon design 
is limited, I can make a few observations that support our belief that their weapons 
differ significantly from U.S. systems. One of the prime reasons driving this 
belief is that each side must place at risk a unique target base. In that regard, the 
U.S. faces a'greater challenge because the Soviet target base has continued to 
grow and at the same time has undergone a significant increase in hardness.

I would also observe that Soviet weapons are not limited in size and weight, 
thus making their designs far less dependent on critical performance parameters 
and physical relationships in order to achieve predictable and reliable yields. To 
put it another way, U.S. weapons are probably smaller than Soviet weapons for 
a given yield. The U.S. achieves this performance through a greater dependence 
on miniaturization and other high technologies.

Reliance on technology has its drawbacks. It causes a greater dependence on 
testing to ensure safety and reliability. Moreover, the U.S. builds safety and 
security into its weapons, again brought about through technology. On the Soviet 
side, they use the policy powers of the State to ensure the safety of their warheads 
from unintended use; thus they avoid still other weapon system complexities.

SDI PROGRAM

S e n a t o r  L e v in . Last July, I submitted questions to Mr. Donald Hicks about the 
SDI program, including a request for the definitions of component, subcompo
nent, field test and laboratory research. The definition of component which Mr. 
Hicks supplied was technically inaccurate, since it implied that components are 
only those mentioned in Article II of the ABM Treaty, when in fact Article II uses 
the words “currently consisting o f’ before listing missiles, radars and launchers 
as components of an ABM system. Mr. Hicks did not even attempt a definition 
of subcomponent, even though this distinction is critical to the argument that 
various aspects of SDI do not violate the ABM Treaty. Your 1985 Report to the 
Congress uses the term, for example on p. B5, so you presumably have a 
definition.^ What is your definition of a subcomponent?

G e n e r a l  A b r a h a m s o n . Neither the ABM Treaty nor the relevant negotiating 
record refer to the term subcomponent. For any device to be limited by the Treaty, 
it must constitute an ABM system or component (an ABM interceptor missile, 
ABM launcher, ABM radar), or a device capable of substituting for such an ABM 
component. Consequently, the term subcomponent does not refer to devices 
limited by the Treaty; rather, it is meant to describe a class of devices which.

Ubid.,^p. 226-232.
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because of limitations in the extent or breadth of their functions, do not constitute 
components.

W^ile “ABM system” in Article II, paragraph 1, can reasonably be read to 
mean more than just the particular systems in existence when the Treaty was 
signed, it cannot readily be read to encompass those future systems or compo
nents based on physical principles other than those used at that time. The phrase 
is most reasonably read to include, in addition to current systems and compo
nents, those that could be developed through the application of then-utilized 
physical principles, but not those systems or components that could be developed 
only by resort to “other physical principles.”

ABM TREATY

S e n a t o r  L e v i n . Mr. Hicks also did not answer my question about the 
definitions of laboratory research and field testing. He said the terms were not 
used in the ABM Treaty. Your 1985 Report to Congress on p. B4 quotes from 
Gerard Smith’s testimony to this committee in 1972 which uses both of these 
terms. How do you defme these terms?

G e n e r a l  A b r a h a m s o n . Neither laboratory research nor field testing are terms 
used in the ABM Treaty. However, “laboratory testing” and “field testing” are 
terms used in discussions within the U.S. Government to clarify the distinction 
between research, which is not limited by the ABM Treaty, and development, 
which is limited in certain ways by Article V of the Treaty.

In research we include such activities as “laboratory testing,” which is partly 
characterized as taking place under a roof or in some other location protected 
from the outside. “Field testing” is partly characterized as taking place outside 
or in the open. The fact that laboratory testing would pose problems for 
verification by National Technical Means is an important consideration in the 
distinction between the terms “laboratory testing” and “field testing.”

• • • • • • •

46. Statement by the U.S. Representative to the Confer
ence on Confidence- and Security-Building iVleas- 
ures and Disarmament in Europe (Barry) Before the 
U.S. Commission on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, March 25,1986^

This is my first appearance before the Commission on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe since my appointment as head of the U.S. delegation to the 
Stockholm Conference. However, I have long been aware of the Commission’s 
concern about the CDE as part of the Helsinki process and I appreciate this

‘ ACDA files.

Document 46



152 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

opportunity to discuss with you not only the prospects for Stockholm, but also the 
CDE’s place in the overall CSCE process.

The CDE is the child of the CSCE and it is U.S. policy to ensure that this 
subordinate relationship remains clear. The Stockholm Conference came into 
existence under the mandate provided by the CSCE Madrid follow-up meeting^ 
and must report its results to the Vienna meeting in November, as must the 
Ottawa, Budapest, and Bern meetings. The Vienna follow-up meeting is also the 
only forum that can decide the future, if any, of the CDE.

\^ e n  the CDE resumes on April 15 it will enter the critical stage, which will 
determine whether it succeeds or fails. For the United States, success means 
adoption of a set of concrete confidence- and security-building measures 
(CSBMs) which meet the requirements of our mandate; that is, CSBMs which are 
militarily significant, politically binding, applicable to the whole of Europe to the 
Urals, and verifiable. Given our increasing concern about Soviet noncompliance 
with international agreements, this last point, verifiability is crucial. The United 
States has made the adoption of effective means of verifying compliance the sine 
qua non for a successful outcome in Stockholm.

As you know, the CSBMs we are proposing are an extension of the confidence- 
building measures of the Helsinki Final Act.  ̂We are proposing six CSBMs:

1) An exchange of information about the structure of military forces stationed 
in Europe;

2) An annual forecast of significant military exercises to create a general 
profile of expected activity during the calendar year;

3) Notification of those activities 45 days in advance;
4) Invitation of observers to those activities who, in most circumstances, could 

affirm the non-threatening nature of an activity;
5) Verification, that is on-site inspection, to clear up potentially dangerous 

ambiguities on those rare occasions when serious doubts do arise about the 
intentions behind military activities; and

6) If warranted to support these CSBM’s, the establishment of advanced means 
of communication among the 35 participating states to assist in implementation 
of the confidence-building regime.

If we succeed in CDE, we will establish a practical confidence-building regime 
which should make the European military situation more predictable and stable. 
Such a set of rules regulating the military behavior of European states should lead 
to increased openness and better understanding about the intentions behind 
military activities which take place on the continent, thus, making it easier to 
distinguish between the routine and the threatening. This, in turn, should make 
the use of military force for political intimidation more difficult and politically 
costly and thus help reduce the risk of military confrontation in Europe.

At this point in the negotiation, I believe we have a fair possibility of reaching 
an agreement which will meet the high standards we have set out. I base this

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793.
 ̂For the arms control portion of the Final Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, 

pp. 304—308. The complete text may be found in the Department of State Bulletin, vol. 
LXXIIl, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.
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guarded “optimism” on the performance of NATO, which has been remarkably 
unified in pursuing our agreed objectives and resisting Eastern efforts to 
undermine allied solidarity. The neutral and nonaligned states also have acted 
generally in a serious and constructive manner and their interests parallel ours in 
many ways.

For its part, the East came to Stockholm with two objectives; to keep the CDE 
going as a security forum, which requires an agreement by September 19, and to 
avoid any confidence-building regime based on genuine openness among states 
which could threaten their carefully preserved veil of secrecy. Soon, however, 
they will have to choose between these mutually exclusive goals. I believe that 
they finally will choose to make the necessary concessions to retain the CDE 
forum, including on the vital point of verification.

In fact, the East would like to turn the CDE into a separate, co-equal military- 
security forum which could grow and overwhelm its parent CSCE process. U.S. 
policy in the Vienna CSCE follow-up meeting must prevent that and protect the 
essential balance among all 10 principles of the Helsinki Final Act. Only Vienna 
can assess progress in all three baskets and determine if there is sufficient balance 
to warrant a continuation of the security forum. While we do not seek a 
mechanical balance in all aspects of the CSCE process, we do insist on moving 
ahead in all areas because we believe all 10 principles of the Final Act have equal 
weight and validity.

President Reagan has said that a fundamental objective of U.S. policy towards 
Europe is to enhance security in the larger sense, that which encompasses 
political, economic, cultural and humanitarian affairs—human rights—as well 
as strictly military affairs. For us, the CDE can have meaning only as part of the 
overall CSCE process. In Stockholm, the United States is vigorously pursuing a 
comprehensive, truly meaningful accord in the military-security field, realizing 
as we do so that such an accord can be really effective only if it contributes to a 
general lowering of the barriers which now divide Europe East from West.

47. Statement by the Chinese Representative (Qian 
Jiadong) to the Conference on Disarmament: Chemi
cal Weapons [Extract], i\/larch 25,1986^

• • • • • • •

Prohibition of chemical weapons is one of the priority items on the agenda of 
this Conference. The fortieth session of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations adopted by consensus a resolution urging the Conference on Disarma
ment to intensify its negotiations with a view to accomplishing its task of 
elaborating a convention on prohibition of chemical weapons. This once again 
shows the strong desire of the international community to eliminate once and for 
all such abhorrent weapons on Earth. The urgency of the issue has further

’ CD/PV.350, pp. 8-11.
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increased especially because of the harsh reality that today, more than 60 years 
after the signing of the Geneva Protocol,^ chemical weapons are still being used.

Compared with other items, the prohibition of chemical weapons is indeed the 
most promising. The work over the past few years has resulted in some progress 
in the negotiations on chemical weapons. A preliminary structure of the future 
convention is already before us. With regard to a number of long-standing 
controversial issues, differences have gradually been narrowed in some cases, 
while consensus is emerging on others. On the scope of prohibition, all sides have 
basically agreed that it should cover prohibition of use and that the principles, 
purposes and obligations assumed under the 1925 Geneva Protocol should be 
reaffirmed in the convention. With regard to destruction of chemical-weapon 
stockpiles, the principle of continuous on-site inspections has been generally 
accepted. During the resumed session in January, an integrated approach was 
adopted for listing relevant chemicals, thus freeing us, on the elaboration of lists 
and criteria, from the three-year-old argument about “which should come first, 
the chicken or the egg?”. All these demonstrate that, given the sincere will of all 
sides to iron out differences in a spirit of mutual understanding and accommo
dation, it is possible for our negotiations to move forward.

Since the beginning of the current session, we have seen some new develop
ments that are conducive to our negotiations. It didn’t take long before we re
established the Ad Hoc Committee and the three working groups and adopted 
their respective work programmes through consultations. A high degree of 
enthusiasm is manifested by many delegations in their statements on this item. 
Some delegations have submitted or will submit new working papers. The 
Canadian delegation has prepared specially for the Conference a Compendium 
of All Chemical Weapons Documentation for the Period 1983 to 1985 and a 
Handbook for the Investigation of Allegations of the Use of Chemical or 
Biological Weapons.^ Besides, it has been noted that the two States with the 
largest chemical weapons arsenals have both expressed their willingness to 
accelerate the negotiations on the convention and to help solve problems in the 
multilateral negotiations through their bilateral talks. All these are undoubtedly 
encouraging developments. People have every reason to expect that, under the 
able guidance of Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom, Chairman of 
the Ad Hoc Committee, and that of the Chairmen of the three working groups, as 
well as with the joining efforts of all the delegations, the work of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Chemical Weapons will be crowned with further achievements 
this year.

We cannot, of course, overlook the fact that the task before us is still very 
heavy. Divergences remain on a number of issues while some other issues have 
yet to be dealt with in depth. Great efforts still have to be made in order to resolve 
these issues. With a view to facilitating the progress of the on-going negotiations, 
the Chinese delegation wishes to offer its observations on the following issues.

 ̂For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂CD/670 (3 vols.; limited distribution. Additional copies available from the Permanent 

Mission of Canada at Geneva).
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First, lists of chemicals. Although an integrated approach for listing relevant 
chemicals was established during the resumed session in January, the lists are 
after all preliminary ones and have yet to be enriched through further discussions. 
In this connection, a new aspect that merits our attention is the regimes to which 
chemicals of various categories are subject. This is a matter of concern to many 
delegations and their concern is not without grounds, because without knowing 
the regimes for the listed chemicals, it would be difficult to judge whether the 
categorization of chemicals is rational, and this will probably lead to another 
round of “chicken or egg” arguments. We are very pleased to note that at present 
the relevant working group has already adopted the right approach of considering 
the lists, criteria and reegimes together. The comprehensive approach for elabo
rating regimes for chemicals submitted by the Swedish delegation (CD/632)'  ̂last 
year which contains three regimes for different chemicals merits our careful 
study and utilization.

Second, identification of chemical weapons production facilities. Useful 
discussions were held on this subject during the resumed session in January and 
the discussions should be pursued. The greater part of the discussions involved 
the question of criteria for the elaboration of the definition of chemical weapons 
production facilities, a question of whether it is better to make the scope of the 
criteria wider or narrower. It is our consistent view that only the facilities and 
technological units used solely for production of chemical warfare agents and 
their key precursors with no peaceful purposes be defined as chemical weapons 
production facilities, so that the scope of the criteria will not be made too wide; 
for too wide a scope will not be conducive to the effectiveness of the future 
convention. One idea suggests that it should also cover dual-purpose production 
facilities and that the identification may be based on the ratio between the 
products for peaceful purposes and the products for chemical weapons purposes. 
In our view, this will give rise to many difficulties that are not easy to overcome, 
one of which is that for various reasons, the demand for civilian products might 
change year by year. If the identification is based on the percentage designated 
to the products, then which year’s data shall be taken as the standard? And how 
could future economic and scientific developments be taken into account? 
Therefore, we believe a more appropriate way to handle dual-purpose production 
facilities is to subject them to supervision and control under the system of CW 
non-production verification.

Third, the definition of chemical weapons and destruction of chemical weap
ons stockpiles. In order to eliminate once and for all the threat of chemical 
warfare, destruction of the existing chemical weapons stockpiles should be the 
primary objective of the future convention; at the same time, effective regimes 
should be established for those chemicals that may be used for chemical weapons 
purposes according to their chemical and physical properties, so as to prevent the 
emergence of new types of chemical weapons. To this end, it is necessary to 
elaborate a scientific definition for chemical weapons. In this connection, it is our 
consistent proposition that the concept of “chemical warfare agents” should be 
used. Because, concise as it is, it can reflect clearly the most important criterion

 ̂Ibid,, 1985, pp. 512-518.
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in the elaboration of the convention, namely, the general purpose criterion. 
Furthermore, the concept itself contains some objective technical criteria for 
judging whether a toxic chemical can be used for hostile purposes. Therefore, it 
covers all the toxic chemicals that can be used for hostile purposes, both the 
existing ones and the ones that may possibly emerge in future. As a matter of fact, 
this concept has been in general use internationally for many years. However, 
some delegations have all along held differing views on using the concept in the 
convention. Over the past two years, we have adopted a relatively flexible 
approach and agreed to use other expressions and retain our views in the footnote. 
However, in the course of discussions over the past year, we have felt that in the 
elaboration of the definition of chemical weapons the use of neutral terms that 
cannot reflect the general purpose criterion could easily lead to confusion and 
misunderstanding. We hope that with regard to the question of definition, 
explorations will be continued with a view to reaching a solution satisfactory to 
all.

With regard to destruction of chemical weapons stockpiles, in our Working 
Paper CD/443,^ submitted in 1984, we proposed that in order to free mankind 
from the threat of chemical warfare as early as possible, the States that possess 
chemical weapons should in the first place destroy those chemical weapons 
stockpiles which are most toxic and dangerous. In 1985, we further submitted 
document CD/605 concerning the question of destruction. In that document, we 
proposed that States parties should destroy their chemical weapons stockpiles 
proportionally and by stages, and in addition, we also introduced the concept of 
“stockpile equivalent of chemical warfare agents” and the calculation formula 
that takes into account both the quantity of stockpiles and toxicity intensity in 
determining the quantity to be destroyed. We are very pleased that the paper has 
received positive appraisals. We will continue to work in co-operation with other 
delegations to further improve it. We are also prepared to study relevant 
suggestions from other delegations.

Fourth, verification. This is a key issue in the elaboration of the future 
convention, and it could even be said that it is an issue of decisive importance to 
the reaching of an agreement on the convention. It is gratifying to note that on 
verification of the process of destruction, views of various sides appear to be 
converging. Since 1984, it has been agreed in principle that the destruction of 
chemical weapons stockpiles should be carried out under strict supervision by 
continuous international on-site inspections. We believe it is time now to start 
with the elaboration of specific verification procedures. A number of delegations 
have already submitted some papers on the subject, which can serve as the basis 
for our work.

Challenge verification, or fact-finding, has all along been the most difficult 
issue. If the countries concerned continue to stick to their respective positions and 
level charges against each other, progress in the negotiations will be out of the 
question. It is the consistent view of China that verification should be strict and 
effective, and at the same time, appropriate and rational. The resolution on the 
question of verification adopted by consensus at the fortieth session of the United

5 Ibid., 1984, pp. 139-145.
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Nations General Assembly also emphatically points out: “Every effort should be 
made to develop appropriate methods and procedures that are non-discrimina- 
tory and that do not unduly interfere with the internal affairs of other States or 
jeopardize their economic and social development.”  ̂As we see it, since all sides 
have accepted such a guideline, then, given the sincere will, it should not be 
difficult to find a solution acceptable to all. Working Paper CD/664,^ entitled 
“Fact-Finding Under the Future Chemical Weapons Convention”, submitted not 
long ago by the delegation of Pakistan, represents a valuable effort to reconcile 
differing positions and deserves our serious study.

The Chinese Government has all along attached importance to the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. The Chinese delegation, pursuant to the proposal set forth 
in the speech by Premier Zhao Ziyang,® will make its own efforts for the early 
conclusion of the convention on prohibition of chemical weapons.

48. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issrael- 
yan) to tlie Conference on Disarmament: Nuclear 
Test Ban, March 25,1986^

The Soviet delegation will devote its statement today to the nuclear-test-ban 
issue. It is an issue which has today exceeded its military framework and become 
a criterion of the level of responsibility conceming the fate of the world, an 
indication of readiness for new political thinking and, in the final analysis, a scale 
of morality and democratism in foreign policy.

In the Soviet Union the moratorium on all nuclear explosions is in force. 
Having refrained from all nuclear explosions, both for testing and peaceful 
purposes, for over seven months now, we have paid a price for it, both in the 
military and economic areas. Although this unilateral moratorium expires soon, 
on 31 March, the Soviet Union is ready not to conduct nuclear explosions after 
that date as well—until the United States carries out its first nuclear explosion. 
It now depends on the United States whether this historic opportunity to put an 
end to nuclear tests is realized already today.

To be quite frank, we are speaking today with a feeling of profound concern 
for the future of mankind. The only explanation for the actions of the United 
States on the issue of the prohibition and cessation of nuclear-weapon tests is a 
complete misunderstanding of the dangerous situation into which we are being 
pushed by outdated stereotypes based on the policy of strength in international 
affairs. The recent nuclear test held by the United States at the test site in Nevada 
on 22 March can only be described as a challenge to the whole world. That blast 
carried the answer of the White House to the demands of world public opinion, 
to the numerous decisions of the United Nations General Assembly, to the 
aspirations of millions and millions of people of goodwill all over the globe. The

 ̂General Assembly resolution 40/152 O. 
 ̂Document 17.

® Document 42.
‘ CD/PV.350, pp. 21-27.
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new nuclear explosion is the reply of the White House to the earnest appeal 
addressed at this critical juncture by the leaders of six countries to the leaders of 
the USSR and the United States urging them not to conduct any nuclear 
explosions until the next Soviet-American summit meeting. That, finally, is the 
answer of the White House to the demands of the majority of ordinary Americans 
and of the representatives of different political and anti-war organizations in the 
United States, and to the decisions of the United States Congress. Washington’s 
militaristic act has exposed the falsehood of assertions of the allegedly “demo
cratic” nature of the political administration in the United States which has 
proved to be capable of blatantly ignoring not only the wishes of the American 
public but even the recommendations of the country’s supreme legislature.

As is known, in 1984 the United States Senate passed a resolution calling for 
an immediate start to talks with the Soviet Union with the aim of concluding a 
verifiable treaty on a comprehensive nuclear-test ban. In February of this year the 
House of Representatives, by a vast majority (268 to 148), adopted a resolution^ 
with a similar request. In its preamble this resolution states, and I quote, that “a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty would promote the security of the United States 
by constraining the United States-Soviet nuclear arms competition and by 
strengthening efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons”. It is quite 
a fair statement, we subscribe to it. The resolution further points out that “the past 
five administrations have supported the achievement of a comprehensive test- 
ban treaty”. This, naturally, is a historical fact. On the issue of verification the 
resolution stated that “a comprehensive test-ban treaty must be adequately 
verifiable, and significant progress has been made in methods for detection of 
underground nuclear explosions by seismological and other means’". We agree 
to that as well. In its operative part the resolution contains the already indicated 
appeal for the earliest start of negotiations, as well as the request to the 
Administration to submit for ratification the Threshold Test Ban  ̂and Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions'  ̂Treaties between the USSR and the United States signed in 
1974 and 1976. We are for that as well.

I must say outright that this resolution is in harmony with the demands of the 
whole world. We do not state this to put the United States Administration in an 
embarrassing position but in order to stress anew the urgent necessity for a 
revision of the United States Administration’s position on the issue of banning 
nuclear tests.

The Soviet Union has been consistent in advocating the introduction of a 
mutual moratorium on all nuclear explosions and it continues to work actively for 
the earliest beginning of negotiations—bilateral, trilateral or multilateral—for 
the purpose of the elaboration of a treaty on the comprehensive and general 
prohibition on nuclear-weapon tests. Such an agreement would be a particularly 
important step in the context of the programme of nuclear disarmament that was 
set forth in the statement by M.S. Gorbachev on 15 January 1986,  ̂ which

 ̂Document 23.
 ̂For the texts of this Treaty and its Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, 

pp. 225-229.
" Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-348.
 ̂Document 5.
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received wide approval throughout the world. We would be ready to consider the 
inclusion in such a treaty of the on-site verification measure which we have 
proposed relating to compliance with the moratorium on all nuclear explosions.

However, progress in the elaboration of a treaty is blocked by the position of 
the United States which, in fact, in 1982 abandoned the policy of five previous 
Administrations and stated that it was not going to engage in negotiations on this 
issue in the foreseeable future.^ The United States has in recent years advanced 
many different pretexts trying to justify this course of action. Today we should 
like, however, to dwell on an American argument which seems to have been and 
continues to be used more often than others to stalemate the talks on the 
prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. That is the issue of verification.

I should like to stress from the outset that the Soviet Union is no less interested 
than anyone else in the reliabiUty and strictness of verification and in absolute 
respect for agreements, and in ensuring that all participants should have full 
confidence in that respect. As is stated clearly in the statement by M.S. 
Gorbachev on 15 January 1986: “For us verification is not a problem. Should the 
United States agree to stop all nuclear explosions on a reciprocal basis, appropri
ate verification of compliance with the moratorium would be fully ensured by 
national technical means as well as with the help of international procedures 
including on-site inspection when necessary”.

The Soviet Union also made a proposal to the American side to agree to provide 
a possibility for observers from both sides to visit, on a reciprocal basis and when 
so requested, the site of nuclear events in order to remove possible doubts as to 
whether such events might be related to nuclear explosions. In short, the Soviet 
Union is open for verification—as long as it is the verification of compliance with 
specific agreements.

We have already suggested to the American side to agree to hold a meeting of 
experts of our two countries to work out appropriate procedures for the verifica
tion of a bilateral moratorium on nuclear explosions.

Thus, the Soviet Union does not limit the methods of verification of a nuclear- 
test ban to national technical means alone, although—and this should be stated 
clearly—the existing technological possibilities available to the Soviet Union, 
and particularly to the United States, provide the means reliably to monitor the 
fact that nuclear tests are not carried out. The United States, incidentally, has 
greater possibilities for such verification than the Soviet Union. The reason for 
that is the fact that the whole territory of the Soviet Union is surrounded by 
seismic stations established either by the United States or under its auspices. A 
number of such stations are located in countries directly adjacent to the Soviet 
Union and the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty and thus the reliability and 
precision of the determination of the place, time and depth and the evaluation of 
the yield of explosions are increased. The total number of such stations amounts 
to some 200 while we have some 20 of them on our side. The Soviet Union 
considers that our 20 stations are sufficient to monitor nuclear tests carried out 
outside our territory.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 45, 115, 686.
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It is hard to believe that 200 American stations equipped with the most modem 
instruments and situated far more conveniently than our 20 should be inferior to 
ours. This is evidently not the case. The conclusions of American seismologists 
themselves show that the seismic network of only 15 stations located outside the 
frontiers of the Soviet Union allow the detection of underground explosions with 
a yield of one kiloton carried out in any place in the Soviet Union with the 
probability of detection of not less than 90 per cent. The capabilities of the seismic 
method are proved by the registration by a number of seismic stations in the world 
of low-yield industrial explosions of chemical explosives. According to the 
Bulletin of the International Seismic Centre, explosions with a yield of 20 to 30 
tons are recorded at distances of 2,000 to 3,000 kilometres.

Thus the seismic network of the United States practically ensures a high 
probability of detection of underground nuclear explosions on the territory of the 
Soviet Union with a yield of considerably less than one kiloton.

A realistic assessment clearly establishes that there are no practical possibili
ties for clandestine nuclear explosions either. Even the use of concealment 
measures does not provide an opportunity to carry out a nuclear explosion 
without detection. Although it is a fact that the seismic effect of low-yield 
explosions in large cavities can be reduced tenfold (known as “decoupling”) such 
cavities themselves can be made either by first exploding a high-yield nuclear 
charge or by other methods involving considerable technical difficulties. Neither 
the first method of creating a cavity nor any others can in practical terms remain 
undetected. Moreover, seismic signals caused by an explosion of a low-yield 
charge (up to 1 or 2 kilotons) in a cavity can be registered at a distance of 
thousands of kilometres.

As to the concealment of underground nuclear explosions against a back
ground of earthquakes, it must be pointed out that the modem methods of 
processing seismic oscillations registered by a network of stations enable us to 
single out seismic signals of nuclear explosions even against the background of 
the recordings of earthquakes. Moreover, it should be kept in mind that this 
method of concealment of nuclear explosions is not practically possible as it is 
impossible to predict the exact time, location and strength of an earthquake so as 
to place a nuclear charge in advance and carry out other necessary preparatory 
work for the nuclear test.

There are some people, including some of the participants of our Conference, 
who make the point that a big chemical industrial explosion may be an effective 
means of concealment of a nuclear explosion. However, in practice we see that 
this method is, in fact, inapplicable as well, since such explosions would have to 
be dozens of times greater than the concealed nuclear explosions.

It should be pointed out that the seismic method of verification of underground 
nuclear explosions may be supplemented by other methods. At present the effects 
of an infrasonic acoustic wave accompanying an underground nuclear explosion 
on the ionosphere and on the magnetic field of the Earth are under study. Such 
effects can be registered by ground stations and satellites. Seismic and hy
droacoustic devices placed in the seas and oceans can be used to detect nuclear 
explosions. Satellites scanning the Earth are capable of detecting and registering
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the preparatory work for carrying out underground nuclear explosions and the 
aftermath of such explosions at ground zero (craters, surface disturbances, 
temperature changes, etc.).

It can therefore be stated with certainty that the present level of knowledge of 
the effects accompanying underground nuclear explosions and the capabilities of 
a number of States enable us to detect nuclear tests dependably by national 
technical means. International procedures, including on-site inspections, remove 
all doubts as to the reliability of verification; moreover, with the cessation of 
nuclear explosions by all States the solution of this task would be considerably 
facilitated.

Faced with these facts, the United States has to clearly admit more often and 
more often that the renunciation of nuclear tests is indeed undesirable for 
Washington since it does not correspond to the long-range aims of the United 
States.

It is becoming clear to all that, given the goodwill and the mutual desire to stop 
and ban all nuclear explosions, an international agreement on that subject, 
including appropriate provisions on verification, could be worked out in a 
relatively short period of time. There are no insurmountable technical obstacles 
in the way of an agreement. The main obstacle is the unconstructive position of 
the United States, which bluntly declares that it needs further nuclear explosions 
to carry into effect its programmes for the creation of new types of nuclear and 
space weapons.

Further evidence that this is precisely the case is the work of the current session 
of the Conference on Disarmament aimed at setting up an ad hoc committee on 
agenda item 1, “Nuclear test ban”. Despite the active efforts of the socialist and 
non-aligned States, as well as of some Western countries, to work out a mutually 
acceptable mandate for the ad hoc committee, the United States and its closest 
allies have not wished to display the slightest flexibility and have continued to 
counter all attempts to reach a solution by a single word: “No”. That position of 
the United States can only cause indignation and can only be described as total 
contempt for the interests and opinions of practically all the rest of the world and 
of a major section of public opinion in the United States itself.

In transmitting recently the draft budget of the Pentagon to the Congress, the 
United States Secretary of Defense stated the following: “the United States is 
now starting to act from a position of strength. We must convince the Soviet 
Union that this is not a short-term trend. Not only should we conduct negotiations 
from a position of strength, in fact this is the only way to conduct negotiations 
effectively.”

One can ask a legitimate question in this connection: how do statements of this 
kind by the representatives of the Administration in Washington and the refusal 
of the United States to conduct negotiations to elaborate a treaty banning nuclear- 
weapon tests concord with the renunciation of efforts to seek military superiority 
over the Soviet Union proclaimed by the United States President in Geneva?

As for the Soviet Union, our position on the issue of a nuclear-test ban is quite 
clear and constructive. It consists in the following.
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First. The Soviet Union stated in response to the letter of the leaders of the six 
States that the Soviet Union will not conduct nuclear explosions even after 31 
March—until the United States carries out its first nuclear explosion.^

Second. We are in favour of verification by national technical means of a ban 
on nuclear tests being supplemented by appropriate international procedures 
with the use of all the achievements in seismology and, if need be, by on-site 
inspections.

Third. We are ready to make use of the proposal of the leaders of the six States 
to assist in the verification of compliance with the nuclear-test ban, including on
site inspections, provided, of course, that this proposal is accepted by the other 
side.

Fourth. We propose beginning without delay the elaboration of a treaty on the 
general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests and the resumption or 
starting of the appropriate negotiations in any form—^bilateral, trilateral, multi
lateral—without linking this issue to any other issues.

Fifth. We propose dealing simultaneously with verification issues from the 
outset in such negotiations.

Sixth. We are even ready to agree to a solution whereby at first only the USSR 
and the United States would agree to stop any nuclear explosions while the rest 
of nuclear-weapon States would discontinue such tests later.

Seventh. We are in favour of the start of multilateral negotiations within the 
framework of the Conference on Disarmament on all the aspects of the problem 
of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, including adequate measures of 
verification. The objective of the talks should be the elaboration of a draft treaty 
which would effectively prohibit the carrying out of any test explosions of 
nuclear weapons anywhere and by anyone and which would include universally 
acceptable provisions preventing the sidestepping of this ban by way of under
taking nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

Eighth. We are ready to ratify without delay, on a reciprocal basis, the bilateral 
Soviet-United States agreements of 1974 and 1976 and do not put forward any 
preconditions for doing so.

Ninth. We agree with the idea of carrying out consultations with the aim of 
extending the scope of the Moscow Treaty of 1963 to underground tests which 
it does not cover.*

Tenth. We also have a flexible position on the issue of the mandate for an 
appropriate ad hoc committee of the Conference on Disarmament. We are ready 
to co-operate on this subject with the Non-Aligned States as well as with those 
Western States that are in favour of starting negotiations on a nuclear-test ban, 
and we do not oppose the proposal to create within the ad hoc committee, should 
it be established, working groups on the scope of prohibition and on verification 
of compliance with the Treaty. Neither do we oppose the inclusion in its 
programme of work of the consideration of all the key issues of the future Treaty.

And lastly. The Soviet Union is concerned to achieve a nuclear-test ban as 
rapidly as possible, and is therefore prepared to support the proposal to continue

Document 33.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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the activities of the Group of Experts on Seismology with the objective of the 
further sophistication of the international seismic data exchange. This is further 
proof of our desire to assist in every way in the elaboration of effective measures 
for the verification of compliance with a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

In conclusion I should like to point out once again that the Soviet Union, as was 
recently stressed by Mikhail S. Gorbachev, General Secretary of the CPSU 
Central Committee, “will, for its part, continue to do everything necessary to put 
the resolution of the urgent problem of ending nuclear tests on practical tracks 
and to secure the complete elimination of nuclear arsenals.”  ̂ Our country is 
striving to do everything to avert a nuclear catastrophe. We are ready to go our 
part of that road: but the other part should be covered by the United States, and 
not in words, but in deeds.

49. Statement by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev: 
Proposals on the Mediterranean [Extract], March 
26,1986^

The Soviet Union stands for making the Mediterranean, the cradle of many 
civilizations, into a zone of stable peace and cooperation. Our proposals for 
extending agreed confidence-building measures to cover that region, reduced 
armed forces, withdrawing ships carrying nuclear weapons from the Mediterra
nean, renouncing the deployment of such weapons in the territories of Mediter
ranean non-nuclear countries, and for the nuclear powers to make a commitment 
not to use such weapons against any Mediterranean country that does not allow 
their stationing in its territory remain in force.

We are prepared to go even further. For the Soviet Union in principle there is 
no need to have its naval fleet in the Mediterranean on a permanent basis. It has 
to keep its ships there permanently for this sole reason: The U.S. 6th Fleet armed 
with nuclear-missile weapons and threatening the security of the USSR. Its allies 
and friends is in the immediate proximity of our borders.

If the United States, which is situated thousands upon thousands of miles from 
the Mediterranean, pulled its fleet out of there, the Soviet Union would simulta
neously do the same. We are prepared without delay to enter talks on the issue.

At this first stage there would be imposed no restrictions on the naval activities 
and naval armament of the coastal Mediterranean states themselves. Further 
steps to strengthen security in the region could, in our opinion, be determined

 ̂Document 33 [variant translation].
* Moscow TASS in English, March 26, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, March 27, 1986, 

vol. Ill, pp. H5-H6. The speech was delivered at a dinner in the Kremlin in honor of 
Algerian President Chadli Bendjedid.
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with account taken of the Soviet proposals made in the statement of January 15, 
1986, on the abolition of weapons of mass destruction.^

• • • • • • •

50. Television Statement by Soviet General Secretary 
Gorbachev: Moratorium on Nuclear Tests, March 
29,1986'

At our meeting today I should like to share with you my views on the present 
situation regarding the Soviet Union’s moratorium on nuclear tests.

Several days ago the United States carried out another nuclear explosion. It is 
obvious to us all that its timing was not accidental. The explosion was conducted 
shortly before the expiration of the moratorium declared unilaterally by the 
Soviet Union. Yesterday it became known that in a few days’ time, in the very 
near future, the United States intends to detonate yet another nuclear device.

Soviet people, like all people of good will in all countries, are indignant at such 
actions by the United States. They write about this in their letters to the Party’s 
Central Committee and request an assessment of the present situation. How, they 
ask, should all of this be understood? What conclusions should be drawn from 
this? Why did the United States take such a step? How does our country’s 
leadership intend to act in these circumstances?

We consider it our duty to respond to these messages. And this, indeed, is the 
reason for our meeting today.

I must say frankly that we regard the present actions of the United States 
Administration, which is continuing nuclear tests in spite of the peoples’ urgent 
demands, as a pointed challenge to the Soviet Union, and not only to it but also 
to the whole world, to all peoples, including the American people, too.

At a time when whole mountains of combustible nuclear material have been 
stockpiled in the world, the issue of halting nuclear tests has acquired enormous 
importance. And this is understandable.

Firstly, halting nuclear tests is the most realistic way of achieving an end to the 
arms race. Without such tests it is impossible either to improve or to develop new 
types of nuclear weapons.

In short, if together with the United States and the other nuclear Powers we 
were to reach agreement on ceasing nuclear explosions, this would make it 
possible to break the deadlock in the whole process of nuclear disarmament.

Furthermore, continued testing causes enormous harm—which has not yet, 
perhaps, been fully studied—to nature and the very environment in which we all 
live. Do we not feel obliged to show concern for our own home? And not only 
for ourselves, but also for our children and grandchildren.

 ̂Document 5. 
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And lastly, in this difficult endeavour there is no need to start, as it were, from 
scratch. Some headway has been made and joint experience acquired: what I 
mean is that tests have not been conducted for many years now in the atmosphere, 
under water or on land. Neither have there been nuclear explosions in outer space.

In view of precisely these circumstances, and having carefully weighed all the 
pros and cons, the Soviet Union undertook eight months ago, on the day of the 
fortieth anniversary of the tragedy of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, an initiative of 
extraordinary importance—to cease all nuclear explosions either for military or 
for peaceful purposes—and called upon the United States and the other nuclear 
Powers to follow its example and begin moving towards nuclear disarmament.^

I have already had occasion to say that it was not easy for us to take such a 
decision under conditions of unabated tension in the international situation. If 
you like, this step necessitated both an awareness of the responsibility which rests 
with the Governments of the nuclear Powers and the requisite political will. In 
acting as it did, the Soviet leadership had the mandate of its people, who know 
the value of peace and genuinely strive for its preservation and consolidation and 
for co-operation with all peoples.

We acted as we did out of the deep conviction that the world has entered a stage 
in its development which calls for new approaches to matters of international 
security. Today, in the nuclear and space age, it is impossible to think in the same 
terms as in the past. All people must ultimately realize that everything has 
radically changed. And it is now a question not merely of the preservation of 
peace, but of mankind’s survival.

These, in effect, were the reasons for our decision to announce the unilateral 
moratorium on nuclear tests.

The good initiative of the Soviet Union—and I am immensely pleased to say 
this— ĥas met with understanding and broad approval in the world. Our action 
has been highly appreciated by the working people of all countries: communists 
and social democrats, liberals and conservatives, Christians and Muslims, a great 
number of public organizations, prominent political figures, scientists and 
cultural figures, and millions of ordinary people.

How, though, has the other side conducted itself? I mean the United States 
Administration.

In words, it stands for the elimination of nuclear weapons. A good many 
statements have been made by it on this score. In fact, however, a gap between 
words and practical policy has again become apparent. Despite the Soviet 
Union’s call and example, and the persistent demands both of the American 
people and of peoples throughout the world, the United States Government has 
continued to carry out nuclear tests.

We had placed certain hopes in the Geneva meeting with the President of the 
United States and expected to reach agreement with him on this matter, too. As 
you will recall, encouraging statements were made there by each side and also 
jointly: that nuclear war is inadmissible, that such a war cannot be won, and that 
neither side would seek nuclear superiority.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444-445.
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The results of the Geneva meeting prompted us to make yet another good-will 
gesture—to extend the moratorium until 31 March of this year.  ̂We thereby 
showed evidence of our responsible attitude towards dialogue between the 
leaders of the two Powers and hoped, of course, for steps in response by the 
United States Administration.

I think you will agree that our statement of 15 January of this year, which gave 
details of a concrete and realistic programme for the elimination of nuclear 
weapons, illustrates once again our sincere intention to put an end to nuclear 
confrontation. When we took that step, the least of our considerations was to 
score, as journalists say in such cases, gratuitous propaganda points, or to outwit 
or outperform the other side.

We consider such an approach to the burning problems of contemporary 
politics to be inadmissible. Our actions were dictated by our responsibility both 
to the Soviet people and to other peoples, a responsibility to remove the nuclear 
threat and to preserve and strengthen peace.

In February, the leaders of six non-aligned States, giving expression to the 
prevailing trends of world public opinion, addressed an urgent appeal to the 
leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States to refrain from exploding 
nuclear devices up to the time of a further Soviet-American meeting."  ̂ Our 
response to this was one of agreement.^

It seemed natural that the United States Administration should support the 
initiative of the Soviet Union by means of practical steps, respond to popular 
expectations and, ultimately, reaffirm through action its own statements as 
pronounced in Geneva. But the result was otherwise.

It is patendy evident that the ruling clique of the United States has placed the 
narrowly mercenary interests of military-industrial circles above the interests of 
mankind as a whole, and of its own people. The way in which all this is done is 
also of some importance: ostentatiously, arrogantly and with disdain for the 
opinion of the international community. It shows neither a sense of realism nor 
a sense of responsibility.

It becomes ever more apparent that the ruling circles of the Unites States are 
continuing to emphasize pursuit of a militaristic approach and to rely on force as 
a means of dictating their will to other countries and peoples. Meanwhile, 
statements are made for all to hear to the effect that it is precisely by means such 
as these that they will bring influence to bear on the policy of the Soviet Union.

What can we say about this? These endeavours serve no purpose. No one has 
ever before succeeded in using the methods of power politics against our State, 
and such methods are now simply ridiculous. And the peoples of other countries 
are ever more vigorously rejecting the use of power politics in international 
relations as being obsolete.

The Soviet political leadership is now faced with the difficult question of how 
to react to such behaviour on the part of the United States.

 ̂Document 5.
Document 27. 

 ̂Document 33.
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Our position is clear. We believe that the world has entered a period of 
responsible decision-making—^most definitely, a period of responsible decision
making. We shall not abandon our policy of preserving and strengthening peace, 
which was quite unequivocally confirmed by the Twenty-seventh Congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.^ In accordance with the wishes of its 
people, the Soviet State will continue in the future to step up efforts to guarantee 
universal security. We shall do this by means of a process of interaction with all 
countries and their peoples.

With regard to our unilateral moratorium, I can say that it will, as before, 
operate until 31 March 1986. But even after that date we shall continue, as 
announced, to refrain from exploding nuclear devices if the United States does 
likewise. We once again give the American Administration the chance to take a 
responsible decision— t̂o put an end to nuclear explosions.

Otherwise the Soviet Union will resume tests. This must be absolutely clear. 
We regret this, but we shall be forced to do so, since we cannot forgo our own 
security and the security of our allies. I say all this in order that there should be 
no reservations on this matter.

Meanwhile, I emphasize again and again that our principal intention is to stop 
the nuclear-arms race. The simplest, clearest and most effective step in that 
direction would be to halt nuclear explosions.

We have proposed that talks should be started immediately with a view to a 
total ban on nuclear-arms tests, to include verification issues. Any variants are 
acceptable to the Soviet Union—^bilateral Soviet-American talks, trilateral talks 
with the participation of the United Kingdom, or multilateral talks within the 
framework of the Geneva Conference on Disarmament.

We have now reached the conclusion that the situation requires urgent action. 
It is not yet too late to stop the nuclear-arms race. What is needed is a first major 
step in that direction. A halt to nuclear tests by all, most importantly by the Soviet 
Union and the United States, but also by other nuclear Powers, could constitute 
such a step. We attach enormous importance to the solution of this problem, 
which affects the destiny of all peoples.

I am prepared to meet President Reagan at the earliest opportunity in London, 
Rome or any other European capital which may agree to receive us, with a view 
to reaching agreement on this question, and I do not see any insurmountable 
obstacles to this, whether of a political, technical or any other nature. What is 
wanted here is the essential political will and understanding of our mutual 
responsibility. We propose that we should meet, exchange opinions on this 
vitally important problem and issue instructions for the drafting of an appropriate 
agreement.

We hope that this proposal by the Soviet Union will be duly evaluated and 
properly interpreted by the President of the United States and by the Govern
ments of the countries of Europe, Asia, Africa and Latin America, of the whole 
world.

Time waits for no one. On behalf of the Soviet people we appeal to the 
American people and their Government, to the peoples and Governments of all

 ̂For the program adopted by the Congress, see Document 31.
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countries, to take active and practical steps which would translate the ban on 
nuclear explosions into reality and make it an immutable touchstone of inter
state relations.

Mankind stands at a boundary which requires exercise of the utmost respon
sibility. The consequences of the nuclear race may become dangerously unpre
dictable. We must act together. This is a matter for each and every one of us.

It was about all this that I wanted to speak to you, dear comrades, at our meeting 
today. Goodbye.

51. White House Statement: Soviet Nuclear Test Ban 
Proposal, March 29,1986^

The President has taken note of General Secretary Gorbachev’s speech on 
Soviet television today.^

The United States has repeatedly made it clear that the practical step now 
needed in the area of nuclear testing limitations is to enhance mutual confidence 
in the ability of the two sides to verify existing agreements, in particular the 
unratified Threshold Test Ban Treaty^ and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosion 
TreatyThe President has made a series of concrete proposals to the Soviet 
Union in this regard, most recently on March 14.̂  In this initiative the President 
invited Mr. Gorbachev to send Soviet experts to the United States to examine our 
new CORRTEX verification system and to observe a U.S. nuclear test in mid- 
April at our Nevada test site. The President made it clear that if this meeting leads 
to an agreement on verification—incorporating CORRTEX—which meets our 
concerns, he is prepared to move forward toward ratification of these two treaties. 
This proposal is still valid, and we expect the Soviet Union to respond to it 
seriously, as we have responded to all Soviet proposals.

As far as a nuclear testing moratorium is concerned, the U.S. position has not 
changed. From the time that the Soviets announced their moratorium last year, 
we made clear why a moratorium is not in the security interests of the United 
States, our friends, and allies. The United States has learned through experience 
that moratoria cannot be counted on to lead to the enhanced security desired. 
While the total elimination of nuclear weapons remains an ultimate goal, nuclear 
weapons remain needed to deter aggression and secure the peace. As long as this 
is the case, a moderate level of nuclear testing is needed to ensure the continued 
reliability, safety, and effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent.

Regarding a meeting between the President and General Secretary Gorbachev, 
the two agreed at Geneva “to meet again in the nearest future,” and the General 
Secretary accepted the President’s invitation to come to the United States in

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, April 7, 1986, pp. 434-435. The 
statement was made by Deputy Press Secretary Peter H. Roussel.

 ̂Supra.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
Ibid, 1976, pp. 328-332.
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1986.  ̂In December the President indicated to the General Secretary which dates 
would be most convenient for this meeting. No reply has yet been received 
regarding this suggestion. Nevertheless, the President is confident that the 
General Secretary takes his agreement seriously and that he will respond in due 
course.

In the President ’ s view, meetings at the highest level should deal with the entire 
range of important issues between our two countries. Nuclear testing is one of 
them but only one; and it is an issue which is directly related to others such as the 
need—which we see as the highest priority— t̂o reduce the levels of existing 
nuclear arms and to establish effective verification procedures. If the Soviet 
Union desires to make serious progress on the question of nuclear testing 
limitation, it should accept the President’s longstanding proposal that we have 
our experts meet, and should respond positively to the President’s most recent 
offer.

52. Article by AGDA Director Adelman: Nuclear Test 
Ban, April 1986^

Effective limitations on nuclear testing, to enhance international stability, have 
long been a goal for the United States, and some progress has been made. In 1963 
an agreement was reached on banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, oceans and 
space.^ A decade later, in the Threshold Test Ban and the Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaties, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to limit the 
size of underground nuclear tests.^ Those treaties have not come into force 
because of verification deficiencies and doubts about Soviet compliance with the 
limits.

The Carter Administration tried to achieve a ban on all underground nuclear 
tests. That effort failed for several reasons. The Soviet aggression in Afghanistan 
was one, and verification problems were another. Last, but clearly not least, were 
the growing doubts in the United States about the wisdom of banning all testing 
so long as we have to rely on nuclear weapons to keep the peace.

Those doubts had deep roots in reality. President Reagan, early in his first term, 
told it like it is. While reaffirming that a comprehensive test ban remains a US 
objective, he underlined the fact that it is, by necessity, a long-term goal not 
something to be realized soon, not something to be realized before critical 
verification problems are solved, and not something to be realized as long as we 
depend so critically on our nuclear deterrent to prevent war.

Four compelling reasons

But do we still need to test when we already have so many nuclear weapons? 
Yes, for four very compelling reasons; the safety, reliability, effectiveness and

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 867.
• NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 2 (April 1986), pp. 5-7.
 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 

3 Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-227 and ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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credibility of our nuclear deterrent which keeps the peace. The weapons today are 
more secure, better controlled and overall safer than ever before. Testing has 
played a key role in this progress. We need to do everythmg possible to ensure 
their safety against any future accidents.

The reliability of our deterrent is also a central concern. A popular argument 
today is that stopping testing will, over time, reduce each side’s confidence in its 
nuclear weapons and thereby reduce the chances of their ever being used. This 
may sound logical but it is false logic.

The strength of democracies has historically prevented aggression; weakness 
has often invited it. Waning confidence and growing uncertainties about what 
can and cannot be done will not reduce the risk of war. If we lack confidence in 
our capabilities and an adversary perceives this uncertainty—whether it is real 
or not—deterrence would be weakened and the risk of nuclear weapons being 
used could increase. Testing provides a key assurance about our weapons’ 
reliability and in turn provides confidence in our systems.

Modernization is necessary to maintain an effective and credible deterrent 
force. The massive build-up of Soviet nuclear forces over the past decade cannot 
be ignored. Our modernization programmes over several administrations—the 
MX, Bl, Stealth, Trident—require that weapons are tested.

Modernization has helped in more ways than just maintaining a credible 
deterrent. It has, for example, enabled us to greatly reduce both the number and 
megatonnage of the weapons stockpile. In fact, our stockpile of nuclear weapons 
is almost a third smaller than in 1967 and its aggregate megatonnage is one 
quarter of the 1960 level.

No one wants to base deterrence and the safety of the nation and our alliances 
on untested, less safe, less reliable or less effective weapons. So where does this 
leave the Soviet Union’s testing moratorium?

Last August General Secretary Gorbachev announced that the Soviets would 
unilaterally refrain from testing until the end of 1985 and extend it longer if the 
United States joined the moratorium."  ̂He later extended their moratorium until 
31 March and then until the first US test after 31 March, which was in fact carried 
out on 10 April.^ The Soviets also claimed that they would accept verification 
measures to monitor compliance.

Were these positive moves towards real arms control? I think not.
The Soviets knew that we were not prepared to sacrifice our requirement for 

tests for the sake of a moratorium, however superficially appealing. The Soviets 
also knew that if we did agree to a moratorium, they would be the winner. They 
could likely get away with some bending of the rules in their closed society, if 
necessary, and they could keep their labs and people in place. In our free society 
many of the needed defence experts would leave for productive positions 
elsewhere.

The Soviets also knew that we had not forgotten 1961, when, in the middle of 
test ban negotiations, they broke a de facto three-year-long testing moratorium.

" Ibid., 1985, pp. 444-^45. 
Documents 5 and 33.
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reneging on their own pledge not to test. They conducted over 40 atmospheric 
tests in nine weeks, the most intensive series of tests ever.

The timing of Gorbachev ’ s announcement of a moratorium, coinciding with the 
40th commemoration of the bombing of Hiroshima, gave it even more of a 
propaganda flair. To the credit of the West, most people recognized it for just that. 
The Soviet Union’s nuclear test moratorium has not gained the public relations 
mileage for which it was undoubtedly intended.

If the Soviets are serious about limitations on testing and about verification, 
let’s begin at the beginning. The Threshold Test Ban and the Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaties have remained unratified for more than a decade. The United 
States has had serious questions over Soviet compliance and has tried, on 
numerous occasions, to get the Soviets to address the serious verification 
uncertainties associated with these treaties.

President Reagan’s initiative of March 1986 for Soviet experts to be briefed on 
our new CORRTEX verification system and observe a nuclear test at our Nevada 
test site in mid-April, was the most recent in a series of attempts to build 
confidence and cooperation between the United States and the Soviet Union on 
nuclear testing limitations.^ The President also provided Soviet General Secre
tary Gorbachev with a description of the CORRTEX technical method, which is 
the most precise and non-intrusive estimative system we know of for calculating 
the yield of nuclear explosions. As yet, the Soviets have not formally replied to 
the President’s initiative.

Progress on these treaties would build confidence and let us address possible 
further steps. The Soviets know all that, but they still say “nyet.” When it sinks 
in that the United States and the West will not be pressured to give up what is 
essential to our security, we can then hope for a Soviet “da.”

53. U.S. Paper Submitted to the Conference on Disar
mament: Amendment to the U.S. Draft Chemical 
Weapons Convention, April 3,1986^

In order to make clear the U.S. intention that no imbalance in inspection 
obligations is intended or contained in the U.S. draft chemical weapons conven
tion (CD/500, April 18, 1984),  ̂the following textual changes are made to the 
provisions in Article X (Special On-Site Inspection):
Replace subparagraphs 1(a) and 1(b), dealing with facilities for which a special 
on-site inspection may be requested, with the following:

(a) Any location or facility subject to systematic international on-site inspec
tion pursuant to Articles III, V and VI.;

(b) Any military location or facility or any other location or facility owned by 
the government of a party.;

 ̂See Document 35.
' CD/685.
 ̂For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 269-299.
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(c) Any type of privately-owned location or facility described below: (This last 
category shall include relevant privately-owned facilities used for the provision 
of goods and services to the government of a party. It is intended that this 
provision reach any privately-owned location or facility that in the future might 
be suspected of being used for activities in violation of this convention. The 
specification in this convention of such locations and facilities should be a 
reasonable one. Article X is intended to encompass all relevant locations and 
facilities regardless of the economic or political systems of parties.)
Note: the material in parentheses in subparagraph c is explanatory and does not 
represent proposed text for the convention, which is to be developed in the course 
of the negotiations.

The U.S. would welcome any suggestions about ways to improve the proce
dures and formulations as long as an equivalent level of confidence is maintained. 
The United States is ready to work closely with others to ensure that the “open 
invitation” approach applies equally to all economic and political systems.

54. Final Communique of the l\/leeting of Contadora 
Foreign Ministers, April 7,1986^

The foreign ministers of the five Central American countries, the Contadora 
Group, and the Support Group met in Panama City from 5 through 7 April 1986 
evaluate the development of the peace negotiations in Central America and 
determine the priority actions that must be taken to culminate the process of 
political negotiation for the solution of the crisis in the area.

The foreign ministers of the Contadora and Support Groups warned that in 
recent weeks the military buildup, the policy of force, and the increases in border 
incidents have worsened the Central American conflict, thus increasing the 
threats hovering over the already precarious stability of the area.

Peace, an undeniable condition for the development of these peoples, is 
encountering new and growing threats in spite of the conciliation efforts 
promoted by the Contadora Group to reach situations respectful of the law and 
all the legitimate interests of all the Central American nations.

Following the discussions, the foreign ministers of the Contadora Group and 
Support Group decided:

1. To reaffirm that the process of diplomatic negotiation sponsored by the 
Contadora Group is the only feasible way to reach a political understanding that 
will allow, along with the signing and enforcement of the Contadora act for peace 
and cooperation in Central America, the fulfillment of the commitments included 
in the document, which are the essential bases for peace in the area.

2. To invite the five Central American governments to a meeting on 6 June 
1986 in Panama City to conclude officially the negotiations of the text of the 
Contadora act and proceed to make it formal.

' Panama City ACAN in Spanish, April 8, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, April 8, 1986, 
vol. VI, pp. A1-A2.
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3. To invite the five Central American governments to resume immediately the 
negotiations on the only two items that are pending in the Contadora act, that is, 
control and reduction of armaments and international military maneuvers, based 
on the proposals presented by the Contadora Group.

4. These invitations are issued in the hope that the corresponding answers will 
be given within 8 days.

5. To reiterate that in order to achieve peace in the region it is necessary that 
all parties and countries having any links and interests in the region abstain from 
providing support to the irregular forces or the insurrectional movements 
operating in any of the countries in the region or trying to disrupt or destabilize 
the constitutional order of the American states through force or terrorism of any 
kind.

6. To reaffirm that any meddling in the domestic affairs of one state by another 
state is incompatible with the principles and norms of the UN and OAS Charters, 
in addition to being a flagrant violation of the international legal order.

The foreign ministers of the member-countries of the Contadora and Support 
Groups reiterate their approval of the initiatives by the Costa Rican and 
Nicaraguan Governments to form a civilian mission to investigate incidents and 
inspect the border between the two countries with the participation of the 
representatives of each one of these groups to conduct a general inspection of the 
common border in April 1986, to determine the needs of the civilian mission in 
order to establish it as soon as possible.

Likewise, and at the request to the Costa Rican and Nicaraguan Governments, 
the Contadora and Support Groups will immediately begin the necessary efforts 
before the EEC to obtain the human, material, and financial support necessary for 
the operation of the civilian mission.

The foreign ministers hereby voice their appreciation to the foreign minister 
of the Low Countries [as received], Hans van der Broek, chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the European Communities, for his attendance at this meeting, 
which reaffirms the support of the 12 to the peace efforts of the Contadora Group.

In concluding, they also wish to thank the Government of Panama for its 
hospitality and the president of the Republic for his inspiring words.

55. Warsaw Pact Proposal to the European States, the 
United States, and Canada: Nuclear Free Zones in 
Europe, April 8,1986^

In the current complicated international situation, at a time when the nations 
of Europe and the whole mankind are faced with the extremely momentous

' A/41/273. The proposal was submitted by the Bulgarian Foreign Ministry to the 
embassies of Austria, Belgium, Great Britain, the FRO, Greece, Denmark, Spain, Italy, 
Cyprus, Netherlands, Portugal, U.S., Turkey, Finland, France, Switzerland, Sweden, and 
Yugoslavia and through the Bulgarian embassies in Moscow, Belgrade, Beme, London, 
Luxembourg, Paris, and Rome.
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option of living in peace or perishing in a nuclear war, the Warsaw Treaty 
member States believe that resolute actions and practical measures are necessary 
more than ever before to put an immediate end to the arms race and the nuclear 
arms race first and foremost, to prevent it from spreading into outer space, to 
switch over to disarmament and to eliminate the nuclear threat once and for all.

To this end, they support the Soviet programmes for a general and complete 
liquidation of nuclear and chemical weapons by the end of this century and for 
a reduction of conventional weapons and armed forces. They are convinced that 
nuclear disarmament would guarantee stable peace for all nations in Europe and 
the world. The complete liquidation of Soviet and American medium-range 
missiles in Europe would be an extremely important initial step towards ridding 
the continent of nuclear weapons and towards the consolidation of European 
security.

The proposals to establish zones free of nuclear weapons in the different 
regions of Europe, proposals which the Warsaw Treaty member States support 
steadfastly and persistently, are part of the joint efforts to remove the nuclear 
danger. They note that in some regions of the world the nuclear-weapon-free 
zones are already a political reality.

Today the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in Europe is as topical 
as it has ever been. The concentration of armed forces and armaments in this part 
of the world has reached limits that are more dangerous than anywhere else. The 
risk of an accidental outbreak of nuclear war is great.

According to the allied States, the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
in Europe would be conducive to the consolidation of the security of the States 
participating in these zones as to European and universal security, to greater 
stability and mutual confidence, to the renewal of the process of detente, to the 
reduction of armed forces and armaments, to the consolidation of the regime of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and to the expansion of the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy. The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones is closely 
interrelated with the promotion of good-neighbourliness, mutual understanding 
and co-operation.

The Governments of a number of other European States have also declared 
themselves in favour of the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in 
different regions of Europe. This idea is supported by parliament, political parties 
and wide public circles. Proposals to set up such zones on the continent as an 
important measure to strengthen confidence have been made at the Stockholm 
Conference and are being discussed at other international forums. The United 
Nations attaches great importance to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones.

The Warsaw Treaty member States are opposed to the increase of nuclear 
armaments in Europe and anywhere in the world. They call for a halt to the further 
deployment of nuclear weapons on the continent, for their reduction, and for 
ridding Europe completely of nuclear weapons, both medium-range and tactical 
ones. Their proposals to this effect remain in force.

The Warsaw Treaty member States proceed from the fact that the implemen
tation of the proposals for establishing zones completely free of nuclear weapons 
in different regions in Europe depends on the political will, on the joint decision
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of the countries of the respective regions. Further effort is required on their part, 
but all other States should also increase their constructive contribution. The 
accords on the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones must comply with 
the universally accepted norms of international law and ensure the strict obser
vance of their real and verifiable nuclear-weapon-free status.

Moreover, the States possessing nuclear weapons should undertake to observe 
strictly, the status of the nuclear-weapon-free zones, to refrain from the use or 
threat of nuclear force against the States included in such zones.

The Warsaw Treaty member States are convinced that the establishment and 
effectiveness of nuclear-weapon-free zones depend largely on the attitude of the 
other States, especially of the nuclear States, towards them. They note that the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics resolutely supports the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in Europe and is ready to give the necessary guaran
tees to those zones and expects that the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and France will follow suit.

The allied States hail the efforts of the Northern European countries to 
establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in their part of Europe. The prospect of 
affirming the present de facto status of Northern Europe becomes increasingly 
feasible thanks to the readiness of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to give 
guarantees to the countries participating in that zone by signing multilateral or 
bilateral agreements with them. Similar guarantees on the part of the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and 
France would help increase the effectiveness of that zone. The Warsaw Treaty 
member States also note the readiness of the Soviet Union to take other practical 
steps towards the materialization of the idea of setting up a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in Northern Europe.

They declare themselves in support of the establishment of a zone free of 
nuclear weapons in the Balkans and of the efforts for strengthening security and 
expanding confidence, good-neighbourliness and co-operation among the Bal
kan States. They hail the multilateral dialogue on this issue started by the Balkan 
States and call on them to continue and deepen it.

The Warsaw Treaty member States support Sweden’s proposal to establish a 
nuclear-weapon-free corridor along the line dividing the countries of the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization and those of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 
Europe.  ̂They believe that in order to increase its effectiveness, the corridor must 
be expanded on both sides of that line, taking into account the tactical and 
technical specifications of those weapons. The establishment of such a corridor 
could start in Central Europe.

The assumption of a mutual obligation by the Soviet Union and the United 
States to refrain from the deployment of any nuclear weapons in countries where 
there are no such weapons and not to replace them with new weapons in the 
countries where such weapons are already deployed would be of great signifi
cance for the materialization of the idea of establishing nuclear-weapon-free 
zones in Europe. Along with that, the non-nuclear States on whose territories

 ̂Cf. Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 234-236.
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there are no nuclear weapons should not allow any future deployment of such 
weapons. Those measures would help prevent the territorial spreading of nuclear 
weapons, curb the nuclear arms race, guarantee parity of forces at the lowest level 
possible and preserve the de facto non-nuclear status of the countries with no 
nuclear weapons on their territory.

Proceeding from the need to rid Europe of the nuclear threat, making efforts 
to achieve a complete abolition of nuclear weapons, having in mind the experi
ence amassed in the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, the principles 
and stipulations of the Helsinki Final Act  ̂ and seeking to promote the all- 
European process, the Warsaw Treaty member States:

—address the States of Europe, the United States of America and Canada 
with an appeal to undertake energetic actions for the implementation of 
the proposals to establish zones free of nuclear weapons on the European 
continent;

—call for support for the efforts of the States that favour the establishment 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones, at the respective international forums 
included;

— v̂oice their readiness to participate in the profound and concrete exchange 
of views between the countries concerned so as to help implement 
practical measures for the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in 
Northern Europe and the Balkans;

—declare themselves for starting negotiations between the States concerned 
on the establishment of a corridor free of nuclear weapons in Central 
Europe.

The Warsaw Treaty member States are convinced that the nuclear danger can 
and must be eliminated. This calls for energetic and resolute action by all States— 
nuclear and non-nuclear members of military and political alliances, neutral and 
non-aligned. The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the European 
continent must become a major step towards the consolidation of the security of 
the nations of Europe and towards ridding this continent of nuclear weapons.

56. Letter From the Leaders of Six Nations to Soviet 
General Secretary Gorbachev: Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, April 8,1986^

We thank you for your message of 13 March.^ We are deeply grateful for your 
reply to our letter of 28 February, in which we appealed to the United States of

 ̂ The amis control portions of the Final Act have been printed in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see the Department of State 
Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.

’ Moscow TASS International Service in Russian, May 2,1986; JPRS-TAC-86-041, 
May 28, 1986, pp. 1-2.

 ̂Document 33.
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America and to the USSR not to sanction any nuclear tests before the next summit 
meeting between yourself and President Reagan.^

We welcome your resolute declaration of the need for the complete and 
irreversible elimination of nuclear weapons. We recall the joint statement 
previously made by you and President Reagan to the effect that there can be no 
winners in a nuclear war and that it must not be unleashed."^

We appeal to you to go beyond this statement and guarantee that there will be 
no nuclear war. While there are nuclear weapons in existence, the threat of its 
accidental or deliberate use cannot be fully ruled out. The only long-term solution 
is the total destruction of this terrifying weaponry of mass destruction. The first 
step on this path must be an immediate stop to all nuclear-weapon tests.

We are happy that you share our point of view on the fact that a stop to nuclear 
tests is an important step in striving to halt the nuclear arms race. We welcome 
your statement on the Soviet Union’s extension of its unilateral moratorium on 
tests beyond 31 March—up to the first nuclear blast in the United States.  ̂We also 
note your readiness to make use of our proposal to render assistance in verifying 
any suspension of nuclear tests.

We are convinced that banning nuclear tests is of tremendous importance for 
a number of reasons.

First, the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons urges the arms race 
forward. Further modernization of nuclear arsenals will merely enlarge the 
source of danger, which also threatens our people and the future of mankind.

Second, your country and the United States possess a sufficient quantity of 
nuclear weapons to annihilate not only each other, but the entire world several 
times over.

Third, continued improvement of nuclear weapons by those who possess them 
would be detrimental to efforts to prevent the further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons to other countries. We assume that you share our concern over the 
consequences of such proliferation.

Fourth, we are convinced that it is possible to implement adequately [adekvatnyy] 
verification of the observance of any suspension of nuclear tests, particularly in 
view of the fact that both your country and the United States have now stated their 
willingness to permit on-site inspection. Given the presence of political will and 
a sufficient degree of mutual trust by both sides, a joint decision on halting tests 
could be achieved without delay.

Finally, there are a good many other needs in the world that require immediate 
attention, and moreover, the resources currently spent on the development 
[razrabotka] of nuclear armaments could find a better use. The struggle against 
hunger and poverty, illiteracy and disease, must for all of us be a more urgent aim 
than the further improvement of means that are capable of leading to the complete 
annihilation of mankind.

It will soon be 2 years since our group first called for the halting of all nuclear 
weapons tests.  ̂This call was confirmed in the Delhi Declaration in January 1985

 ̂Document 27.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-871. 
 ̂Document 33.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 420-421.
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as one of the two specific measures that today require particular attention.^ 
However, no mutual accord on this matter can yet be foreseen. This matter is too 
important for us, for all the people in the world, for its solution to be left only to 
the nuclear powers. For this reason, we will continue to demand that our interests 
be taken into account.

We are aware that this problem has huge strategic significance both for your 
country and the United States. Our intentions in no way include interference in 
your bilateral talks on questions of arms control and disarmament.

There is no doubt that if an accord were reached between your own two 
countries we would view this with great satisfaction. But like all the international 
community, we are concerned by the lack of progress at the talks so far. That is 
why the continuation and development of the dialogue commenced last year by 
you and President Reagan are a matter of vital importance for the entire world 
community, brooking no delay. The spirit of Geneva must not be lost.

That is why we call on you and President Reagan to meet again as early as 
possible in accordance with the accord reached at Geneva. We again call on both 
your countries to refrain from further nuclear tests, at least before this meeting, 
in order to prepare the ground for an agreement on a mutual and verifiable 
moratorium.
[Signed] Raul Alfonsin, Argentina; Rajiv Gandhi, India; Julius Nyerere, Tanza
nia; Ingvar Carlsson, Sweden; Miguel de la Madrid, Mexico; Andreas Papan- 
dreou, Greece.

57. Statement by the AGDA Deputy Director (Emery) 
Before the Senate Committee on Armed Services: 
Binary Chemical Weapons, April 10,1986^

Let me say at the outset that the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
believes strongly in the binary program. There are several reasons for that.

Obviously, it may strike some casual observers as a bit inconsistent that we, a 
disarmament agency, are in favor of a military production program. But, indeed, 
we are concerned about two aspects. One, as very ably mentioned by my 
colleagues here at the witness table, is the concern for the deterrent capability of 
the U.S. military force.

As we have seen from Dr. Welch’s charts, it is quite evident that our CW 
deterrent capability has been degraded over the last 15 or so years, as our own 
production has ceased to exist, as the existing arsenal has become older and less 
reliable, and, of course, coupled with the growing numbers and varieties and 
capabilities of the Soviet chemical arsenal. We have every reason to believe that 
our deterrent capability has been severely degraded and that we need to take 
action.

Ibid., 1985, pp. 35-37.
’ Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1987: 

Hearings. . . Part 4, Strategic and Theater Nuclear Forces, pp. 1713-1717.
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The President has identified two ways that we can redress this problem. One 
is, of course, to phase out the old, incapable, inefficient weapons in our arsenal 
and replace those with newer, safer, more accurate weapons, such as are in the 
binary program.

The second strategy, of course, is to sit down in Geneva, not only with the 
Soviet Union but with the other nations of the Committee on Disarmament, and 
work out a comprehensive treaty to ban and eliminate the production, use, and 
storage of chemical weapons of any kind anywhere in the world.

This is precisely the administration’s policy.
Senator W a r n e r . Would you describe that as a parallel track?
Mr. E m e r y . Absolutely it is. It is a parallel track or a dual track, as you wish 

to characterize it, and it is designed to address the two problems that we have to 
deal with. One is the deterioration of our deterrent and the second is to find a 
strategy that will encourage not only the United States and the Soviet Union, but 
all other CW capable nations, or those that may aspire to a CW capability, to 
negotiate an elimination of those weapons.

I would have to point out for the record, Mr. Chairman, that we believe very 
strongly—and we think history bears us out—that without attention to the first 
problem, the second will not come about.

I think we need to understand that, if we take a look at the history of our 
negotiations with the Soviet Union, I simply cannot think of an instance where 
the Soviets have unilaterally given up a massive military advantage just simply 
out of goodness or kindness.

The fact of the matter is it is a tough situation. But, unless our negotiators can 
sit down with the Soviets and show them that the alternative to a comprehensive 
ban on these weapons is to face the same kind of retaliatory that the Soviets will 
simply give up that sort of arsenal.

The question is often asked now that there has been some movement in the 
Congress on binary production, what has the Soviet response been? I think it is 
important to understand what that response has been and where we expect it to 
go in the future.

First of all, we faced the usual strong language, very strong polemics from the 
Soviets, after the votes of last year, and at that time, the Soviets slowed down, 
almost to a halt, the discussions on banning chemical weapons. Thus, the CD 
showed no progress.

However, after a period of time, when the Soviets began to realize that the U.S. 
Government and the Congress was serious about redressing the shortfalls in our 
CW arsenal, they came back to a more serious level of discussion. During that 
period of time we have noticed, continuing to this very day, that the Soviets have 
ceased their description of the binary weapon as a new, provocative kind of 
chemical weapon and now have referred to it technically rather than in terms of 
“arms race polemics.”

We also note that at the Reagan-Gorbachev summit of last November, the two 
sides agreed to expand the level of discussion with a view to understanding ways
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to limit the proliferation of chemical weapons in dealing with other matters as 
well.^

So, I think we have seen the transition, very predictable, in Soviet response to 
arms control. When they believe that we are serious, they will negotiate seriously. 
They will maintain and even accelerate the level of negotiations.

But if they believe that we are not resolute, if they believe that they can gain 
a military or political advantage unilaterally, they will not negotiate seriously. 
They will rely on intemational polemics and political maneuvers, but, in fact, will 
not move to closing the political gaps between the two sides and maintain their 
advantage in that fashion.

Senator W a r n e r . Mr. Emery, at this point in the record, I think it is imperative 
that we put in, again, what has been the transition in this area. Since the action 
by Congress last year, have you detected a more serious approach to the 
negotiations as a consequence of the actions taken by the Congress?

Mr. E m e r y . I think that has to be answered very carefully. Senator, because 
there has not been any massive progress that would lead anyone to believe that 
a treaty was around the comer.

However, there has definitely been a transition in the Soviet attitude and 
approach. The first reaction, as I stated, was polemics, was rhetorical, and it was 
a withdrawal from the process substantively. When they began to believe that we 
were serious, that the binaries would be produced, that we would modernize our 
stockpile, that we were serious about defensive measures, then they came back 
to the process, we think, with a renewed interest.

At that time, in the summit talks, there was—
Senator W a r n e r . Wait now, please. Let us get to the congressional action 

because I have to deal with this. Follow each word very carefully.
When we began, was that the beginning, the action of Congress last year?
Mr. E m e r y . Yes
Senator W a r n e r . That was the foundation for the progress that you have 

described thus far?
Mr. E m e r y . We believe that it is. Senator.
Senator W a r n e r . It directly contributed to it?
Mr. E m e r y . We believe that it did. We believe that without the positive vote 

in the Congress, the Soviets would be no closer to any further resolution.
Senator W a r n e r . S o  you perceived a change in their attitude once Congress, 

so to speak, bit the bullet on the CW issue last year?
Mr. E m e r y . We believe that’s correct. Senator.
Senator W a r n e r . Thank y o u .

Please continue.
Mr. E m e r y . I think it is very important to underline that point, exactly as I 

believe you and the committee perceives. The price we pay for inattention to this 
problem will be further reducing the possibility that the United States and Soviet 
Union will, in fact, be able to negotiate the comprehensive ban that the 
administration has proposed, because the Soviets will not unilaterally give up an

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
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advantage if they perceive that they can maintain an advantage by maintaining 
the status quo.

If they recognize that we are serious, that we will not allow them a unilateral 
advantage in chemical weapons or any other area, that we will maintain our 
deterrent posture, then they will be forced to recognize that they must deal with 
the issue in a variety of ways, including at the negotiating table.

Let me say also very strongly for the record that the Reagan administration 
believes that it is fundamentally in our interests and in the interests of our allies 
to have a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

We are still hoping that the Soviets will respond in the conference on 
disarmament or otherwise to the proposal that Vice President Bush presented in 
Geneva a couple of years ago.  ̂There are a number of differences of opinion and 
approach which we believe are negotiable, and we hope that the Soviets will 
respond, particularly to their concerns abut the so-called article X, which deals 
with challenge inspection.

We also note an increasing interest among various nations throughout the 
world in dealing with this problem. We hope that the combination of resolute 
approach on the part of the Congress in dealing with the deterrent problem and 
the production of the binary weapons, plus an increasing international conscious
ness, which is being raised by chemical weapon activity in the Middle East and 
elsewhere, will encourage the Soviets to take the issue seriously and to meet us 
at the negotiating table in a multilateral forum or otherwise to resolve the 
differences and arrive at a treaty.

We believe that is extremely important and, of course, is the comerstone of the 
administration’s CW policy.

I should say, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that there have been a couple of 
other issues that have been raised with respect to chemical weapons.

One is the question raised by the United States-Soviet discussions proposed at 
the summit dealing with nonproliferation. I should say that it is not in our interest 
and not the administration’s policy to shift away from the negotiation of a 
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons, merely to attain a nonproliferation 
treaty.

We believe that the focus of our activity should be, and certainly is now, the 
completion and signing of a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. We do not 
wish any nonproliferation discussions to move us away from that goal.

Second, the Soviets continue to press the concept of a chemical weapon-free 
zone.

I should say that although in various parts of the world it might have 
considerable political appeal because it is simple and easy to understand as a 
concept, we must keep in mind that no matter what a “chemical weapon free 
zone” might state as a goal or a policy, chemical weapons may be brought in or 
shot in to any particular area, no matter whether it is a chemical free zone or not.

We feel that the only way to guarantee that chemical weapons will not be used 
is to eliminate them, to guarantee that they do not exist, to destroy the production 
and storage facilities, and furthermore, to establish an international process

3 Ibid., 1984, pp. 269-299.
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whereby questionable facilities could be challenged and examined by an appro
priate team of inspectors to guarantee that no clandestine facility or illegal 
activity will be allowed by any country, whether it is the United States, the Soviet 
Union, or anyone else.

58. Statement by the Ambassador at Large and Special 
Adviser to tlie Secretary of State on Nonprolifera
tion Policy and Nuclear Energy Affairs (Kennedy) 
Before a Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: U.S. Nuclear Nonprolifera
tion Activities in 1985 [Extract], April 10,1986^

At the outset, Mr. Chairman, I would like to review very briefly the outline of 
our policy as it was established by the President early in the administration. The 
President’s policy statement of July 16, 1981, made it clear the administration 
believes strongly that preventing the spread of nuclear weapons is a fundamental 
national security objective.^ The twin goals of our policy are to halt the spread of 
nuclear weapons and to steer nuclear development toward peaceful applications 
in power generation, medicine, industry, and agriculture.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to include the President’s 
policy statement in the record. Let me note here that the policy statement was 
issued on July 16, 1981.

That statement represented the result of a long and intensive discussion of a 
number of ideas that were put forward by the so-called transition team and others. 
I was not part of the transition team of the Department of State. I headed the 
transition team for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. I was consulted from 
time to time on matters concerning the Department of State and gave some views.

The views of the transition team were a comprehensive review of nonprolif
eration policy as they saw it and of the effects of the Non-Proliferation Act  ̂at the 
time as they saw it.

The purpose of such a report was, as was in the case of all transition reports in 
1981, and as I suspect is the case following all Presidential elections, to present 
views which the incoming administration might consider as it structures its own 
programs and structures its organizations for the future. In no sense was the report 
considered prescriptive or essentially even descriptive of the administration’s 
intentions, only advisory opinions given to the administration. It was in that 
context that report was reviewed, and as I think the Senator and I have previously 
discussed, that report did not come to fruition in many, many respects; indeed in

' Review of 1985 U.S. Government Nonproliferation Activities: Hearing Before the 
Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Government Processes.. pp. 5-13. 

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 278-280.
 ̂The text of the act may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
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most; certainly not in the proposal for eliminating or substantially revising the 
Non-Proliferation Act.

If I may, now, simply to go on to note that in implementing the President’s 
policy in 1981, we formulated a series of specific objectives. In broad terms, we 
want to assure that there will be no nuclear explosions by nonnuclear weapon 
states and no addition to the number of threshold states, that is, countries lacking 
only a political decision to explode a nuclear device.

We seek both continued, broad, international recognition that proliferation is 
in no one’s interest and support for wider application of IAEA safeguards in 
countries which have not yet placed all of their nuclear activities in the 
international safeguards system.

To accomplish these objectives, we have continually sought to get improve
ments in the IAEA safeguards system and in the delivery of technical assistance 
in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy in that agency. We have sought to upgrade 
nuclear export controls to cover new and advanced technologies; reinforce the 
U.S. reputation for effective cooperation and reliable supply. This was a very 
important task we had to set for ourselves in 1981 because, by that time, our 
reputation had sunk throughout the world to a low to which I would hope it would 
never fall again.

We sought to expand our dialog with non-NPT states and to encourage 
broadened application of safeguards to their unsafeguarded nuclear facilities.

We sought and continue to seek universal adherence to the NPT,"̂  and we 
encourage all Latin American countries not having done so already to ratify the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco^ and to bring it into force. We seek to complete any 
agreements for peaceful, nuclear cooperation and to amend existing agreements 
to include the strengthened nonproliferation controls that are called for by the 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978. And, last, we have attempted to expand the 
number and frequency of bilateral discussions with other countries on the 
strengthening of the nonproliferation regime.

There have been four basic areas in which we focused: Multilateral efforts to 
strengthen the international regime, including the NPT and the IAEA; the 
negotiation and renegotiation of agreements for peaceful cooperation; supplier 
cooperation, including technical efforts to improve export controls; and our 
efforts with non-NPT countries.

Let me review briefly the administration’s specific achievements in that light. 
For a more detailed account, I would refer you, Mr. Chairman, to the President’s 
annual report^ to which you referred in your opening remarks.

In the multilateral area, efforts are continuing to strengthen the international 
nonproliferation regime. There have been two noteworthy developments, we 
believe, in the last year.

First, working closely with many other NPT parties, the United States was able 
to bring off, in conjunction with those other states, a highly successful outcome 
to the third review conference to which you referred.

 ̂Ibid.,1968, pp. 461^65. 
5 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
 ̂Document 1.
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Second, a threat to Israel’s rights and privileges as a member of the IAEA, an 
issue which has plagued that institution’s general conference ever since 1981, 
was turned aside at last year’s general conference.

The NPT review conference emphatically reaffirmed the support of the parties 
to the treaty and their belief in its importance to international peace and security. 
The success of that conference provides a very effective foundation for what is 
the most widely adhered to arms control agreement in history.

In addition to the success of the review conference, the NPT, in 1985, drew 
additional strength from the adherence of eight new members. Of particular note 
among these is North Korea, whose adherence will help ensure that the nuclear 
issue does not contribute to further tension on the Korean peninsula. With the 
addition of Colombia and Malawi in 1986, the total number of treaty parties is 
now 133.

The second positive multilateral development in 1985 came in the IAEA, as I 
mentioned. Since 1957, with the establishment of that organization, every 
administration has worked to strengthen the agency, and, as noted above. 
President Reagan pledged continued strong support of the IAEA shortly after his 
election. Part of this support means steadfastly resisting the introduction of 
extraneous, political issues into the workings of this essentially technical agency.

This past September, the general conference of the IAEA rejected efforts to 
seek sanctions against Israel for its 1981 attack on the Osirak research reactor in 
Iraq, approving, instead, a resolution which affirmed that Israel had fully 
responded to earlier resolutions calling upon it not to attack or threaten to attack 
peaceful nuclear facilities.^ Thus, in 1985, the general conference, in essence, 
concluded the debate on this issue, and we hope that the issue will not reemerge.

Mr. Chairman, you asked that I address in my testimony U.S. support for the 
IAEA and the impact of that support on our nonproliferation influence. As the 
U.S. representative to the IAEA and the U.S. governor on its board, I can confirm 
that our support for the agency, both as to its safeguards and its technical 
assistance functions, remains strong and unwavering. This is a key part of our 
nonproliferation policy and has been repeatedly reaffirmed by the President and 
by the Secretary of State.

Our commitment to effective application of international safeguards is based 
on a recognition that the IAEA system provides the necessary confidence that a 
country is carrying out its nonproliferation obligations. Our assistance to safe
guards is focused on providing adequate trained personnel and equipment which 
are required to apply adequate safeguards. We cannot allow inspection capabili
ties to be outpaced by advancing technology and thus, much of our work is aimed 
at safeguards application on advanced nuclear technologies.

As to technical cooperation, we contribute to the IAEA’s technical assistance 
and cooperation fund as well as provide in-kind technical cooperation to serve the 
needs of many members, particularly developing country members providing 
help to them in nuclear applications in medicine, agriculture, and basic industry.

 ̂GC (XXIX)/RES/443. The text has been reprinted in Documents on Disarmament,
1985, pp. 687-689.

Document 58



KENNEDY STATEMENT, APRIL 10 185

The United States is also a key participant in the Committee on Assurances of 
Supply, another major multilateral effort. This committee was established by the 
IAEA in 1980, following the international fuel-cycle evaluation. Our effort in 
this committee has been to develop principles which would assure recipient 
countries reliable access to nuclear technology, while reaffirming the necessity 
of international nonproliferation assurances as a basis for such supply.

The United States also has been a key participant in preparations for the U.S. 
Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, which is scheduled for 
March of next year. The United States and other Western countries have 
expressed support for such a conference, particularly one which focuses on the 
various technical applications of peaceful nuclear technology which are most 
relevant to the needs of developing countries. As in the Committee on Assurances 
and Supply, we have insisted that nonproliferation concerns be clearly taken into 
account, and we will continue to do so.

Section 404 of the Non-Proliferation Act required that the United States initiate 
a program to renegotiate existing agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation in 
order to incorporate the additional nonproliferation undertakings which are 
required by the law in new agreements.

Since the Non-Proliferation Act was enacted in 1978, the U.S. Government has 
negotiated or renegotiated 13 agreements meeting all of the requirements of that 
act.

As to the renegotiation of existing agreements, our major efforts have focused 
on continuing discussions with Japan and Euratom. Euratom states, of course, are 
representing all the states of the European Community. This undertaking is in 
direct response to the Non-Proliferation Act’s requirement that the President 
initiate a program to renegotiate agreements for cooperation in effect when the 
Non-Proliferation Act was enacted to incorporate all the undertakings required 
for new agreements. In this context, and that is the context of incorporating all 
of the undertakings required by the law for new agreements, we have offered to 
Japan and Euratom consideration of long-term arrangements concerning their 
reprocessing and plutonium use.

We have made this offer for facilities which we determine meet the require
ments of U.S. law. Since the offer is in the context of seeking a new or amended 
agreement, the law requires that the President must determine in writing that the 
proposal will promote and not constitute an unreasonable risk to the common 
defense and security.

In addition, since the advance-consent arrangement will involve reprocessing 
and plutonium transfers, we will also determine, before entering into such an 
arrangement, that our approval will not result in a significant increase in the risk 
of proliferation. In this regard, we will give foremost consideration to timely 
warning, as required by the law.

Our negotiations with Japan achieved considerable progress in 1985. I met 
personally on a number of occasions with my Japanese counterpart, while 
technical working groups also met to discuss such issues as safeguards and 
physical security. Our efforts culminated in the Japanese decision announced 
publicly last December to negotiate an agreement with the United States that 
meets all of the requirements of the United States law. We also have continued

Document 58



186 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

to pursue discussion with Euratom and have taken the opportunity in that case to 
explain in detail the requirements of U.S. law; the value of a renegotiated 
agreement for cooperation; and our intention to develop a reliable supply basis 
with Euratom which does not conflict with the European Community’s long
term intentions to pursue advanced nuclear technology.

In addition to these particular agreements, we recently concluded, also, Mr. 
Chairman, the agreement for cooperation with Finland, and we have undertaken 
preliminary discussions with Switzerland regarding the renegotiation of the 
United States-Swiss agreement for cooperation.

For more than a decade, the United States has, together with other nuclear 
suppliers, worked to develop a supplier consensus on nuclear export conditions 
and controls. This effort has been remarkably successful in encouraging restraint 
in the transfer of sensitive technologies, broadening the scope of items whose 
export requires IAEA safeguards, and in dealing with particular problem coun
tries.

We have, consistent with the President’s initiative on comprehensive safe
guards, urged other suppliers to make comprehensive safeguards a condition for 
significant new supply commitments to nonnuclear weapon states. We are 
increasing the number of countries with which we regularly conduct bilateral 
discussions on this and on a wide variety of nonproliferation matters.

These consultations have enabled us to maintain a dialog in which problems 
can be identified along with proposed courses of action with them. In this regard, 
we counted among our major accomplishments the establishment of regularly 
scheduled nonproliferation, bilateral consultations with the Soviet Union. We 
met twice with the Soviets in 1985, once in Helsinki and once in Washington. Our 
next meeting is scheduled for early June in Moscow, and we plan to continue to 
meet twice yearly thereafter.

Nonproliferation is one of the areas where we and the Soviet Union have 
interests that run parallel and frequently coincide. The joint statement issued by 
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev at the close of their 1985 
summit underscored this very point. In that statement, both leaders reaffirmed 
their nation ’ s commitment to the NPT; their intention to continue promoting and 
strengthening the IAEA and, more generally, their mutual interest in strengthen
ing, together with other countries, the nonproliferation regime.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert for the record the 
joint statement that was issued by the General Secretary and President Reagan.

Senator C o c h r a n . Without objection, it will be included in the record.
[The joint statement of President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev 

referred to follows:]

N u c l e a r  N o n - P r o l if e r a t io n

General Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan reaffirmed the com
mitment of the USSR and the U.S. to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons and their interest in strengthening together with other 
countries the non-proliferation regime, and in further enhancing the effec
tiveness of the Treaty, inter alia by enlarging its membership.
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They note with satisfaction, the overall positive results of the recent 
Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons.®

The USSR and the U.S. reaffirm their commitment, assumed by them 
under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on matters of nuclear arms limitation and disar
mament in accordance with Article VI of the Treaty.

The two sides plan to continue to promote the strengthening of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency and to support the activities of the 
Agency in implementing safeguards as well as in promoting the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy.

They view positively the practice of regular Soviet-United States consul
tations on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons which have been business
like and constructive and express their intent to continue this practice in the 
future.^

Ambassador K e n n e d y . As I review this record in enhancing the supplier 
export control process, I must also call attention, Mr. Chairman, to an issue that 
will grow in importance, that is, how to integrate newly emerging suppliers into 
the framework of policy norms and export controls, to which the established 
suppliers adhere. I would note that Argentina has declared that it will require 
IAEA safeguards on its nuclear exports. South Africa has stated that it will follow 
the London Supplier Guidelines in its export policy.

China, too, has announced that it is requiring IAEA safeguards on its nuclear 
exports.*’ We will continue our bilateral efforts in 1986 and encourage other 
suppliers to engage in similar efforts with emerging suppliers.

We continue our efforts to restore a dialog on the benefits of a strong 
nonproliferation regime with non-NPT parties who have developed significant 
nuclear programs.

In the case of Latin America, we have conducted intensive discussions with the 
Governments of Brazil and Argentina in an effort to develop a closer relationship 
in the areas of safeguards and non-sensitive peaceful nuclear cooperation, while 
attempting to reach a better understanding of the importance of nonproliferation 
generally. Both countries have significant nuclear programs and are attempting 
to develop an advanced industrial capacity across the entire nuclear fuel cycle. 
We believe, however, that there is an increased sensitivity on their part to 
international nonproliferation concerns.

We continue to urge both Brazil and Argentina to bring the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
into force and to place all of their nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards. We 
are gratified by the assurances of both countries that their nuclear programs are 
devoted to peaceful uses. Particularly, we have followed closely developments 
pursuant to the very important announcement by Presidents Alfonsin and Samey

 ̂Ibid., 1985,^^. 641-659.
 ̂Ibid., p. 868.
‘°The Guidelines may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 7-25. 
^̂ Ibid., 1984, pp. 693-694.
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at Iguazu Falls last November. At that time, they announced that a joint working 
group would be formed to discuss nuclear cooperation and mutual confidence- 
building measures in the nuclear area. We understand that those discussions have 
started and we look forward to the outcome of those talks.

We continue to urge Israel and South Africa to adhere to the NPT. We are 
pleased that South Africa is continuing its discussions with the IAEA regarding 
safeguards on its new semicommercial enrichment facility. We are also pleased 
that South Africa continues to apply IAEA safeguards on its nuclear exports and 
is abiding by the London Supplier Guidelines in respect to exports.

My review of nonproliferation policy would not be complete without a brief 
discussion of the situation in South Asia. While President Ziâ  ̂ and Prime 
Minister Junejo have publicly made assurances regarding the peaceful nature of 
Pakistan’s nuclear program, we have continued to convey to the Pakistan 
Government on numerous occasions and at the highest levels our concerns about 
unsafeguarded nuclear activities in that country.

We have made it clear that the Pakistani nuclear restraint is essential to our 
ability and our desire to provide security assistance. As the President certified to 
the Congress last fall, we do not believe that Pakistan possesses a nuclear device. 
We are convinced, as well, that our program of security assistance has contrib
uted and will contribute significantly to reducing that risk.

Let me add here, Mr. Chairman, President Zia has, in fact, given the most 
unequivocal assurances on the question of a nuclear explosives program. He has 
stated there will be no such explosives program completed and that he under
stands fully the concerns which we have expressed to him and respects those 
concerns.

Mr. Chairman, we also recognize, however, that the nuclear issue in South Asia 
has a significant regional dimension. Just as we have been very clear in Islamabad 
about our concerns over Pakistan’s nuclear program, so we also expressed our 
concern in New Delhi over India’s largely unsafeguarded nuclear program and 
its steady expansion. We continue to urge both Pakistan and India to join the NPT 
or otherwise accept full-scope safeguards.

In a more fundamental sense, the most promising prospect for a lasting solution 
to the South Asia nuclear issue lies in a dialog between India and Pakistan leading 
to significant nonproliferation steps by both, and in an overall reduction of Indo- 
Pakistan tensions.

In this connection, we welcomed as a very useful first step, President Zia’s and 
Prime Minister Gandhi ’ s agreement in principle last December not to attack each 
other’s nuclear facilities. We have urged both sides to follow up with additional 
measures.

You asked, Mr. Chairman, that I comment on the nonproliferation policy 
process. Nonproliferation policy in this Government is carried out not just by the 
Department of State but also by other parts of the executive branch, including the 
National Security Council staff, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
and the Departments of Energy, Commerce and Defense. The Nuclear Regula-

1985, pp. 896-897.
•3 Ibid., 1982, pp. 706-708, 896-897; ibid., 1984, pp. 518-519.
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tory Commission also plays a key role in its review of nuclear export licenses 
pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act. Each of these agencies operates pursuant to 
U.S. law and the nonproliferation policy framework which was established by the 
President in his 1981 statement. Each agency clearly has an important role, and 
all are committed to the objective of halting the spread of nuclear explosives.

As to my own role, Mr. Chairman, the announcement by the President of my 
nomination to be Ambassador at Large stated that the Ambassador at Large 
would “coordinate and direct U.S. non-proliferation efforts” as you earlier noted.

The President’s decision was designed to bring our nonproliferation efforts 
into sharper focus, ensuring the high level attention and action which this vital 
goal demands.

You asked, Mr. Chairman, whether there were any problems in this process 
which might affect our Government’s effectiveness in the international nonpro
liferation regime. The answer is no. Each agency fully understands the nature of 
its own role in carrying out U.S. law and implementing the President’s nonpro
liferation policy. \^^ile there are sometimes differences of view on how best to 
implement that policy, there are interagency mechanisms for resolving those 
differences and concentrating all of our efforts on our overall objectives.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, you asked me to comment on the condition of the U.S. 
nuclear industry and the impact of that condition on our nonproliferation 
influence with other nations. We have always sought ways to ensure that our 
nuclear supply policies contributed to the development of a sound nonprolifera
tion policy. As President Reagan observed in his 1981 statement, and I quote:

The United States will cooperate with other nations in the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy. To carry out these policies, I am instructing the Secretary 
of State, working with the other responsible agencies, to give priority 
attention to efforts to reestablish a leadership role for the United States in 
intemational nuclear affairs.

It is critical for reestablishing such a leadership role that the United States be 
seen as a predictable and reliable supplier of nuclear materials, equipment, and 
technology. I would add not just to be seen, but be shown to be. As I have said 
in previous hearings, with more and more nations embarking on civilian nuclear 
power programs, it is essential that the United States and other countries adopt 
policies that do not inhibit the legitimate peaceful uses of nuclear energy under 
stringent and effective nonproliferation controls.

At this time, there are a relative handful of opportunities for significant nuclear 
exports, such as nuclear power reactors. The American nuclear industry is facing 
stiff competition for those few opportunities. Nonetheless, American technology 
is well known as among the best in the world, if not the best, and is highly sought 
after by many countries.

Technical assistance from American companies continues to be pursued and 
sought by other countries, and I am confident that, in the long run, the influence 
derived from our technical and industrial leadership will continue to be a key part 
and basis for our nonproliferation influence.

^Ubid., 1981, p. 279.
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I wanted to stress here, though, Mr. Chairman, as I have stressed on many 
previous occasions, that the United States has never and will never sacrifice its 
nonproliferation principles for commercial gain or economic advantage. We 
have set this high standard for our own conduct, and we believe it should be the 
universal norm.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my formal statement. I would appreciate it, sir, 
at this point, if I could also request that I be allowed to incorporate in the record 
a statement made by Secretary Shultz before the United Nations Association in 
New York on the nonproliferation efforts of the administration.

59. Statement by the Soviet Government: U.S. Nuclear 
Test Explosion, April 11,1986^

The nuclear explosion conducted on 10 April 1986 by the United States clearly 
showed once again that the United States Administration’s words about its 
devotion to the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons serve in reality to conceal 
its intention to continue threatening mankind with the nuclear sword and to keep 
the world trapped by the fear of universal annihilation. Washington is again 
putting the egotistical and imperialistic ambitions of the United States military- 
industrial complex above the interests of mankind. The irresponsible actions of 
the United States Government constitute an open challenge not only to the Soviet 
Union but also to the peoples of every continent and to the world as a whole.

In direct contrast to the course pursued by the United States Administration, 
the Soviet Union has proposed an alternative to nuclear madness in its endeavour 
to help end the build-up of nuclear arsenals. Last summer the USSR announced 
that it was stopping all nuclear explosions from 6 August to 31 December 1985.  ̂
The Soviet Government urgently appealed to the United States Administration 
to join that initiative and thereby make the moratorium a mutual one. That would 
make possible a radical slow-down in the nuclear arms race, the termination of 
the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and of the creation of new types 
of such weapons, and a start on the road of practical action leading to the 
elimination of nuclear arms.

After the Geneva meeting between M.S. Gorbachev, General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and President 
Ronald Reagan of the United States, the Soviet Government, despite the 
continuation of nuclear tests in the United States, took yet another constructive 
step by extending its moratorium until 31 March 1986.  ̂Finally, in response to 
an appeal from the leaders of six countries—Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, 
Sweden and the United Republic of Tanzania—to the USSR and the United 
States not to conduct any nuclear tests during the period before the next Soviet-

Ibid., 1984, pp. 775-783.
• mmii.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444—445. 
 ̂Document 5.
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United States summit meeting"  ̂the Soviet side again showed its good will by 
declaring that it was ready to abstain from nuclear explosions even after 31 
March, until the first time the United States conducted such an explosion.^

Such one-sided moderation at a time when the United States was continuing 
to modernize its nuclear missile arsenal and engage in major military program
mes, including work on the so-called “strategic defense initiative”, clearly 
demonstrated the Soviet Union’s desire to try every possibility to influence the 
other side’s position by the force of its example. If the United States Administra
tion had responded to the Soviet initiative and taken the step expected of it by the 
peoples of the world, the possibility of halting nuclear tests on earth would have 
become a completely realistic one.

It is therefore easy to understand the profound disappointment and universal 
indignation in the world at the new underground nuclear-weapon test conducted 
by the United States side despite the protests and wishes of the world’s peoples 
and contrary to the voice of reason.

The Soviet Union has repeatedly given the United States Administration an 
opportunity to back up with practical actions its declarations that it was striving 
for a nuclear-free world and to take a responsible decision by joining the Soviet 
moratorium on nuclear explosions. At the same time, the Soviet leadership 
warned—and this warning was also emphasized in M. S. Gorbachev’s statement 
of 29 March on Soviet television—that if the United States continued its nuclear 
tests after 31 March, the Soviet Union would be compelled to renew its own 
nuclear tests.^

Since in spite of these warnings, a new nuclear test has been carried out in the 
United States, the USSR Government declares that as from now it is released 
from its unilateral commitment to refrain from conducting any nuclear explo
sions. If Washington continues its nuclear explosions, the Soviet State cannot fail 
to safeguard its own security and that of its allies.

Nevertheless, believing as before that the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests 
would be a genuine practical step leading to the elimination of nuclear arma
ments, the Soviet Union expresses its readiness to retum at any time to the subject 
of a mutual moratorium on nuclear explosions if the Government of the United 
States declares that it will refrain from conducting such explosions. Thus, the 
decision concerning the cessation of nuclear tests depends, as before, on the 
United States, on whether the United States Administration will show a sense of 
realism and responsibility.

At the same time, the Soviet Government again reaffirms its proposal to initiate 
at once discussions on the total cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The USSR is 
ready for talks in any form and for any type of agreement on the subject, so long 
as progress is made towards reaching an agreement.

The Soviet Government reaffirms its proposal to the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom to renew and bring to a conclusion the 
trilateral negotiations aimed at a general and complete cessation of nuclear-

 ̂Document 27.
 ̂Document 33.
 ̂Document 50.
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weapon testing, which were broken off in 1980. The Soviet Union favours an 
immediate start of multilateral negotiations within the framework of the Geneva 
Conference on Disarmament for the same purpose. We are also ready to reach 
agreement on extending the validity of the 1963 Moscow Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water to the 
underground testing of nuclear weapons,^ which was called for by the United 
Nations General Assembly at its fortieth session.*

In order to reach agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests, the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
has proposed to the President of the United States that they should hold a meeting 
in the near future at one of the European capitals. That offer remains open.

With regard to the questions concerning verification of the observance of an 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, there are no insurmountable 
difficulties, as is shown by the experience of many years of international 
consideration of these questions. The Soviet Union, for its part, attaches ex
tremely great importance to making provision for reliable measures to verify 
compliance with an agreement banning nuclear tests; it is in favour of the most 
rigorous control, including on-site inspection. All that is needed is the taking of 
a political decision to terminate the tests.

It is the profound conviction of the Soviet Government that the problem of 
banning nuclear-weapon tests is one of the most urgent problems of today, and 
the Soviet Union will continue to strive steadfasdy for its solution in the interests 
of ensuring international security and a stable peace without nuclear weapons.

60. Statement by Former Secretary of Defense Brown 
Before a Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs: Implications of Abandoning the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaties, April 15,1986^

I think we have to begin with the questions of Soviet compliance or noncom
pliance with the various SALT treaties and with the question of whether their 
continued observance or, in milder form, a policy of not undercutting them, is in 
the United States interests or not.

With regard to Soviet compliance, I would say that the Soviets have in many 
instances exploited ambiguities in the language of the treaties, which will always 
be present in any document; that they have taken full advantage of such 
ambiguities; that, in some cases, they have gone up to the edge and perhaps over 
the edge; and, in one case, I think they are clearly in the process of actions that 
will lead to noncompliance.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂General Assembly resolution 40/80B of December 12, 1985.
' Implications of Abandoning SALT: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms 

Control, International Security and Science of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. . 
pp. 2-7.
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The latter is the Krasnoyarsk radar which, when it goes into operation, I am 
convinced will operate as an early warning radar. That would be in violation of 
the ABM treaty, which requires that such radars be on the periphery and looking 
outward.^

Other possibilities or examples of possible or probable violations are more 
ambiguous. The SS-25 is—the Soviets say—a redesigned missile. The U.S. 
Government, and I agree, believe it to be a new design. The SALT II agreement 
requires all such designs, whether new or old, except one—and the Soviets have 
said the SS-24, not the SS-25, is that one— t̂o fall within certain limits of 
throwweight, missile weight, and so forth, as compared with preexisting mis
siles.^

The Soviets say it is a variant of the SS-13. Well, it is not. It is obviously a new 
missile.

That doesn’t matter in terms of the treaty. The question is whether the relevant 
parameters— f̂or example, throwweight—are within 5 percent of that of the 
SS-13. If they are, the missile is in compliance, and not a new missile by 
definition of the treaty. I have seen some of the evidence on this. I think it is 
ambiguous. I think it is quite possible that the Soviets have violated the treaty. 
The evidence is not completely conclusive, so I would have to say it is still 
somewhat of an open question. I think it is at the very least a suspicious situation.

The third example is encryption of telemetry. Here the language clearly was 
ambiguous. The Soviets are now certainly encrypting telemetry far beyond what 
they did at the time of the signing of the SALT II Treaty. The treaty requires that 
any telemetry encryption not be such as to impede verification.

There clearly are some places where Soviet encryption of telemetry has made 
it more difficult to find out, for example, what the throwweight is of some of these 
missiles. That does impede our ability to verify.

The Soviets say it does not prevent verification. That becomes a more 
ambiguous question. In my judgment, the borderline in the treaty is not whether 
it prevents; it is whether it impedes. But, impedes is not a very well-defined 
concept.

I will come back to the question of what we should do about all these things in 
a minute. But as to encryption, I would say we have poor language, the Soviets 
are probably violating the spirit, and it is hard to prove they are violating the letter 
of the agreement.

As to launcher numbers, the United States claim that the Soviets have violated 
the agreement not to increase the number of launchers above what were the 
number in place when the treaty was signed. There is a separate provision in the 
treaty that calls for a reduction to 2,250 launchers. That provision comes into 
force, by explicit treaty language, not on signing of the treaty but of ratification. 
Clearly, that provision never came into force. The Soviets are not accused of 
violating that one. They are accused of undercutting the SALT II Treaty by 
having increased the number of launchers.

 ̂For the text of the ABM Treaty, one of the SALT I agreements, see Documents on
Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.

 ̂The SALT II agreements may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

Document 60



194 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

The question is, How many SALT accountable launchers do they have? There,
I guess I would say the evidence is poor. I don’t think that the case has been 
proven. Some suspicion, but it has not been proven.

Since if we had ratified the treaty the Soviets would have been forced to reduce 
to 2,250, we are in a poor political—not necessarily a poor legal but a poor 
political—^position to make much out of this one.

I would regard this collection of evidence and of concerns about Soviet 
compliance as troublesome. I don’t think it should be swept under the rug. I think 
it is something to be concerned about.

The question is how to react to it. I will come back to that in a minute. That is 
the issue you are most concerned with.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS OF SALT ABANDONMENT

Let me turn to the question of, whether a policy of not undercutting the SALT
II treaty works in the interests of the United States? I would say clearly it does, 
providing both sides don’t undercut the treaty, because an abandonment of the 
SALT II Treaty would allow the Soviets in the next 4 years or so to deploy 500 
launchers more than they could deploy if they did not undercut the treaty, and 
about 4,000 warheads more.

Because the United States does not have a warm production line for some of 
these things—and where it does have a going production line, the rate of produc
tion is not very large, and the Congress is not likely, in politically realistic terms, 
given the budget situation, to approve a great expansion of production rates—the 
United States is very unlikely, in my judgment, to be able to respond with 
anything like comparable increases.

Some people would argue it doesn’t make any difference because, beyond a 
certain number, it doesn’t matter how many warheads there are. Those, by and 
large, were not the people who argued for retaining the SALT II agreements, 
however. Some of them, at least—argue we should abandon the SALT agree
ments, to gain more warheads. They argue that it is very important who has more 
warheads. I think there is a certain inconsistency in their claims.

The thrust of my argument here is that the Soviets are in a better position than 
we in terms of military production capabilities and in terms of political con
straints to build up their numbers of strategic launchers and warheads much more 
rapidly over the next 4 or 5 years than we could. That would adversely affect the 
military balance. It would increase the threat to our fixed land-based ICBM’s, 
which is already a very substantial threat.

It would make less survivable the proposed Midgetman missile. That depends 
on mobility for its survival, but it can be threatened by a sufficiently large barrage 
of Soviet attacking warheads, even if the Soviets don’t know where, within a 
large area, the Midgetman missile is. It would increase the threat to barrage our 
bomber force, as well.

It doesn’t yet get to the point where it allows the Soviets to barrage the ocean 
and threaten our submarine-launched ballistic missile force whose positions they 
don’t know and won’t know for the foreseeable future; but it certainly does 
undercut the survivability of at least two of the three components of the triad.
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Suppose, moreover, that the United States goes farther and abandons or erodes 
the ABM—Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. For example, we say the Soviets have 
violated the ABM Treaty by building the Krasnoyarsk radar, we hereby give 6 
months’ notice and are withdrawing from it. Then over the next few years the 
Soviets would be in a position to deploy ground-based antiballistic missile 
systems, again because they have a warm production base. They actually have a 
not very significant militarily deployment around Moscow, as is permitted by the 
ABM Treaty.

We have no deployments. We elected not to deploy what we could have 
deployed.

So, in 1990, again the Soviets could have a substantial ABM deployment, 
probably, and we would have none. Would that mean that our deterrent couldn’t 
penetrate? No; it would not mean that. We could still penetrate.

But whatever apprehensions people have about a strategic imbalance would 
be, and should be, considerably exacerbated under such circumstances.

I have now given the reasons why it is in our military interests and the interests 
of the military balance, interest of the United States from the point of view of the 
military balance, to continue to have a SALT II agreement observed, and the 
SALT I agreement and the ABM Treaty.

ARGUMENTS FOR SALT ABANDONMENT

What are the arguments on the other side? One argument is, we should not 
allow the Soviets to get away with it. That is, if they are encroaching on the spirit 
of the agreement and, in one case, in the process of violating the agreements, will 
they do that with impunity? My answer is no; we should not let them do that with 
impunity.

I don’t think, however, the proper response is to abandon the ABM agreement, 
or for us, ourselves, to violate the SALT agreements. I will come back to that in 
a minute.

A continuation of that argument is that if we let the Soviets get away with this 
much, they will do more. They will violate the treaty more. Again, I would agree 
that that is a good reason for us to do something about it. The question is. What 
is that something?

It also is argued that we are giving up certain military options, military force 
options, force procurement options, by continuing to abide by the SALT 
agreements. I think the answer to that is yes, we are; but they seem to me not to 
be options that we would be likely to exercise.

The immediate issue is that referred to in the public release made from the 
chairman of this committee yesterday or the day before. It is the question of 
whether the United States will continue to abide by the limit of 1,200 on MIRV’d 
ICBM’s and SLBM’s when new Trident submarines come—start their sea trials.

The treaty clearly does require that within 6 months of that time, other systems 
be retired, dismantled, such that the 1,200 limit is preserved. In order to do that, 
Poseidon boats would have to be dismantled with the dismantling completed 
within 6 months of the time that new Trident boat comes into sea trials.
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And the argument can be made that the United States would by doing that be 
reducing its strategic force capability in order to comply with the treaty. That is 
a correct argument. We would be.

The argument is further made, particularly if the Soviets are planning to break 
out of the ABM Treaty, this is one of the forces you would like to keep in the 
United States force, because to penetrate Soviet ABM’s you would want more 
warheads.

That argument is not consistent with the argument that the proper response to 
an adversary’s ABM deployment is to reduce your strategic offensive forces and 
make them outmoded and obsolete. But, in fact, that is not what would be 
proposed here. It is not what I would expect anybody to do.

I accept the utility of more warheads as a counter to ABM as an argument for 
not throwing away old forces, but it has to be balanced against what we open up 
if we violate the SALT II agreement. If we undercut the SALT II agreement, 
admit we are doing so, and say we are doing it because the Soviets did it first, that 
would put the Soviets in a position of being able to not retire the forces that they 
will otherwise have to retire under SALT. It will give the Soviets 500 more 
launchers and 4,000 more warheads by 1990. It will put us in a worse military 
position.

On balance, therefore, I would say the United States is better off continuing to 
abide by the SALT II agreements, even though we have these concerns about the 
Soviet actions.

FACTORS INSURING SOVIET COMPLIANCE

Moreover, I do not think that U.S. action undercutting the treaty would cause 
the Soviets to draw back. What deters the Soviets? Why are the Soviets not going 
to deploy these 500 extra launchers and 4,000 warheads that, absent the SALT
II agreements, they would be expected to do?

One reason is that if they violate the SALT II agreements by doing that, it would 
harm their political relations in the rest of the world. Clearly, the Europeans 
would be less susceptible to Soviet proclamations that the Soviet Union is the 
peaceful country and the United States the warlike one if the Soviets were to go 
ahead and deploy all these systems, or not retire the old ones, in violation of the 
SALT agreements.

On the other hand, the Soviets have not admitted to violating SALT. If the 
United States takes an action that violates it and says it is taking an action that 
violates it, the onus is off the Soviets if they then proceed to violate it themselves. 
Whoever admits to violating it first takes the greatest flack.

The second thing that deters the Soviets from these larger deployments, which 
they can physically do, is United States-Soviet relations. In other words, it would 
clearly worsen United States-Soviet relations if they did that. There are some 
reasons for them not to want that to happen.

On the other hand, if the United States proceeds to violate the SALT II 
agreements, I think the Soviets would probably devalue the importance of United 
States-Soviet relations in their own calculus, and again I think that this would not 
have the effect of deterring the Soviets.
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Third is cost. Clearly, it will cost them more to have these additional forces than 
if they did not have them. On the other hand, these are incremental costs. By and 
large they are things they are doing some of and would do more of, or keeping 
old forces whose costs they tend not to regard as excessive. So, again I don’t think 
that would deter them.

U.S. OPTIONS

What should we do then? I have said it doesn’t make sense for us to violate the 
SALT II agreements in response to Soviet misbehavior. What should we do? 
Let’s go down the list.

Krasnoyarsk, I say, is a violation. I believe we should engage them further in 
the special consultative commission [SCC] and should insist that they stop 
construction. Unfortunately, most of the construction is finished and it might 
actually be necessary to get a look inside to see how close it was to operational.
I would press them on that.

I don’t know how it would come out. I happen to think this is one on which the 
Soviets are somewhat shamefaced. I don’t know what happened. My own guess 
is that it kind of slipped through as a cost-reduction program. It is a lot cheaper 
to put it there than up in the permafrost.

That doesn’t make it less of a violation. But I think it is something that slipped 
by them. It might be possible to push them on that.

On the SS-25, which is a possible violation, the proper response, it seems to 
me, is to go ahead with the Midgetman Program. That is not a violation of SALT
II as it now stands. On the other hand if no new arms control agreements are 
reached, deploying it would be a violation.

We should tell the Soviets it is our intention, if we don’t reach some sort of 
agreement legitimizing it, to go ahead with this one anyway. It is so clearly an 
appropriate—indeed proportional— t̂o the SS-25, which may be legal, and may 
not, that I think that would not be, in my judgment, undercutting the SALT II 
Treaty any more than the Soviets have already done.

Encryption of telemetry: It has been proposed we should encrypt our telemetry. 
I think that would be a very foolish thing to do. It would essentially say our 
interpretation allows encryption of everything. The Soviets would go ahead and 
encrypt everything. We would be much worse off.

On the launcher number, as I say, there is poor evidence. I think that the 
launcher number, including the MIRV’d launcher sublimit, is something we 
should continue to live up to. If the administration decides that it does not want 
to dismantle the Poseidon submarines, it could lay them up and delay the sea trials 
of the new Tridents for some time.

It does not become a violation until 6 months after those sea trials. But I 
personally think that the President and the country would be better off politically 
and militarily, as well, if the President would repeat his decision of last summer, 
his courageous, politically popular, and I think very effective decision to 
continue not to undercut the SALT II treaties or any of the other SALT 
agreements.
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61. Soviet Reply to the UN Secretary-General: UN Disar
mament Studies, April 17,1986^

1. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics considers the preparation by the 
Secretary-General, with assistance from governmental experts, of studies on 
various aspects of the arms race and disarmament to be an important area of the 
work of the United Nations. It takes an active part in such work. In doing so, the 
main criterion that the Soviet Union applies in determining its approach to each 
specific study is how far such a study can contribute to the practical solution of 
issues relating to disarmament. Bearing this consideration in mind, Soviet 
experts have in recent years taken part in the preparation of reports on confi
dence-building measures, conventional armaments, concepts of security and so 
forth. Representatives of the USSR, together with experts from other countries, 
are now completing work on a report on the concept of “deterrence” and will 
update the report on the economic and social consequences of the arms race.

2. Disarmament studies conducted under the auspices of the United Nations 
cannot and must not, of course, be a substitute for negotiations on real measures 
for disarmament. The Soviet Union is strongly opposed to this.

3. Thus, for example, continued work by the group of experts on constructing 
price indices and purchasing-power parities for States’ military expenditures can 
have no practical value. This work does not help to solve the problem of reducing 
military budgets; and, what is more, it is aimed essentially at substituting 
deliberately complex studies on the comparability of military expenditures—in 
other words, nothing but endless arguments about figures between economists, 
statisticians and other experts—for a solution to that problem. In fact, it is an 
attempt by some States to complicate the issue of real disarmament and to give 
the appearance of efforts for disarmament at a time when the arms race is 
continuing to escalate. Such an approach is alien to the Soviet Union.

4. An unjustified increase in the number of studies conducted under the 
auspices of the United Nations would not serve to enhance their effectiveness. 
Such a practice can only lead to a higher United Nations budget, without yielding 
practical results.

5. The Soviet Union is firmly convinced that the United Nations studies on 
disarmament, by reflecting the real situation in that field, must assist and support 
negotiations on the various issues of arms limitation. It is clear, therefore, that the 
importance of such studies is determined by whether or not practical results are 
achieved at the negotiations.

6. Broad opportunities for achieving such results at the negotiations are 
afforded in the extensive proposals submitted by the Soviet Union recently, 
including at the Twenty-seventh Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union.^

7. The Congress identified as a central part of Soviet foreign policy the struggle 
to implement the programme for comprehensive security through disarmament

' A/41/421, pp. 20-21. 
 ̂Document 31.
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put forward on 15 January 1986 (see A/41/97).^ At its core is a plan for the step- 
by-step elimination of nuclear arms and the banning of space strike weapons. The 
USSR proposes the complete elimination of chemical weapons, in addition to 
nuclear weapons, and also the renunciation of the development of other weapons 
of mass destruction. Moreover, it is prepared to go as far as other States are 
willing to proceed in the area of reducing conventional weapons and armed 
forces. The relevant Soviet proposals at the negotiations on disarmament contain 
all the essential elements, inter alia, regarding questions of verification, for 
providing the opportunity to reach mutually acceptable accords without delay.

8. The task of ridding present and future generations of the fear of a nuclear 
catastrophe and of establishing a comprehensive system of international security 
requires that the entire existing system of negotiations be set in motion and the 
maximum efficiency be ensured in the machinery of disarmament. To this end, 
the fullest use should be made of all existing instruments—including, of course, 
such a universal organ for multilateral co-operation as the United Nations. 
Studies on the various issues relating to disarmament should have their place in 
its work in that area.

9. The Soviet Union, for its part, is ready to participate further in those United 
Nations studies that would, in practical terms, advance the cause of real 
disarmament and assist in the struggle against the danger of war.

62. Address by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev in 
Berlin [Extract], April 18,1986^

• • • • • • •

Comrades,
Problems of war and peace feature prominently at your congress, and with 

good reason. The international situation remains tense and acute. And we 
communists consider it our paramount duty to do everything possible to stop the 
world from sliding toward nuclear catastrophe.

It is exactly the striving for these aims that had dictated also our trip to Geneva, 
the moratorium on nuclear explosions and the concrete programme of fully 
liquidating nuclear arms which was set forth in January.^ These major initiatives 
accorded with the interests of all nations and were energetically supported by the 
allied socialist countries, by many countries of the world. People began to hope 
for a change in the political atmosphere for the better.

But alas, today this hope is being subjected to serious trials. The military- 
industrial complex that rules in the United States is clearly not suited by a turn

 ̂Document 5.
• Moscow TASS in English, April 18,1986; FBIS Daily Report, April 18,1986, vol. Ill, 

pp. F6-F9. The General Secretary addressed the Eleventh Congress of the Socialist Unity 
Party (SED) of the German Democratic Republic.
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towards a normalisation of the international situation. The arms merchants 
shudder at the mere thought that the Soviet Union and the United States might 
reach agreement on disarmament. Contrary to the pressing interests and aspira
tions of all peoples, including its own people, Washington has taken to the road 
of actually undermining the Geneva accords, the road of actions that only further 
complicate the already tense situation in the world arena.

I refer first of all to the two sinister nuclear explosions in Nevada which 
destroyed a unique chance to give the process of disarmament a real start. I also 
refer to the impudent action taken by the United States against Libya that is 
fraught with the danger of a serious worsening of the situation in the world.

Everything shows that Washington has decided in its usual manner to teach the 
Arab countries a lesson, to force them to give up their struggle for a just settlement 
of the conflict in the Middle East. But this is also evidence of the bankruptcy of 
the American policy in the region—a policy of maneouvres and separate deals 
in favour of Israel, a policy profoundly hostile to the interests of the Arab peoples.

No reference to terrorism gives the American Administration the right to play 
the role of an “international judge” and self-appointed chastiser, to replace the 
principles of international intercourse with jungle law. The more so that the 
matter is not in acts of terrorism that are firmly condemned by the entire 
international community.

It is for many years now that U.S. imperialists have been keeping up pressure 
on Libya and other Arab countries upholding their sovereign rights and defend
ing the just cause of the Arab people of Palestine.

The USSR and other socialist countries have been demonstrating their solidar
ity with Libya in words and in deeds. They have warned about the grave 
responsibility the United States is shouldering by engaging in armed aggression 
against an independent country which is a U.N. member.

Set against a broad international context, the crime against Libya as well as the 
stubborn continuation of nuclear testing and the escalation of threats against 
Nicaragua cannot be viewed as isolated developments. They all are manifesta
tions of the general policy of Washington whose militarist, aggressive nature has 
revealed itself most visually these days.

I would like to stress that in Washington and in the European capitals they 
should realize that such actions are doing direct harm also to dialogue between 
the USSR and the United States and between East and West in general. There 
should be no pretending that the U.S. Administration is not aware that Soviet- 
U.S. relations cannot develop independently of how the United States is behaving 
on the international scene and what kind of situation is taking shape as a result.

It should be clear to every sensible person now who is really working for peace 
and who is pushing nations into the nuclear precipice. One can imagine what 
would be left of the human race and its civilization were the Soviet Union 
behaving in the world like the United States.

Such short-sighted, egoistic and adventurist policy is, however, in principle 
alien to socialism.

At this moment of responsibility no-one may dodge discharging one’s duty to 
the present and succeeding generations. The destiny of peace must not be left at 
the mercy of U.S. militarists.
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As far as the Soviet Union and the other countries of the socialist community 
are concerned, they have acted and will continue to act being fully aware of their 
responsibility.

Today we declare with utter certainty: Our proposals for eliminating nuclear 
weapons and bridling the arms race hold good. If the governments of Western 
countries are really concerned about the fate of peace, it is high time they began 
matching their words with deeds.

This is yet to happen. Let us take Europe. We can point out that the Soviet 
Union made a big concession by suggesting that the Soviet and American 
medium-range nuclear missiles be removed from the whole territory of Europe 
on the condition that the other NATO countries, Britain and France, would not 
build up their missile potentials. But now the very same governments that only 
recently regarded the Soviet SS-20 missiles as the main threat to Western Europe 
declare that this is not enough, that the road to the further buildup of missiles and 
nuclear warheads by Britain and France should not be blocked.

Where is logic here, may I ask, where is the principle of equality and equal 
security? There is no trace of them.

There is no logic in the policy of West Germany as well. Its government keeps 
talking about its commitment to peace and its desire to develop cooperation with 
socialist countries and pledging that war will never be launched from the territory 
of the country. But what do we have in reality? It is in West German territory that 
Pershings and cruise missiles targeted eastwards are lurking. No other West 
European government, it seems, has given such a wholehearted support to the 
American militarist SDI program. Moreover, Bonn has complemented it with a 
European “star wars” plan. All this is all the more alarming since the ruling class 
of West Germany continues to claim that there is an “open German question,” has 
not given up revanchist plans.

The Soviet Union attaches much importance to the development of relations 
with West Germany as a major European state. What is more, we are prepared 
to develop these relations on an equal basis and to mutual benefit. But this calls 
first and foremost for Bonn’s policy to meet in practice the interests of peace and 
security. We want to stress in the context that we unconditionally support the 
legitimate demand of the GDR to West Germany that relations between them be 
fully brought into accordance with the commonly recognized norms of interna
tional law.

Discussing the situation in Europe, we see another major problem, namely, the 
confrontation in the continent of powerful forces armed with conventional 
weapons.

Two groupings of troops, each three million strong and possessing the most 
advanced tanks, missiles and planes, let alone small arms of all types, face each 
other in Europe. Moreover, what is called conventional weapons are constantly 
being improved and made more sophisticated and powerful, their effects becom
ing more and more like those of weapons of mass destruction.

There is one more aspect to this problem. We are told that Western Europe 
cannot give up nuclear weapons, including American ones, because in this case 
it would allegedly feel less secure in the face of the conventional armed forces 
and armaments of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. And the rightist press is
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trying to back this false argument and to scare people with fantastic scenarios of 
the invasion of the West by a horde of Soviet tanks.

What do we think necessary to say in this context?
To begin with, the elimination of nuclear weapons in Europe would create a 

new situation in Europe not only for the West but also for ourselves. We should 
not forget that invasions of our territory in the pre-nuclear age were mounted 
from the West, and more than once.

One more thing. I would like to appeal to all the West Europeans from here, 
from the capital of the socialist GDR: Do not believe allegations about the 
aggressiveness of the Soviet Union. Our country will never and under no 
circumstances begin armed operations against Western Europe unless we or our 
allies become targets of a NATO attack! I repeat, never!

We would like to back this position with a new initiative, now applying to the 
conventional armaments and armed forces. The USSR suggests that agreement 
be reached on substantial reductions in all the components of the land forces and 
tactical air forces of the European states and the relevant forces of the USA and 
Canada deployed in Europe. The formations and units to be reduced should be 
disbanded and their weaponry either destroyed or stored in national territories. 
Geographically, reductions, obviously, should cover the entire European terri
tory from the Adantic to the Urals. Operational-tactical nuclear weapons could 
be reduced simultaneously with conventional weapons.

The question of dependable verification at every stage of this progress offers 
itself. Both national technical means and international forms of verification, 
including, if need be, on-site inspection, are possible.

In short, this is a subject for serious negotiations. We believe that the 
formulation of the question in a broader context will make it possible to cut the 
knot which has been growing tighter at the Vienna talks over so many years now.

We attach no less importance to deliverance from chemical weapons. Seeking 
to expedite the conclusion of a relevant intemational convention, the Soviet 
Union will table at the disarmament conference within the next few days a 
number of new proposals making it possible to remove the differences which 
have so far remained.

We consider all the constructive initiatives, such as the idea to establish a 
chemical weapon-free zone in Europe, produced jointly by the SED and the 
Social Democratic Party of Germany, valuable and are prepared to examine 
them.

There are no traps in our policy. We stretch out a hand, not a fist to the West. 
I want to stress that we are looking for ways to mutual understanding and to the 
limitation of the arms race not out of weakness. We need peace but everyone else 
needs it. Our policy is prompted by our concern about the survival of mankind, 
perhaps, the only civilization in the starry expanses of our galaxy.
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63. Statement by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary 
to the President (Speakes): U.S. Policy on the SALT 
Agreements, April 21,1986^

With regard to the question of interim restraint, the President has started 
consultations with the Congress and key aUied leaders on his tentative thinking. 
The substance of these consultations are confidential. No final decision has yet 
been taken and will not be until the consultations are complete. We will not 
comment on the substance of the consultations at this time.

SALT II is an unratified treaty that would have expired on December 31,1985.^ 
The U.S. is currently following the policy announced by the President on June 
10,1985.^ At that time, the President committed to go the extra mile. He did so, 
dismantling a Poseidon submarine, not to comply or abide by an unratified, 
expired treaty, but rather to give the Soviet Union adequate time to take the steps 
necessary to join us in establishing an interim framework of truly mutual 
restraint.

The issue is not one of complying or not complying with SALT II, rather of 
what actions to take now under the President’s policy announced last June. What 
we do in the future depends on our national security needs and our commitments 
to our allies, in meeting the threat that we face, which in turn depends on what 
the Soviets do.

64. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issrael* 
yan) to the Conference on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons [Extract], April 22,1986^

In his Statement, M.S. Gorbachev emphasized the importance that our country 
attaches to the elimination of chemical weapons and announced that the Soviet 
Union plans to introduce a number of new proposals on that subject at the 
Conference on Disarmament.^

Accordingly, our delegation will now outline these new proposals. May I at the 
outset, recall the relevant provisions of the statement of M.S. Gorbachev of 15 
January which defined the position of the USSR on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.^

The Soviet Union is in favour of the earliest and complete elimination of 
chemical weapons and of the actual industrial base for their production. We are

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, April 28, 1986, p. 515. 
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
Ibid., 1985, pp. 333-335.

' CD/PV.358, pp. 21-36.
 ̂Document 62.
Document 5.
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prepared to undertake the timely declaration of the location of enterprises for the 
production of chemical weapons and the cessation of their production, we are 
ready to start working out procedures for destroying that industrial base and to 
embark, soon after the convention enters into force, on the elimination of 
stockpiles of chemical weapons. All these measures would be carried out, of 
course, under strict control, including international on-site inspections.

Permit me now to state the essence of our proposals.
Firstly, the Soviet Union, proceeding from its readiness to start the destruction 

of the chemical weapons stocks soon after the convention enters into force, 
proposes that the elimination of chemical-weapon stocks should be initiated by 
each State party not later than 6 months, and should be completed not later than 
10 years, after the convention enters into force.

Secondly, as to the timely declaration of the location of enterprises for the 
production of chemical weapons, including the components of binary weapons, 
the Soviet Union proposes that 30 days after the convention enters into force 
States parties should make official declarations concerning whether they have (or 
had) industrial facilities on their territories and the number of such facilities, 
irrespective of their ownership (State or private) and by whose order (agreement, 
contract) they were created and operate (operated) for the purposes of the 
production of chemical weapons, together with the indication of the precise 
location of each facility.

Thirdly, for the purposes of ensuring the earliest complete elimination of the 
industrial base for the production of chemical weapons the Soviet Union 
proposes to begin the destruction or dismantling of chemical-weapon production 
facilities not later than one year after the convention enters into force.

Fourthly, the Soviet Union, proceeding from its readiness to ensure the timely 
cessation of the production of chemical weapons, proposes the following: (a) 
Immediately after the convention enters into force each State party will cease all 
activities at chemical-weapon production facilities except those required for 
their closure. The official declaration to this effect shall be made not later than 
30 days after the convention enters into force, (b) During the three months 
following the entry into force of the convention each State party will take national 
measures to ensure the non-operation (i.e. the closure) of the facilities, taking into 
account whether they are located separately from or together with other produc
tion facilities (prohibition of occupation of buildings, disconnection and disman
tling of all communication services of the facility, and also of protective 
constructions for personnel safety, etc.).

Fifthly, in connection with the readiness of the USSR to start developing 
procedures for destroying the relevant industrial base, expressed in the statement 
of M.S. Gorbachev of 15 January, the Soviet Union proposes the following 
guidelines: (a) procedures for the destruction and dismantling of the relevant 
facilities should be developed, taking due account of the nature and special 
features of those facilities, (b) the destruction of chemical-weapon production 
facilities should be understood as the physical destruction of all the technological 
equipment of the final stage of the synthesis of super-toxic lethal chemicals and 
of the specialized equipment for the filling of chemical munitions. In the 
dismantling of such facilities, the removal (disassembling) of the basic units of

Document 64



ISSRAELYAN STATEMENT, APRIL 22 205

technological equipment of the final stage of the synthesis of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals, and their mandatory subsequent destruction, would take place. The 
equipment (units, installations) not subject to unconditional destruction can be 
used for other chemical production with strict guarantees of its non-use for the 
purposes prohibited by the convention.

Sixthly, the Soviet Union proposes that the cessation of the operation of every 
chemical weapon production facility, including those of private enterprises and 
transnational corporations, should be ensured by means of strict verification, 
including systematic on-site inspections, such as the verification of the accuracy 
of declarations, the sealing by inspectors of the facility to be closed, the periodic 
checking of the preservation of seals up to the moment when the seals are 
removed and the destruction or the dismantling of the facility is initiated. In the 
process of joint examinations of facilities by the representatives of the national 
verification organization and the international inspectorate reports would be 
prepared to be transmitted to the Consultative Committee.

For the purpose of the effective verification of the destruction and the 
dismantling of chemical-weapon production facilities the Soviet Union proposes 
that provision should be made for the conducting of systematic international on
site inspections and that a procedure should be worked out for visits to a facility 
by international inspectors whereby inspectors would be present at all important 
operations for the destruction or dismantling of a chemical-weapon production 
facility. Final international verification would be carried out upon the full 
termination of the process of the elimination or dismantling of the entire facility.

The conversion of facilities for the purposes of the destruction of stocks of 
chemical weapons, as well as their elimination upon the completion of their 
utilization for the destruction of stocks, should also be carried out under the 
supervision of the international verification personnel.

Seventh, the convention should envisage measures to ensure its strict obser
vance and implementation by each State party, irrespective of whether State- 
owned or private enterprises or transnational corporations are involved, and 
above all the prevention of the use of the commercial chemical industry for the 
development and production of chemical weapons.

The Soviet delegation has set forth the new proposals of the Soviet Union on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons. We believe that these proposals will make 
it possible to achieve decisive progress in the elaboration of the convention on 
the subject in order that the complete destruction of chemical weapons every
where on Earth by the end of this century may become a reality.

The Soviet Union attaches special significance to the idea of establishing a 
chemical-weapon-free zone in Europe.

The United States and NATO are pursuing a policy directed at undermining the 
initiatives of the Soviet Union and other socialist States aimed at ridding Europe 
of chemical weapons, and in particular at establishing zones free of such 
weapons. The reason for this position—whatever artificial arguments are used to 
conceal it—is that the United States and some of its allies regard the establish
ment of such zones as a real obstacle to the deployment of American binary 
chemical weapons. In this context their references to the effect that the establish
ment on the European continent of chemical-weapon-free zones would, alleg
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edly, hamper the solution of the task of the prohibition of chemical weapons on 
the global scale is nothing more than a mere pretext. The deployment of binary 
chemical weapons in Western Europe would have a most negative influence on 
the negotiations under way at the Disarmament Conference on the comprehen
sive prohibition of chemical weapons and would erect another serious obstacle 
to the elaboration of an international convention on that subject.

The implementation of the plans of the United States to produce binary 
chemical weapons and to deploy such weapons in West European countries 
threatens to turn the densely populated countries of Western Europe into a 
potential theatre of destructive chemical war, the main victim of which would be 
primarily the civilian population. The United States wants to turn Westem 
Europe into its “double hostage”, both nuclear and chemical. As in the case of the 
Pershing-2 and long-range cruise missiles, the United States is obviously playing 
a dishonest game, seeking to divert the retaliatory strike away from its own 
territory and onto the territory and the population of its allies.

The arguments in favour of the deployment of binary chemical weapons in 
Westem Europe and assertions about their allegedly “defensive” purposes for 
strengthening the “deterrent” potential of NATO are groundless. They are 
deliberately intended to deceive the peoples of those countries since, in fact, the 
only purpose they serve is that of getting at any price the agreement of the 
Governments of the countries of Westem Europe, and first of all that of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, to the deployment of binary weapons.

The Soviet Union resolutely condenms the plans for the production and 
deployment of binary chemical weapons and believes that the Govemment of the 
United States should recognize its responsibility for the consequences of such a 
step. The immediate duty of peoples is to prevent the realization of the dangerous 
plans for the production and deployment of binary chemical weapons in Westem 
Europe.

As for the Soviet Union, it reaffirms—while consistently advocating the 
radical solution of the issue of the prohibition and destmction of all types of 
chemical weapons—its readiness to co-operate actively with all peace-loving 
States in the efforts to reach this humane goal. The new proposals of the Soviet 
Union prove that its words are not at variance with its deeds.

These proposals fully expose the mendacious assertions that the Soviet Union 
is not interested in the elaboration of effective measures of verification of the 
implementation of the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Our 
approach to these issues is basically different from the unrealistic and discrimi
natory nature of the United States proposals on the issues of verification, which 
were indeed conceived in the hope that they would inevitably lead the negotia
tions into a deadlock. Those proposals were, in fact, included in the draft 
convention of the United States of 1984."̂  “It may mean that we can’t get an 
agreement on that basis”, publicly acknowledged R. Perle, the United States 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, one of the authors of the American draft. As the 
two years of negotiations after the introduction of the American draft demon
strated, the unrealistic proposals of the United States on issues of verification

^Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 269-299.
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proved to be unacceptable not only for the Soviet Union but also for a consider
able majority of other participants of the negotiations.

We, however, have introduced our proposals not to produce deliberate dead
locks. On the contrary, the goal of our proposals is to ensure the effective and 
indeed realistic verification of the observance of the convention on the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons, with full respect for the sovereign rights of States 
Parties to the future Convention.

It is stated in the Message of the General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, M.S. Gorbachev, addressed to the 
Conference on Disarmament^ that the Soviet Union proposes that the unduly 
protracted negotiations to conclude a convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons should be vigorously advanced. Seeking to accelerate the talks on that 
issue, the Soviet delegation has introduced today a number of new proposals that 
make it possible to remove the differences that have existed until now.

65. Newspaper Article by Senator Mathias: Nuciear 
Testing, April 23,1986^

Each new nuclear bomb test is conducted at the cost of an opportunity to end 
nuclear testing. Two weeks ago, when we exploded another nuclear bomb under 
the Nevada desert, we did so despite Soviet announcements that they would end 
their eight-month moratorium unless the United States demonstrated similar 
restraint. Yesterday, we conducted another test, moving the Soviets still closer 
towards a resumption of nuclear testing.

This latest episode is just another example of the lack of progress on the test- 
ban issue. Indeed, the prospects of obtaining a comprehensive test-ban treaty 
seem more remote today than when I came to Congress 25 years ago. This 
backsliding has occurred despite vast improvements in technologies to verify 
compliance with such a treaty and a change in the Soviet position.

The barrier to progress is no longer a lack of verification technology, but a 
deliberate policy. This administration is the first since the dawn of the nuclear age 
that refuses to search for a means to eliminate nuclear testing. If the Soviet 
proposals are mere propaganda ploys as the administration asserts, why not test 
their sincerity? What really concerns some current strategists is the possibility 
that the Soviet Union is serious about eliminating nuclear testing. So the world 
is confronted with a curious and confusing role reversal in which we are speaking 
the lines the Russians used to speak, and they are speaking ours.

By overwhelming majorities in both houses, the Congress has called upon the 
President to: (I) endorse the still unratified 1974 Threshold Test Ban Treaty that 
limits nuclear tests to yields below 150 kilotons^ and (2) immediately resume 
negotiations with the Soviet Union to eliminate all nuclear testing. Communities

 ̂Document 19.
‘ The Sun (Baltimore), April 23, 1986. Sen. Mathias (R.; MD) was a member of the 

Committee on Foreign Relations.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
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and church groups around the country have passed similar proclamations. But the 
administration has ignored these messages.

Despite new CIA calculations that cast considerable doubt on administration 
allegations that the Soviets have violated the 150-kiloton threshold of the treaty, 
the administration still refuses to support the treaty. It has withheld support for 
ratification on the grounds that improved verification procedures are necessary 
to monitor compliance. But the treaty itself provides for the exchange of useful 
verification information upon ratification.

The administration’s response to the second step called for by the Congress— 
the immediate resumption of comprehensive test-ban negotiations—has been 
equally unsatisfactory. It has answered repeated Soviet offers to negotiate by 
conducting more nuclear tests. In taking these actions the administration has 
chosen to ignore three treaties that commit the superpowers to pursue negotia
tions towards a complete ban on nuclear testing. To refuse to even talk about the 
issue is to raise a question about the credibility of our commitment.

The administration has refused to resume negotiations on the grounds that a 
test ban: (1) is not sufficiently verifiable, (2) reduces stockpile reliability, and (3) 
inhibits the development of new nuclear weapons. I will address each of the 
criticisms.

Verifiability: As far back as 1963 President Kennedy determined that a 
comprehensive test ban treaty was verifiable if the Soviet Union would agree to 
an adequate number of on-site inspections.^ During talks from 1977 to 1980 a 
similar assessment was made. At that time the Soviets agreed to accept in-country 
tamper-proof seismic boxes and on-site inspections. The two sides were close to 
agreement before the talks were suspended for political reasons. These historical 
examples reveal that our technical capacity to verify compliance is not at issue. 
The real issue is whether or not the U.S. and U.S.S.R. can work out acceptable 
arrangements so that we can use our verification capabilities to monitor compli
ance. But we can’t work out verification arrangements if the administration 
refuses to talk.

Stockpile Reliability: The weakness of their verification arguments has 
forced treaty opponents to search for new objections. The most fashionable new 
claim is that testing is necessary to insure the continued reliability of our existing 
nuclear warheads. However, the fact is that only a small fraction of the tests are 
conducted for this purpose. Furthermore, there are non-explosive means of 
confirming reliability. As the former director at Los Alamos, Norris Bradbury, 
has testified, “It has been rare to the point of non-existence for a problem revealed 
by the sampling and inspection program to require a nuclear test for its 
resolution.”"̂ Even if confidence in the reliability of Soviet and U.S. warheads did 
diminish over time, it would strengthen deterrence by lowering the confidence 
either side could have of conducting a successful attack.

Building New Warheads: The claim that continued testing is required to 
maintain the reliability of existing warheads diverts attention from the 
administration’s primary reason for opposing a test ban— t̂he fact that testing is

3 Cf., ibid., 1963, pp. 181-182, 193-194, 250-257. 
Ubid.,1978, p. 508.
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required for the development of new kinds of warheads. Of course a major 
objective of a test ban is to prevent just this sort of development and thereby 
inhibit the growth of destabilizing weapon systems. The deployment of faster, 
more accurate nuclear weapons increases the risk of nuclear war by forcing both 
sides to decide in a crisis whether to launch their nuclear weapons or risk losing 
them in an attack. The development of MIRVed (multiple-warhead) missiles, 
which most experts believe have been one of the most destabilizing factors in the 
nuclear arms race, might have been prevented if the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. had 
agreed to a comprehensive test ban treaty in the 1960s.

The case in favor of a nuclear test ban is compelling. Not only will such a ban 
inhibit the technological arms race between the superpowers, but, by setting an 
international example, it can slow down the proliferation of nuclear weapons. For 
these reasons the administration’s unyielding position on the test ban should not 
go unchallenged. The American people—through their elected representatives in 
Congress—have sent a message to the president. It is time for him to endorse the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty and resume negotiations for a comprehensive test 
ban. In this nuclear age we cannot afford to adopt a casual attitude towards 
nuclear testing. The time to act is now.

66. Statement by the Australian Representative (Butler) 
to the Conference on Disarmament: Nuclear Test 
Ban, April 24,1986^

Australia wants a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty and, like many 
others, it wants it urgently. The treaty we envisage would have a scope ensuring 
that all nuclear test explosions are banned. This would apply to tests by all States, 
in all environments, for all time. Such a treaty would have to be durable. It would 
have to stick and thus it would have to include mechanisms for the verification 
of compliance with it. We want this treaty because we know that it would serve 
as an important step towards bringing about an end to the nuclear arms race. We 
also know that it would further strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime. 
The desirability of this treaty has been recognized by the world community for 
almost 25 years, including by States possessing nuclear weapons.

A recent major expression of Australia’s national policy towards a comprehen
sive nuclear-test-ban treaty was given in a resolution we co-sponsored at the 
fortieth session of the General Assembly, resolution 40/81. That resolution 
expressed our belief that a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty can and should 
be worked on in this single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum. This 
belief is basic to our continuing support of the draft mandate for an ad hoc 
committee under item 1 of our agenda, as contained in document CD/521.^

• CD/PV. 359, pp. 24-28.
 ̂Document CD/521, submitted by Australia, Japan, and the NATO members of the CD 

July 20, 1984, calls for the ad hoc committee to examine the specific issues relating to a 
comprehensive test ban, including those of scope and verification and compliance, with 
a view to the negotiation of a treaty on the subject.
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Some members of this Conference have withheld consensus on that draft 
mandate on the ground that it does not constitute, what they call, a “full 
negotiating mandate”. We are, frankly, uncertain as to the meaning of that 
assertion in concrete terms. What is concrete, and of irreducible significance, is 
that this Conference works on the basis of consensus. The notion of consensus 
rests upon one of the supreme political and social values—mutual tolerance. This 
means tolerance of differences and the resolve that those differences will be 
discussed and not permitted to block progress towards our common goals.

This introduces Australia’s basic arms control philosophy. Simply, we know 
that nothing of value or of enduring significance in the field of arms control and 
disarmament can be wished into existence or can be forced upon States by 
declaration or fiat. We know that the only way that enduring, reliable arms 
control agreements can be achieved is through the negotiation of such agree
ments. We must enter into the matters of substance which divide us because we 
all agree on one central proposition— t̂hey are important. Negotiation in the 
highly sensitive field of disarmament means that the interests of all parties must 
be taken into account and that agreements must be so structured including with 
regard to their verification, that they can be a source of confidence and thus 
endure in their application. I repeat, no one can declare a disarmament agreement 
into existence and no one can ram an agreement down anybody's throat. We must 
work together acknowledging the differences that bring us together.

A comprehensive test-ban treaty could be worked on bilaterally or trilaterally 
or by a slightly larger number of States. But in our firm view, because of the 
universal significance of this subject and because of the desirability of universal 
adherence to any such treaty, it would be best worked on within this single 
multilateral disarmament negotiating body. Under our present rules and method
ologies for the conduct of such negotiation it appears that we need a specific 
mandate.

Certain member States of this Conference believe, in good faith, that it is 
essential for the work in this field to be defined by a specific kind of mandate 
rather than, for example, the generic mandate that is provided to the Conference, 
as a whole, pursuant to paragraph 120 of the Final Document.^ In some ways my 
Government regrets this, but accepts it as a practical fact of life.

Having said that I would want it to be clear that, in our view, in the Australian 
view, there is nothing, I repeat nothing, sacred about mandates. What is of vastly 
greater importance is getting our work under way, and there is no subject on our 
present Conference agenda on which this reality is clearer than it is with respect 
to item 1. Because of our national policy towards a comprehensive nuclear test 
ban, and because we see nothing irrevocable or sacred about mandates as such, 
it will be clear to all that Australia could accept another form of mandate other 
than that provided for in document CD/521. But this is not the point. The only 
point, in fact the acid test for Australia is this. Will a given mandate permit us to 
move towards the objective in a way that the commitment and the interests of all

I.e., the Final Document of the UN General Assembly’s First Special Session on 
Disarmament, which is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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in the Conference can be engaged? The answer with respect to the draft mandate 
in document CD/521 is a resounding yes.

That mandate will permit this Conference to do precisely what it ought to do— 
to begin practical work towards bringing into existence a comprehensive 
nuclear-test-ban treaty banning all nuclear tests, by all States, in all environ
ments, for all time. That mandate was itself the product of careful negotiation in 
which flexibility was shown and real concessions were made. That mandate is 
capable of engaging the commitment and interest of all. It is supported sincerely 
by its co-sponsors. It is not a smokescreen. Australia’s name would not be on it 
if these were not the facts.

The rejection of document CD/521 on the ground that it is not a “full 
negotiating mandate” ignores these facts and, lamentably, prevents us from 
getting on with the work we all know needs to be done. It is very hard for my 
delegation to understand how some can insist that they are serious about getting 
work done in this Conference towards a CTB and yet refuse to permit that work 
to start under document CD/521.

A comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty is not a subject on which there is 
widespread or abundant patience. Many delegations say they want a treaty now 
or that it should be able to be created in a very short time. Others point out that 
a good deal of work needs to be done on, for example, methods of verification. 
Australia has no precise answer to the questions—how long will this work take 
or when we might expect to see a treaty. What we do say is this: the longer we 
delay starting the work the longer it will take to see the result. We want this 
Conference to resume its work on a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty as 
soon as possible.

We do not want to be in a situation where when it is decided to bring a 
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty into existence, we are unable to take that 
step because we have not done the necessary work and we have not put in place 
the necessary means of verification. The delay which would then ensue would be 
an ironic and intolerable one.

This is why, for example, the Foreign Minister of Australia, Mr. Bill Hayden, 
proposed in this Conference in August 1984 that the Conference should proceed 
to bring about the establishment of a global seismological monitoring network."  ̂
This is why we are up-grading our own national seismological monitoring 
network so that we can play a full part in a global network. This is why we 
continue to firmly support the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts 
and have welcomed assurances from certain member states, including an 
assurance given by the First Deputy Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union in his 
recent statement to this Conference, that the work of the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts would continue to enjoy the support of the Conference.

The fact is that what we are dealing with is a process. Paragraph 51 of the Final 
Document places “the cessation of nuclear-weapon testing by all States within 
the framework of an effective nuclear disarmament process”. That process is 
further stated as having the aim of “ending the qualitative improvement of

^Ibid., 795 ,̂ pp. 562-565.
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nuclear weapons and the development of new types of such weapons and of 
preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons”.

It is simply wrong that this Conference is not making its contribution to that 
process. It should resume its work on a nuclear test ban without further delay. The 
group of member States for whom the Ambassador of Italy spoke earlier today, 
and that happily included my delegation, are ready to start work under the 
mandate provided in document CD/521. The delegation of China has indicated 
that it would be prepared to take part in such work. My delegation has a clear 
impression that a very substantial number of other member States of this 
Conference are also ready to start work on this process.

It was encouraging too to note a statement by the Soviet Government made in 
Moscow on 11 April which, inter alia, stated, “the Soviet Union stands for an 
undelayed beginning of multi-sided talks within the framework of the Geneva 
Conference on Disarmament with the same aim”.̂  That aim is described, in the 
same official statement as, “working out a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests”. It is well known that my delegation has a 
difference there on the issue of scope. We want an end to all nuclear tests. Not 
just nuclear-weapon tests. But, we were encouraged by the reference to the 
beginning of multi-sided talks within this Conference. I should make it clear that 
the statement from which I have just quoted was the official English language text 
of the Soviet Government’s statement of 11 April as passed to the Australian 
Government by Soviet representatives.

What is required for consensus on this issue is recognition that resuming our 
work on a comprehensive test ban is more important than arguing about the terms 
of the mandate. We are not a bunch of magicians conjuring with words. We are 
practical people committed to carrying out the practical work that is required on 
a comprehensive test-ban treaty. That work is specifically described in the 
mandate given in document CD/521.

A few weeks ago some comments were made in a plenary session of this 
Conference which cast some doubt upon the integrity and independence of action 
by my delegation on this item.

I know that there is in fact no doubt about my delegation in these respects and 
I would prefer to believe, therefore, that the remarks in question were made 
carelessly. They do not therefore require a formal rejection as would any serious 
suggestion that the Australian Government’s policy towards a nuclear-test ban 
is based on anything other than deep thought and the exercise of Australia’s 
compete integrity and independence in the formulation of its policies.

It is our deeply held hope that during the month of May, when this Conference 
will be in recess, that every effort will be made to close the small gap that remains 
on item 1 of our agenda so that, when we return to this Conference in June, we 
lose no further time in starting serious practical work on the issues involved in 
a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.

 ̂Document 59 [variant translation].
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67. Address by the Special Adviser to the President and 
the Secretary of State on Arms Control Matters 
(Nitze): Impact of the Strategic Defense Initiative on 
U.S.-Soviet Relations, April 29,1986^

In addressing the impact of SDI [Strategic Defense Initiative] on U.S.-Soviet 
relations, I will focus primarily on the near term—the period, extending into the 
next decade, during which the SDI research program seeks to answer the 
questions posed by the President concerning the feasibility of militarily effective, 
survivable, and cost-effective strategic defenses. This period of time will be 
critical for our scientists and engineers who must overcome daunting technical 
challenges. It will also be critical for our politicians who must find the resources 
and political measures to undergird these efforts and the diplomats and negotia
tors who must seek to convince the Soviet leadership that strategic defenses can 
serve the mutual interests of both the United States and the Soviet Union.

It is this latter task which I will explore with you today. What is the likely 
impact of our SDI research efforts on the Soviet leadership?

Our understanding of what happens behind the Kremlin walls has advanced 
beyond where it was half a century ago when Winston Churchill described Russia 
as “a riddle, wrapped in a mystery, inside an enigma.” We have gotten insights 
from classified sources and from public memoirs such as Khrushchev Remem
bers. It would be misleading, however, to imply that such insights enable us to 
predict Soviet tactical behavior with high confidence, although we can have a 
pretty good idea of the Soviets’ overall strategic approach.

The confidence we have in making predictions about Soviet behavior is 
qualified by the Soviet capacity for surprise and sudden reversals of policy. This 
capacity is inherently greater than that of the West. In the West, there is no 
tolerance for adopting patently inequitable positions, even in the context of 
negotiating tactics. Western governments must strive to keep publics informed 
and must consider likely public reactions to any change in policy. Moreover, 
there are few internal U.S. governmental policy deliberations which remain 
invisible to readers of the American press. In stark contrast to the situation in the 
West, the Soviets tend to conduct policy deliberations in complete secrecy, begin 
negotiations with totally one-sided propositions, and, on occasion, reverse policy 
positions with dazzling speed.

What the Soviets Have Said

Analysis should, therefore, begin with a review of available evidence rather 
than with fixed notions of how the Soviets will react to the U.S. SDI program. 
Such a review should incorporate both what the Soviets have said and what they 
have done. A number of themes emerge from Soviet commentary on SDI. They 
have said:

* Department of State, Current Policy No. 830. The address was delivered before the 
American Enterprise Institute-National Defense University seminar on ‘The Security 
Implications of SDI,” Washington, D.C.
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That the SDI program represents an effort by the United States to gain 
strategic superiority over the Soviet Union by acquiring a first-strike 
capability. The Soviets charge that SDI is intended to lead to a first-strike 
capability in two ways, one indirectly and the other directly: effective strategic 
defenses deployed over the United States would allow the United States to launch 
a first-strike attack against the Soviet Union without fear of tne retaliatory 
response which would follow; development of SDI technologies would also 
provide the United States with an opportunity to deploy space-based systems 
designed to attack targets on the ground, at sea, and in the air.

That the Soviets seek “to prevent an arms race in space.” The Soviets 
pressed this formulation at the January 1985 meeting between then Foreign 
Minister Gromyko and Secretary Shultz^ and sought its reiteration in the joint 
statement following the November 1985 summit between General Secretary 
Gorbachev and President Reagan.^ The Soviets contend that the SDI program 
will inevitably lead to an unconstrained arms competition in a realm heretofore 
free of such competition. (Indeed, the Soviets assert that space, which they imply 
is not yet “militarized,” should be kept free of military missions and forces.) The 
unwillingness on the part of the United States to terminate the SDI research 
program is thus labeled as an American breach of the commitments undertaken 
“to prevent an arms race in space.”

That in order to prevent an arms race in space, the Soviets seek a ban on 
the research, development, testing, and deployment o f‘‘space-strike arms.” 
The Soviets originally defined “space-strike arms” as weapons based in space 
which are designed to attack targets in space and on earth and weapons on earth 
which are designed to attack objects in space. In Geneva they have modified the 
latter portion of the definition to cover satellites in space, rather than objects in 
space. This Soviet position implies a constraints regime going far beyond the 
limits of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty"̂  and the 1972 ABM [Anti-Ballistic 
Missile] Treaty^ to include a ban on all space-based antiballistic missiles, all 
space-based ground attack weapons, and all antisatellite weapons of any basing 
mode.

However, the Soviet definition of “space-strike arms” excludes an important 
area of existing Soviet advantage—aground-based ABM systems—which are 
capable of attacking satellites or ballistic missile warheads in space. Moreover, 
the Soviet-proposed ban on “scientific research” on what they call “space-strike 
arms” also utilizes the criterion of intention rather than capability. Therefore, the 
Soviet proposal would ban U.S. SDI research because its purpose (to defend 
against nuclear weapons) is known but leave similar Soviet research untouched 
(because the Soviets deny that their equivalent research has a military purpose).

That if the United States does not agree to a ban on “space-strike arms,” 
there can be no agreement limiting strategic offensive arms. The Soviets 
express full confidence in being able to take the necessary countermeasures to

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 9, 9-11. 
3 Ibid., pp. 866-870.
Uhid.,1967,pp. 38-43.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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SDI and suggest that proliferation of Soviet offensive systems would be one of 
the means required to do so. This being the case, they will not accept reductions 
or even limits on offensive systems if the United States refuses limits on “space- 
strike arms,” beyond those already agreed to under the ABM Treaty.

That involvement in the U.S. SDI program by third countries will neces
sarily damage the bilateral relationships between those countries and the 
Soviet Union. As an extension of their claim that the SDI program is an attempt 
by the United States to gain military superiority over the Soviet Union, the 
Soviets assert that any collusion in that effort by other countries must be regarded 
as an unfriendly act which will have negative consequences for those countries’ 
bilateral relations with the Soviet Union.

Taken at face value, these themes portray an ominous impact of SDI on U.S.- 
Soviet relations and, indeed, on global stability. SDI would not only fail to make 
possible any movement away from deterrence based on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation; it would also make impossible mutual and stabilizing reductions in 
strategic offensive weaponry which could significantly improve our existing 
system of deterrence. Some analysts stop at this point, assert that the negative 
impact of SDI is obvious, and conclude that the United States should, therefore, 
abandon SDL

However, Soviet doctrine reflects the goal of pursuing military advantages in 
both offensive and defensive forces and preserving current advantages in both 
areas. Soviet assertions about SDI must be considered with these objectives in 
mind. To conclude otherwise ignores obvious Soviet incentives for encouraging 
Western publics to accept these alleged Soviet perceptions, even if actual Soviet 
concerns are quite different. It is in the Soviets’ interest to portray the United 
States as a nation seeking unilateral advantage and thereby fueling the arms race. 
It is in the Soviets ’ interest to imply that support for SDI research will make arms 
control agreements impossible and improvements in bilateral relationships with 
the Soviet Union unlikely. Thus, in order to understand the impact of SDI on 
U.S.-Soviet relations, we must go beyond Soviet public statements and examine 
what the Soviet Union has actually done.

What the Soviets Have Done

They have stressed importance of strategic defense. For Western observers, 
one of the most striking features of the Soviet military defense establishment and 
its guiding doctrines is the emphasis placed on strategic defense. In the postwar 
era, the Soviet Union has devoted approximately the same level of resources to 
strategic defense as it has to its massive buildup of strategic offensive forces. 
Heavy Soviet investments in strategic defenses were continuing to be made at a 
time when the United States was de-emphasizing strategic defenses because we 
no longer perceived them to be cost-effective.
• While the United States elected not to maintain the 100 ABM missiles 

interceptors allowed under the 1972 ABM Treaty and subsequent protocol,^ 
the Soviets both employed and modernized such systems.

 ̂Ibid., 1974, pp. 229-231.

Document 67



216 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

• While the United States maintained a modest ballistic missile defense 
research and development effort, the Soviets undertook an ambitious re
search and development effort to improve both existing fixed, ground-based 
systems and to explore exotic new technologies.

• While the United States, for all intents and purposes, abandoned the goal of 
providing an effective air defense of the continental United States in the mid- 
1960s, the Soviet Union has maintained and modernized the world’s largest 
strategic air defense system.
While the United States has scrupulously adhered to the ABM Treaty, the 
Soviets have violated an important provision of that treaty and have 
undertaken activities that suggest they may be preparing an ABM defense 
of their national territory.

There is, thus, no evidence of Soviet reticence about the concept of strategic 
defense.

They have pursued military uses of space. The Soviets have never mani
fested a concern about keeping space free of military systems. Instead, they have 
always been keenly interested in exploiting space for military purposes. The 
Soviet space program has always had a major military component. The majority 
of military satellites in space orbit today belong to the Soviet Union, and the 
majority of space launches are missions of the Soviet military.

The Soviet Union was the first nation to develop and deploy intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) which launch nuclear warheads on a ballistic trajec
tory transversing space. The Soviet Union was the only nation ever to develop 
and deploy a fractional orbital bombardment system (FOBS)—which has since 
been outlawed—capable of attacking ground targets in the United States with 
nuclear weapons from space orbit. The Soviets have today the world’s only 
operational antisatellite (ASAT) system. They have an operational antiballistic 
missile system based around Moscow designed to destroy ballistic missile 
reentry vehicles in space with nuclear warheads. (These latter three weapons 
systems—FOBS, ASAT, and ABM—would fit squarely into the Soviet defini
tion of “space-strike arms” if that definition were based upon capabilities rather 
than the subjectively determined intent of the designers.) Similarly, the Soviets 
assert that our SDI research, and not their comparable research, is designed to 
create “space-strike arms.’'

I recited these points not to suggest that the Soviets are using space in 
contravention of existing arms control agreements, nor to imply that they are 
alone in the military uses of space, some of which are vital for our own security 
and for international stability. Rather, I mention these points to explain why the 
United States cannot take seriously the Soviet charge that SDI would result in the 
“militarization of space.” The public line taken by the Soviets is designed to 
obfuscate Soviet capabilities and intentions with regard to the uses of space and 
detracts from constructive dialogue on defense and space issues in Geneva.

The United States has agreed to the goal of “preventing an arms race in space.” 
The United States could accept this language proposed by the Soviets because the 
SDI concept we are pursuing is, in fact, the opposite of an “arms race.” SDI 
envisions a jointly managed approach designed to maintain proper control, at all 
times, over the mix of offensive and defensive systems of both sides, thereby
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increasing the confidence of all nations in the stability of the evolving strategic 
balance. We are seeking, even now, to discuss with the Soviets in Geneva how 
a transition to a stabilizing and more defense-reliant strategic regime could occur, 
should effective defenses prove feasible.

They have resumed arms control talks. It is instructive to recall what has 
happened since the President announced the Strategic Defense Initiative in 
March of 1983.  ̂Following the initial deployments of U.S. longer-range interme- 
diate-range nuclear forces (LRINF) missiles in Europe toward the end of 1983, 
the Soviets walked out of both the INF and START [strategic arms reduction 
talks] negotiations in Geneva. Soviet negotiators said at the time that it would not 
be possible to resume these negotiations until the United States withdrew its 
LRINF missiles from Europe. During calendar year 1984 and the beginning of 
fiscal year 1985, the President’s articulation of a new initiative in strategic 
defense was translated into an integrated program with significantly enhanced 
funding over previous levels. U.S. LRINF deployments, meanwhile, continued 
on schedule. In January 1985, the Soviet Union agreed to a resumption of the 
START and INF negotiations in connection with new negotiations on defense 
and space arms.

I believe it would be an oversimplification to assert that SDI alone brought the 
Soviets back to the negotiating table. There were other important reasons for the 
Soviets to resume the talks. However, it would be reasonable to conclude that SDI 
played a part in whatever Soviet calculations of self-interest dictated a return.

They have somewhat narrowed differences at negotiations. There continue 
to be significant boulders blocking the path of progress at the negotiations on 
nuclear and space arms which commenced in Geneva in March 1985. Nonethe
less, there has also been some positive movement in those negotiations. The 
Soviet counterproposal in September-October 1985® to our opening position^ 
and the U.S. response in November*® narrowed the differences between the 
positions of the two sides on some important issues. The joint statement between 
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev at the November summit” 
built on these developments in its call for early progress in the negotiations, 
building on areas of common ground, particularly “the principle of 50% reduc
tions in the nuclear arms of the U.S. and USSR appropriately applied,” and “the 
idea of an interim INF agreement.” Mr. Gorbachev’s proposal of January 15, 
1986, showed further evolution in the Soviet position on INF. While the Soviets 
still demanded unacceptable actions by third parties as preconditions to an agree
ment, the Soviets have dropped their claim for direct numerical compensation for 
British and French forces. In the last round of the negotiations, the Soviets chose 
to restrict themselves to abstractions and generalities. There is, nonetheless, po
tential for convergence in future rounds on several issues, including reductions

U bid.J983,^^. 206-207.
8 Ibid., 1985, pp, 169-11 A, 900-905. 
 ̂See ibid., pp. 177-179.
•0 See ibid., pp. 900-905.

Ibid., pp. 866-871.
Document 5.
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in LRINF missiles, ICBM warheads, total ballistic missile warheads, ballistic 
missile throw-weight, and in the total number of ballistic missiles and heavy 
bombers.

Vigorous pursuit of SDI research by the United States during the negotiations 
has not prevented us from developing some important areas of potential common 
ground. Some assert that SDI and arms control are antithetical, but the evidence 
points in the opposite direction.

What Do the Soviets Really Think?

Soviet actions provide ample ground for believing that Soviet concerns and 
perceptions are not exactly what the Soviets would have us believe. Knowledge 
that the themes of Soviet public statements are shaped by propagandists does not, 
however, explain what the Soviet leadership really thinks about SDI. Moreover, 
it does not remove our obligation to seek a better understanding of true Soviet 
perceptions, for such perceptions would affect the willingness of the Soviets to 
engage in a cooperative approach to greater defense reliance.

About the status quo. ITie Soviets have a superiority in conventional forces 
and a geographic advantage on the Eurasian land mass. In the nuclear strategic 
realm, they have a significant preponderance over the United States in prompt, 
hard-target kill capability which they derive from their large ICBMs. Finally, 
they have a centralized planning apparatus free of democratic constraints which 
allows them to rapidly rechannel resources in desired directions. They were quite 
satisfied with the pre-SDI imbalance in strategic defense activities between the 
United States and U.S.S.R. They see little advantage in moving cooperatively to 
a more defense-reliant regime under which their current advantages in both 
offense and defense would be reduced or balanced. Soviet attitudes regarding 
intermediate-range nuclear forces seem to be changing. The Soviets were quite 
content during the period when they enjoyed a monopoly in LRINF missiles. 
Now that the United States has started to deploy such missiles, the Soviets appear 
more willing to negotiate limits.

About applications of exotic technologies. I believe that the Soviets are 
genuinely nervous about a concerted effort by the West to explore the application 
of exotic technologies to strategic defense systems. This concern derives in part 
from their deep respect for the sophistication of past U.S. space and other 
technological efforts. The Soviets may fear that the marriage of Western 
technological genius and American space expertise can lead to U.S. dominance 
in the military uses of space. This appears to be a general foreboding not 
necessarily inconsistent with Soviet boasting about their ability to overcome any 
future space-based defenses.

I do not believe that the Soviets see a hidden U.S. agenda in SDI, such as the 
acquisition by the United States of a space-based ground attack capability. The 
Soviets know what kinds of systems are being researched in the SDI program. 
They know that systems effective in an SDI ballistic missile defense would be 
highly optimized ifor this purpose and would be unsuitable for attacks on ground 
targets. They also realize that the United States is developing new offensive 
systems in its strategic modernization program which are optimized for attacks 
on ground targets and which we expect to be quite suitable for that deterrent
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mission as long as such a mission is necessary. My skepticism about Soviet 
seriousness on this point has been reinforced by private conversations with those 
who should know Soviet views.

About the cooperative transition concept. The Soviet negotiators in the 
defense and space talks have expressed little interest in the cooperative transition 
concept. I believe this reflects less the view that such a transition could not work 
and more the view that even to engage in discussions at this point would 
undermine the basic thrust of the Soviet position on “space-strike arms.”

The Soviets are skeptical that the United States would deliberately introduce 
future strategic defenses in such a way that neither side would gain unilateral 
advantage. To remove Soviet doubts will require consistency and perseverance 
on the part of U.S. policymakers and negotiators. We are, therefore, prepared for 
serious discussions with the Soviets about the process by which introduction of 
strategic defenses could provide each side increased security against attack.

Conclusion

Our hope is that the U.S. SDI research program will be the start of a historic 
transition to a world in which the most sophisticated technologies are applied 
against weapons of mass destruction rather than against people. We are under no 
illusions that this transition will be either short or easy.

On the Soviet side, there must be a change in both tactics and substance. The 
easiest step for the Soviets to take would be to begin serious discussion of defense 
and space issues. This means abandoning the propagandistic expressions about 
“space-strike arms” and “militarization of space” and starting to discuss these 
issues with precision. It also means abandonment of the Soviet pretense that it has 
no counterpart to the U.S. SDI research effort.

Another step would be for the Soviets to reverse the erosion in the ABM Treaty 
caused by their noncompliant activities. Such a step could have an important and 
beneficial impact on the U.S.-Soviet relationship and on prospects for the nuclear 
and space arms talks.

Finally, the Soviets should address the legitimate security concerns of the 
United States and its allies. Soviet advantages in strategic offensive and defen
sive systems are a reality today. Soviet complaints about potential future U.S. 
superiority in strategic defensive systems describe a future which the United 
States does not seek and which the Soviets say they will not allow to occur. We 
accept that the Soviets, like ourselves, have concerns about the implications of 
one-sided advances in the strategic forces of the other. We are willing to continue 
to address the legitimate security concerns of the Soviet Union, but we expect 
reciprocity.
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68. Reply by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to the 
Leaders of Six Nations: Cessation of Nuclear Weap
ons Tests, May 1,1986^

Thank you for your message of 8 April 1986 and for the support you express 
in it for our efforts to bring about the cessation of nuclear tests.^ I share the 
concern you express at the dangerous course of world events and agree with your 
ideas with regard to the specific steps and actions that could be taken, primarily 
by the USSR and the United States, in order to remove the nuclear threat that 
hangs over mankind. I believe that you are completely right in your estimate of 
the importance of the cessation of nuclear tests as a step that would hamper the 
further improvement of nuclear weapons and facilitate the reduction of the 
nuclear threat.

The message was received at a time when the United States, notwithstanding 
the demands of the world public and disregarding the appeals of statesmen from 
the various continents of the world, conducted nuclear tests first on 10 April 1986 
and later on 22 April 1986. You understand, of course, that that provocative act 
substantially altered the situation.

We have repeatedly warned, both publicly and in our correspondence with 
President Reagan, that the Soviet Union cannot extend its unilateral moratorium 
indefinitely. By conducting neither test explosions nor peaceful explosions over 
a prolonged period, our country had run a definite risk. During the time of our 
moratorium, the United States continued to implement large-scale military 
programmes, including those related to the so-called “Strategic Defense Initia
tive”. The nuclear explosions at the Nevada test range are an integral part of those 
programmes.

In those circumstances, we were compelled to renounce our voluntarily 
assumed obligation to conduct no nuclear explosions, since we cannot forgo our 
own safety and the safety of our allies and friends. I repeat, it was the actions of 
the United States that compelled us to take such a decision.

However, even in this new situation, the Soviet Union is firmly determined to 
continue steadfastly and consistently its efforts to solve the crucial problem of the 
total cessation of nuclear tests, a problem which brooks no delay. We continue 
to count on your valuable support in this matter.

I wish to emphasize that the Soviet Union is doing everything necessary to see 
to it that a bilateral Soviet-United States moratorium becomes a reality. We are 
ready to return at any moment to the question of a mutual moratorium if the 
United States will stop conducting nuclear tests. We supported the idea you 
expressed earlier to the effect that the USSR and the United States should refrain 
from conducting nuclear tests until the next summit meeting. Even today, after 
an eight-month interruption in the conduct of nuclear tests in the USSR, we are 
in no hurry to renew them. However, Washington’s reaction to all this remains 
negative.

• A/41/322.
 ̂Document 56.
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I may add that we cannot avoid regarding Washington’s widely publicized 
“reply” to our appeals for ending nuclear explosions—namely, its invitation to 
our experts to be present at the Nevada explosions—as a mockery of common 
sense. By this method, they want to place us in the false position of “collaborat
ing” in the arms race, not putting an end to it.

The main problem remains that of prohibiting nuclear weapon tests at the level 
of international law. It can be solved through negotiations. In order to move that 
process off dead centre, every available possibility must be tried. As you know, 
we proposed to the United States the undertaking of bilateral negotiations on the 
cessation of nuclear tests. The USSR also favours the resumption of trilateral 
negotiations on the subject and recently brought that question once again to the 
attention of Mrs. Thatcher.

There is a good chance for multilateral negotiations at the Conference on 
Disarmament. Lastly, we are also prepared to extend to underground nuclear tests 
the validity of the Moscow Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in Three 
Environments."*

The Soviet Union wishes to emphasize its readiness to consider and apply such 
control measures, including the measures proposed by you, as would provide 
reliable assurance that an eventual agreement to discontinue nuclear tests will be 
strictly observed by all.

In your message, you rightly associate the question of the Soviet-United States 
summit meeting with progress in arms limitation and with the solution of the 
problem of nuclear tests.

At the Geneva meeting, the President of the United States and I agreed to 
continue the dialogue we had initiated, which, in our opinion must lead to 
practical results, chiefly on security questions. However, the present actions of 
the United States run counter to the task of searching for ways to improve 
international relations and striving to strengthen the positive trends that emerged 
as a result of the Geneva meeting. Those actions—I state this plainly—have also 
directly damaged the dialogue between the USSR and the United States.

Nevertheless, since the question of ending nuclear tests is so urgent, we 
proposed convening in the near future a meeting in Europe specifically devoted 
to that question. That meeting would not be a substitute for the one we agreed on 
at Geneva. At the European meeting we could, in principle, agree to discontinue 
nuclear tests. After that there could be appropriate discussions to work out the text 
of an agreement on the subject. Those proposals of ours still remain open.

The Soviet Union regards the cessation and prohibition of nuclear tests as the 
most important component of the movement towards implementing the concept 
of a denuclearized world. You may be sure that in striving to realize it, we are 
prepared to take the most daring steps, provided that the principle of mutual 
security is respected. We hope that you too will continue your joint efforts to 
promote the establishment of constructive and business-like co-operation be
tween all peace-loving States in their efforts to ensure international security 
under the conditions of a nuclear-free world. The most important thing now is to

 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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halt mankind’s slide towards the nuclear abyss. That is a matter that concerns 
each and everyone of us.

69. Report by the General Accounting Office to Con
gressional Requesters on Nuclear Nonproliferation: 
Executive Summary [Extract], May 1,1986^

In 1974 India detonated a nuclear device using materials obtained from its 
civilian nuclear facilities. Since then, the United States has strengthened controls 
over exports of nuclear technology and hardware in an effort to curb the spread 
of nuclear weapons.

Concerned over the effectiveness of these controls, the Chairman, Subcommit
tee on Energy Conservation and Power, House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and Senator William Proxmire asked GAO to evaluate the controls 
administered by the Department of Energy (DOE).

Background

The Atomic Energy Act  ̂and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978  ̂place 
primary responsibility for controlling nuclear exports with the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission and DOE. The Commission regulates the export of nuclear 
facilities, such as reactors; major equipment for such facilities; and nuclear 
materials, such as reactor fuel. It cannot license exports unless recipient countries 
meet nonproliferation standards set out in the 1978 act. Two examples of these 
standards are a country’s acceptance of international safeguards on its nuclear 
facilities and the existence of an agreement for cooperation providing the 
framework for U.S. nuclear assistance to a country.

The acts also require persons or companies intending to export nuclear 
technology—such as information, engineering services, and certain equip
ment— t̂o obtain the authorization of the Secretary of Energy. The Secretary can 
authorize an export only upon determining that it would not be detrimental to 
U.S. interests and with the concurrence of the Department of State. The 1978 act 
did not specify standards for approval as it did for the Commission. Instead, it 
directed the Secretary to quickly establish any necessary standards.

In addition, the 1978 act created a special category of technology requiring the 
Secretary’s specific authorization called sensitive nuclear technology. This is 
technology that is important to civilian nuclear facilities providing the most 
direct links to nuclear weapons proliferation. Unlike other technology regulated 
by DOE, sensitive nuclear technology may be exported only if the recipient 
country agrees to certain conditions regarding its use.

‘ General Accounting Office. Resources, Community, and Economic Development 
Division. Nuclear Nonproliferation: DOE Has Insufficient Control Over Nuclear Tech
nology Exports, May 1,1986, GAO/RCED-86-144 Nuclear Nonproliferation, pp. 2-5. 

M2 U.S.C. Sec. 2011 et seq.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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Results in Brief

• DOE has not established objective standards for specifically authorizing 
exports. It approves exports on the basis of nonproliferation, political, and 
economic considerations. Because DOE gives considerable weight to politi
cal and economic factors, a significant inconsistency exists in DOE and 
Commission export controls.

• DOE has also authorized exports without review for sensitive nuclear 
technology and on the basis of factors not contained in the 1978 act. 
Reports containing significant information about nuclear facilities and 
operations have been exported, under a general authorization, without DOE 
review. This occurred because DOE does not require advance review of 
reports that, although based on publicly available information, contain new 
analyses and are not publicly available.

Principal Findings

Specific Authorizations

Technology exports subject to DOE approval can have as much proliferation 
significance as material and equipment exports. Rather than adopting nonprolif
eration standards, however, DOE weighs six factors in making export decisions. 
Four factors are similar to Commission standards. The other two address the 
availability of the technology from other sources and U.S. political, economic, 
or security interests. DOE believes that flexibility in weighing its factors enables 
it to help the United States influence foreign nuclear programs and may lead 
countries to accept nonproliferation controls. From 1980 through 1985, DOE 
authorized 47 exports largely on the basis of political and economic, rather than 
nonproliferation, factors.

GAO is concerned that DOE’s disproportionate weighting of political and 
economic factors does not provide the level of nonproliferation assurances 
desired by the Congress when it passed the 1978 act. GAO believes that now, 
after 8 years of experience with the act, DOE should be able to develop more 
objective criteria that will still allow flexibility but will better meet the nonpro
liferation goals of the act.

Sensitive Nuclear Technology

From 1978 until 1983 DOE did not have procedures for identifying technology 
that is important to sensitive nuclear facilities. On 11 occasions during this 
period, private firms and DOE, through its exchanges of technical information 
with foreign countries, provided equipment and information to sensitive nuclear 
facilities. For 8 of these cases, DOE did not determine if the exports contained 
sensitive nuclear technology.

Since 1983 DOE has made determinations on 12 proposed exports to sensitive 
nuclear facilities. In four proposals it identified and did not permit sensitive 
nuclear technology to be exported. In the other eight cases, DOE determined that 
no sensitive nuclear technology was involved. DOE made these determinations, 
however, on the basis of factors that are not included in the 1978 act. For example.
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in 1983 it determined that information on reprocessing—a method of extracting 
plutonium from used reactor fuel—to be transferred to the United Kingdom was 
not sensitive nuclear technology because that country already possessed reproc
essing capabilities. The 1978 act, however, limits the determination of sensitive 
nuclear technology to its importance to sensitive facilities, not to recipient 
countries. DOE needs standards for identifying sensitive nuclear technology that 
are consistent with the 1978 act.

General Authorizations

DOE’s regulations contain a general authorization to export information that 
is publicly available. Because these exports do not require advance review, DOE 
does not know how many have occurred. However, GAO identified seven reports 
exported under the general authorization that, although based on publicly 
available information, contained new analyses and were not publicly available. 
Further, they provided information on sensitive nuclear facilities. Because these 
reports were not publicly available, DOE should have reviewed them and either 
approved or disapproved their export.

Recommendations

GAO recommends that the Secretary of Energy

establish objective nonproliferation standards on which to base specific 
authorization decisions and describe how political and economic factors will 
be weighed as part of the authorization process,

• develop criteria consistent with the 1978 act for identifying sensitive nuclear 
technology, and

• limit general authorization of information exports to that which is readily 
available to the public.

GAO is also recommending other improvements in DOE’s procedures for 
controlling exports.

Matter for Congressional Consideration

GAO made similar recommendations for DOE to establish objective export 
authorization standards in 1980, but DOE did not act on those recommendations. 
If GAO’s recommendation is again rejected, the Congress should consider 
whether the dissimilarity between DOE’s and the Commission’s approaches to 
nonproliferation decisions—especially the weight given to economic and politi
cal considerations by DOE—adequately achieves the objectives of the act.

Agency Comments

GAO discussed the report’s material with DOE officials responsible for export 
control. They said that corrective actions have been initiated on GAO’s findings 
except that they have no plans to establish objective standards for making 
authorization decisions. GAO did not request official agency comments on this 
report.
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70. Statement by President Reagan on the Nuclear and 
Space Arms Talks, May 7,1986^

Tomorrow marks the opening of round five of the nuclear and space talks in 
Geneva (NST). Our overriding priority in these negotiations is the achievement 
of deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions in the nuclear arsenals of the United 
States and U.S.S.R. and the strengthening of strategic stability. Through agree
ments on such reductions, we seek to achieve a safer world and to work toward 
our ultimate goal of eliminating all nuclear weapons.

The session that begins tomorrow is an important one. In Geneva last 
November, General Secretary Gorbachev and I agreed to accelerate the negotia
tions on nuclear and space arms, particularly where we had already identified 
areas of common ground. This includes the principle of 50-percent reductions in 
nuclear arms, appropriately applied, as well as the objective of an interim 
agreement limiting intermediate-range missile systems (INF). Unfortunately, 
little progress was made during the most recent round of the negotiations, largely 
due to the failure of the Soviet Union to act on the commitments it undertook in 
the November 21 joint statement.^

In January Mr. Gorbachev advanced publicly a “plan” calling for the elimina
tion of all nuclear weapons by the end of the century.^ While we are pleased that 
the Soviet Union has embraced in principle our ultimate goal of eliminating all 
nuclear weapons, we believe this must be accomplished through a progression of 
practical measures. Our immediate focus should remain the prompt accomplish
ment of the necessary first steps in this process: 50-percent reductions in strategic 
nuclear arms and an interim INF agreement, as agreed last November in Geneva.

Toward this end, the United States has put forward fair and balanced proposals 
in all three areas of the NST negotiations. Our new strategic arms (START) 
proposals adopt the concept of 50-percent reductions in the nuclear arsenals of 
the United States and U.S.S.R. and seek to enhance stability by reducing the 
capability to conduct a first strike. These new proposals are designed as well to 
take into account concerns expressed by the Soviet Union and to build on areas 
of common ground in our respective positions.

In the defense and space forum we want to initiate a dialog with the Soviets on 
the vital relationship between strategic offense and defense. Furthermore, as a 
demonstration of our peaceful intentions, we are proposing an exchange of 
information on our respective strategic defense research programs and reciprocal 
visits by U.S. and Soviet experts to laboratories which are engaged in such 
research.

Unfortunately, neither in their January announcement nor in their statements 
at Geneva have the Soviets provided a constructive response to our proposals in 
either the START or defense and space area. We hope they will do so this round.

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 12, 1986, pp. 595-596. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
 ̂Document 5.
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On the other hand, Mr. Gorbachev’s announcement did seem to show a 
potential for progress in the INF area. Taking this into account, I therefore made 
another new U.S. offer: a concrete, phased plan for the global elimination of this 
entire category of U.S. and Soviet missiles by the end of this decade. This new 
proposal, developed in close consultation with our allies in Europe and Asia, 
builds upon areas of common ground, as called for in the summit joint statement. 
Our previous INF proposals also remain on the table.

In INF we also are proposing very concrete verification measures. After 
resisting for years U.S. proposals for verification, the Soviet Union recently has 
professed in its public statements that it now shares our interest in effective 
verification. We are seeking to put these Soviet pronouncements to the test at the 
negotiating table. In light of the unfortunate events of the past week, moreover, 
the need for effective verification measures has become clearer than ever.

In sum, our key objectives in the Geneva negotiations are: deep cuts; no first 
strike advantage; continuing defensive research, because defense is safer than 
offense; and no cheating.

We are making a sincere and determined effort to see the promise of the 
November summit fulfilled, and the instructions I gave to Ambassadors Kampel- 
man, Glitman, and Lehman on their return to Geneva provide them with the 
flexibility they need to explore all promising approaches for agreement.

It is high time now for the Soviet Union to get down to business by addressing 
seriously with us in Geneva the practical implementation of the mutual commit
ments which Mr. Gorbachev and I made at the summit. If the Soviets truly join 
us in this vital effort, real progress in nuclear arms reductions is clearly within our 
reach.

I want to emphasize in closing that the way to make progress is at the bargaining 
table in Geneva, in the confidential atmosphere provided by these negotiations. 
I therefore call on the Soviet Union to study these practical, yet far-reaching, U.S. 
proposals carefully and to respond in an equally concrete and constructive 
manner at the negotiating table. Only this will establish the kind of dialog that can 
lead to progress.

71. Statement by the Di rector of the Department of State 
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs (Holmes) Before 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Nu
clear Testing Issues, May 8,1986^

I will make an oral statement which will be a somewhat truncated version of 
the written statement I have submitted for the record.

I welcome this opportunity to appear before you for the purpose of addressing 
the administration’s nuclear testing arms control policy, with a particular focus 
on a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

' Nuclear Testing Issues: Hearings . . .  (S. Hrg. 99-937), pp. 6-10.
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I will outline the administration’s nuclear testing policy, comment on a CTB 
as an issue in international politics, review our historical experience with nuclear 
test bans, give an assessment of the Soviet Union’s public position on nuclear 
testing issues, and conclude with a statement on how some pending nuclear 
testing legislation affects the administration’s ability to handle national security 
problems.

The administration supports a verifiable, comprehensive test ban as a long
term goal. But for a test ban to strengthen global peace and security, certain 
conditions must precede its implementation, and those conditions do not exist 
today.

Let me explain.
The fact is that the United States, its allies, and its friends rely on nuclear 

weapons for deterrence. So long as we continue to depend on a secure and 
credible nuclear deterrent as the ultimate guarantor of peace with freedom, it is 
difficult to envision circumstances where some level of testing would not be 
necessary to insure the safety, reliability, effectiveness, and survivability of our 
nuclear weapons.

A complete cessation of nuclear tests must be viewed in its relationship to the 
entire strategic situation. As we have stated often, a CTB remains a long-term 
objective of the United States in the context of achieving broad, deep, and 
verifiable arms reduction, substantially improved verification capabilities, ex
panded confidence building measures, and great balance in conventional forces, 
and at a time when a nuclear deterrent is no longer as essential an element as 
currently for international security and stability.

The United States is currently involved in discussions with the Soviet Union 
in these areas.

The United States supports and engages in international discussion of verifi
cation and compliance problems related to nuclear testing limitations. We have 
actively participated in such discussion in past years at the multilateral Confer
ence on Disarmament in Geneva, at the technical level and ad hoc group of 
scientific experts and in the Nuclear Test Ban Working Group.

The United States continues to support consideration of monitoring and 
verification issues related to a CTB in these two groups at the Geneva Conference 
on Disarmament.

United States testing policy is fully consistent with obligations under the 1963 
Limited Test Ban Treaty^ and the Nonproliferation Treaty.^

In the preambles to those agreements, the parties cited their determination to 
continue negotiations toward the discontinuance of nuclear weapons testing, but 
did so within the wider context of the goal of general and complete disarmament 
under strict international control and the elimination of nuclear weapons alto
gether.

A test ban will not, by itself, eliminate the threat posed by nuclear weapons, and 
limitations on testing must necessarily be considered within a broad range of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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arms reductions, both conventional and nuclear. To this end, the United States 
remains committed to achieving equitable and verifiable agreements leading to 
substantial reductions in nuclear arsenals.

The issue of verification remains a difficult problem that is essential to an 
effective and sustainable arms control process, including the area of nuclear 
testing. Over the past 3 years, we have placed the highest priority in the nuclear 
testing area on finding an effective means of verification of the 1974 Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty,"̂  and the 1976 Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty.^

We have suggested concrete means of building confidence by extending a 
unilateral and unconditional invitation to the Soviet Union to send experts to 
measure directly the yield of a nuclear test at our test site.

On March 14 of this year, the President went even further, and urged the Soviet 
Union to join the United States in discussions on finding ways to reach agreement 
on essential verification improvements of the TTBT and PNET. He provided 
details to the Soviet Union on the U.S. Corrtex hydrodynamic measurement 
system, and proposed that Soviet scientists come to our Nevada test site last 
month to examine Corrtex fully.^

The President added that if the Soviets would join us in an agreement on the 
use of an effective verification system incorporating the use of Corrtex, the 
United States would be prepared to move forward on ratification of the TTBT and 
PNET.

The Soviets say they want progress on testing limitations. They recently have 
claimed in public that they are willing to accept on-site inspections, when 
necessary. On both counts, they should be able to accept our offers which could 
lead to substantial progress in resolving our differences conceming the TTBT 
and PNET.

Unfortunately, however, they have spumed our proposals for TTBT and PNET 
verification improvements, suggesting a moratorium on nuclear tests. The 
Soviets know full well that we cannot accept a moratorium on testing. They know 
very well that, as a result of their unexpected breakout from the 1958-61 
moratorium, the United States has no confidence that such moratoria can be 
counted on to lead to enhanced security.

To quote President Kennedy:

We know enough now about broken negotiations, secret preparations, and 
the advantages gained from a long test series never to offer again an 
uninspected moratorium.^

Except for negotiations on strategic nuclear forces, no arms control endeavor 
since World War II has generated such sustained intemational interest, as has the 
issue of nuclear testing. Rising concern about radioactive fallout in the 1950’s 
spurred efforts to halt testing, as the nature and effects of fallout became better 
understood and as it became apparent that no region was untouched by radioac
tive debris.

Ubid.,1974, pp. 225-227.
5 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
 ̂Document 35.
Documents on Disarmament, 1962, p. 74.
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Efforts to negotiate an international agreement ending nuclear tests began in 
the U.N. Disarmament Commission in May 1955. For the next 6 years, progress 
was frustrated by differences among the five participants—the United States, 
United Kingdom, Canada, France, and the Soviet Union—over whether a nuclear 
test ban should be negotiated by itself or whether it should be contingent upon 
progress on other arms control issues, particularly on a cutoff in production of 
fissionable materials for weapons and safeguards against surprise attack.

The central and most persistent barriers to a treaty limiting tests, however, 
were, and are today, the essential role of testing in maintaining an effective 
nuclear deterrent and the means of verifying compliance that could guarantee 
against testing in secret.

The danger, both to Western security and to progress toward genuine arms 
control, of supporting arms control agreements without effective verification 
was underscored by the fate of an international testing moratorium. Unilateral, 
but parallel, cessation of testing was observed by the United States, the Soviet 
Union, and the United Kingdom from 1958 to 1961. As President Kennedy stated 
in 1962:

On September first of last year, while the United States and the United 
Kingdom were negotiating [on a test ban] in good faith in Geneva, the Soviet 
Union callously broke its moratorium with a 2-month test series of over 40 
nuclear tests. Preparations for these tests had been secretly underway for 
many months.^

These tests were conducted in the atmosphere. The United States and the 
United Kingdom proposed on September 3, 1961, that all atmospheric tests be 
ended without any requirement for international control.^

On September 15, in the face of continuing Soviet tests, the United States 
resumed testing.

The Soviet tests not only ended the moratorium, but represented a clear breach 
of faith.

From 1977 through 1980, the United States, the United Kingdom and the 
Soviet Union held negotiations on a comprehensive test ban. The three parties 
failed to reach agreement on several major issues, including some dealing with 
verification. The specific verification issues involved the conditions for carrying 
out onsite inspections and the use of seismic equipment on the territory of each 
monitored party.

The United States sees objective security risks in resuming trilateral negotia
tions on a comprehensive test ban at this time, given our reliance on nuclear 
weapons to deter aggression. However, a treaty banning all nuclear testing 
remains a long-term objective of U.S. arms control policy in the context of the 
criteria which I have stated above.

The United States has participated in the formation of a working group in the 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to discuss issues related to verification 
and compliance with any future comprehensive test ban. A test ban cannot, by

 ̂Ibid., 1961 p. 67. 
Ibid., 1961, p. 351. 
Ibid., p. 438.
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itself, end the nuclear threat, nor will it remove the threat from conventional 
Soviet forces.

Soviet intentions on a cessation on testing must be questioned. It is clear that 
Soviet public claims of interest in a CTB contain a large element of propaganda 
of the most blatant type.

Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev’s March 29 televised address was the 
latest addition to his regimes propaganda innovations.^’ The Soviet Union has 
been fully informed through diplomatic channels of the reasons for our refusal 
to negotiate a CTB at this time, and of the total unacceptability of an unverified 
moratorium.

The Soviet Union has also failed to agree to our concrete initiatives which are 
designed to build confidence in nuclear testing limitations.

As you know, members of Congress have introduced legislation that attempts 
to force the administration to enter CTB negotiations or to join a Soviet 
moratorium. We oppose such legislation.

It would undercut the initiatives the President has proposed to make progress 
in nuclear test limitation issues, and such legislation would set back prospects on 
a broad range of arms control efforts, including the achievement of deep, 
stabilizing, and verifiable arms reductions.

I request that you join us in opposing measures that aim to force us into further 
limitations on testing under conditions that could weaken our national security.

Any limitations on nuclear testing must be compatible with our security 
interests and must be effectively verifiable.

We think there are good opportunities for progress in arms control, including 
nuclear testing. So far, however, the Soviets have not availed themselves of these 
opportunities.

We have proposed deep reductions in strategic nuclear systems. The Soviets 
have yet to respond to our proposals of last November.*^ In February, we 
proposed elimination of the entire class of longer range INF missiles. We hope 
for a constructive Soviet response in the new round of NST talks which begin 
today in Geneva.

On nuclear testing, our position has consistently been that what is needed now 
is to enhance confidence in verification of the TTBT and PNET. We place top 
priority on the achievement of a reasonable and effective system by which we can 
verify compliance with the 150 kiloton threshold of the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty.

The United States has made a series of concrete proposals to the Soviet Union 
in this regard, most recently on March 14 of this year. In the meantime, we have 
made it absolutely clear that we require nuclear testing for our security and the 
security of our allies. We intend to continue with our testing programs.

'' Document 50.
See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 898-900. 
See Document 21.
Document 35.
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The Soviets have been making preparations for some time to resume nuclear 
testing. When they choose to resume is their decision. They have told us they are 
no longer bound not to test.

Regrettably, the Soviet Union has not accepted any of our initiatives, which 
were aimed at taking constructive steps toward addressing our mutual concerns. 
Nonetheless, the President remains convinced that our two nations can find 
common ground on the nuclear testing issue.

Finally, I ask you, therefore, to continue your support and efforts to help us 
pursue our responsible nuclear testing goals.

72. Statement by the AGDA Deputy Assistant Director 
for Verification and Intelligence (Barker) Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Nuclear 
Testing Issues, May 8,1986'

It is my intention this morning to focus my remarks on the technical founda
tions of the administration’s view on nuclear test limitation treaties.

In that regard, I want to touch both upon our position with respect to the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty^ and with respect to a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty.

The President has indicated in a recent letter to Senator Dole the conditions 
under which we could consider a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

He has said that the comprehensive test ban is an objective that we will seek 
to pursue within the context of broad, deep, and verifiable arms reductions, 
substantially improved verification capabilities, a greater balance in conven
tional forces, and at a time when a nuclear deterrent is no longer as essential an 
element as currently for international security and stability.

The two elements of this statement on which I want to concentrate are the need 
for substantially improved verification capabilities and the role that nuclear 
testing plays in the maintenance of our nuclear deterrent.

I would like to summarize my statement for the record very briefly by pointing 
out that the nuclear testing program of the United States consists of basically four 
categories of nuclear tests. Each of those categories is intimately related to the 
maintenance of our nuclear deterrent and to the maintenance of stability in the 
world.

The first of these categories is the category of stockpile reliability and 
confidence tests.

Each year, a few tests are conducted in this category, which are tests either to 
confirm that a weapon which has just been produced, a typical weapon off the 
production line of a new weapon program, will indeed perform as it is called upon 
to do so, to make sure that no imperfections, that no mistakes have been made in 
the actual manufacturing process.

* Nuclear Testing Issues: Hearings . . .  (S. Hrg. 99-937), pp. 10-16. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
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So, for each new weapon system that comes off the production line, one 
weapon of that category is tested in a stockpile confidence test.

We also do tests of weapons that have been in the stockpile for some time, 
weapons which have been subjected to the corrosion and aging that happens to 
all things over the course of time. In this regard, nuclear weapons are no different 
from any category of appliance in the common household or any other form of 
military equipment. Chemical processes take place over the years that require 
some assessment as to whether they will, indeed, affect the performance of that 
particular object. In this case, it is a nuclear weapon.

We do not routinely go out and take nuclear weapons out of the stockpile and 
test them in a statistical sense. The process is much too expensive to do that.

What we do, instead, is depend upon the judgment of the scientists and 
engineers from the nuclear weapons laboratories who have designed those 
weapons. When we tear down a weapon and look at it, we ask those scientists and 
engineers to make an assessment. Are the changes that have occurred over the 
course of time such as to cause us to be concerned either about the performance 
of that weapon, or is there any reason to be concerned about the safety of that 
weapon?

Routinely, their answer is that the changes that they have observed are not such 
as to cause a loss of confidence. But, every now and then—and, luckily, the 
instances have not been too many—in their judgment, when they look at the 
changes that have occurred, they conclude that a nuclear test is required either to 
confirm that a serious problem has occurred or that in order to fix such a problem, 
a nuclear test is required to confirm that the fix has indeed worked.

Over the course of time problems in the stockpile, of course, have been a matter 
of great security concern to the United States, and it has only been recently that 
there is any kind of information available about the historic stockpile problems 
that have occurred in the stockpile.

I would like to submit for the record a report prepared by the Department of 
Energy, authored by Dr. Jack Rosengren, called, “Some Little Publicized 
Difficulties With a Nuclear Freeze.’'

Senator E vans. We will include that with the record.
[The information referred to appears in the appendix.]
Mr. B a rk er . In that document. Dr. Rosengren outlines a half dozen problems 

that have occurred historically in the U.S. stockpile.
In one of those cases, it was discovered that a particular warhead for the Polaris 

missile was such that degradations had occurred over the course of time, such that 
75 percent of those weapons would not have worked had they been detonated.

Now, that is not a small, gradual erosion over the course of time. That is a true 
catastrophe. That is what we talk about when we talk about the potential negative 
impact of a comprehensive test ban on nuclear weapon reliability.

It is not the gradual erosion over time that occurs to all of us, even. It is the fac| 
that at some point in time, a trigger threshold may be passed at which a 
catastrophic failure occurs due to the effects of age. In this case, it is age in a 
nuclear weapon, such that one day we have total faith in that weapon, and the next 
day we have reason to believe that a large fraction of the weapons in the stockpile 
of that type will not work.
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This problem that I cited with the Polaris warhead was addressed by nuclear 
weapons designers. A fix was designed. The weapon with the fix in it was tested 
and proved satisfactory. As a result, the entire stockpile of that weapon was 
recalled and fixed in order to restore confidence in it.

So, I have just talked now about the first category of nuclear weapons testing, 
nuclear weapons confidence and reliability. I have pointed out that it is of two 
kinds—routine testing of each new warhead as it comes off the production line, 
and tests that are the result of discovered problems in the stockpile.

I have said that those kinds of tests are a small fraction of the total, but they are 
a very, very critical fraction, a very, very critical component if we are to continue 
to have faith in our nuclear deterrent.

The second category is nuclear weapons effects tests.
Again, these are a small number of tests each year. These tests are managed by 

the Department of Defense, the Defense Nuclear Agency. In these tests, the 
nuclear explosion is the source for providing a test bed through which we can test 
the survivability of our nuclear weapons systems and our command and commu
nications systems.

If our deterrent system is to work, we must be confident that we can detect 
attack, that we can make assessment of threat, and that we have confidence that 
our nuclear weapons systems will not and cannot be destroyed easily should the 
Soviets attack.

We also want the Soviets to have full confidence that we are confident in our 
deterrent, that it is survivable against whatever measures they may take.

So, each year a few tests are conducted in which we expose reentry vehicles, 
satellite components, military hardware of all varieties to the effects of a nuclear 
detonation to see whether they have met their design criteria.

Tests of this category are just as critical to the maintenance of the deterrent as 
are tests which confirm that the yield of the weapon is what it should be.

We cannot be confident that our military systems can survive reasonably well 
in nuclear environments if we have no basis for faith in our deterrent. We need 
to believe that those systems can be sufficient survivable to constitute a true 
deterrent.

The third category of tests are tests that are devoted to the development of new 
weapon concepts—I want to make clear that it is concepts that I am talking about 
here—tests that are devoted to developing specific weapons for the stockpile, and 
tests that are devoted to understanding how nuclear energy may be applied to 
military purposes, not necessary by ourselves, but by others.

In this category, we find the tests for the MX missile. Also falling into this 
category are new tests for the Trident II warhead and tests for the proposed 
Midgetman warhead. They would fall into this category of tests which are 
designed to develop weapons for specific applications.

In a more general category, part of the nuclear testing process is to design 
features which will enhance the already high safety, and security standards that 
we have for our nuclear weapons.

As these concepts are developed through this category of testing, they are 
incorporated into the new weapon systems as they are built.
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In this area, the safety concept that probably has received the most attention has 
been the development of an insensitive high explosive which, literally, cannot be 
exploded, or will not detonate unless ignited purposefully by the way in which 
it was intended. It will not explode in any kind of conceivable accident situation. 
It is very clearly a desirable feature for every weapon in our nuclear inventory. 
There are many, many weapon systems yet deployed that do not have this feature.

As we replace those systems in the future, we will incorporate this insensitive 
high explosive and, thus, dramatically enhance the safety of our stockpile.

The third category is that of understanding the potential threat that others may 
pose via their developments in their nuclear weapons program.

It is important to understand that nuclear weapons design is not a linear process. 
By this, I mean that every country which has developed nuclear weapons may 
have started at a very similar point. But, in subsequent tests—the 2d, 3d, 4th, 10th, 
et cetera— t̂here is no requirement in the physics of nuclear weapons that each 
nation pursue an identical path. Therefore, it is quite possible, in fact, even 
probable, that the Soviets have discovered nuclear weapons concepts that we 
have not yet fully mastered.

We do not know that, of course, as a fact, but it certainly is a possibility. So, 
we continue to try to better understand how nuclear energy may be applied for 
military purposes whether we intend to incorporate those concepts or not.

It is in this category that work on some of the so-called nuclear concepts 
associated with SDI have been undertaken. While the President’s goal is a 
nonnuclear SDI, there is no such requirement on the Soviet Union. We need to 
understand what concepts they may have already developed, what concepts they 
may be pursuing that would pose a threat to our own strategic defense initiative 
and may constitute a threat to our own offensive forces.

I have mentioned now three categories under this overall category of weapons 
development—weapons developed for specific U.S. weapon systems; tests to 
develop new concepts which may be applicable to future, undefined weapon 
systems; and the category of basically understanding what may be possible, 
whether or not the United States intends to deploy it.

I want to return to the first of those categories for a moment to amplify on the 
concept of modernization.

In many people’s minds, modernization seems to be a dirty word. I want to 
point out that the weapon systems, the so-called modernization that has taken 
place in the U.S. nuclear weapons inventory, constitute designs which have made 
our deterrent more survivable, which have restored its capability in the face of 
Soviet steps which have tended to erode our deterrent.

The Soviet steps that have tended to erode our deterrent sort of fall into two 
categories.

One, they have taken steps which have threatened the survivability of our 
deterrent. The Soviet air defense improvements have caused us to come to the 
conclusion that the B-52 either now or in the very near future, is not a credible 
penetrating aircraft.

We have taken two steps to restore a deterrent that already existed. One is to 
produce the B-1 bomber, which we believe can penetrate Soviet air defense. The 
other is to pursue the concept of standoff cruise missiles.
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I want to point out that it is new nuclear weapon designs that made the B-1 
bomber a credible element of the deterrent. Delivery characteristics of a B-1 
bomber that allow it to penetrate are very, very different from those of a B-52. 
The aircraft flies at lower altitude, higher speed, and, therefore, the weapons that 
are dropped from that aircraft are going to be subjected to much higher shock 
environments when those weapons hit the ground.

The weapons that we had developed for the B-52 literally would not survive 
delivery in the normal delivery pattem of a B-1. So, the B-1 delivery system 
would not have had any utility had not the nuclear weapons laboratories designed 
nuclear weapons capable of delivery from that platform.

Similarly, with respect to the Navy’s Trident missile, which has a range 
substantially greater than that of previous submarine missile systems, that 
missile range was increased for the sole purpose of providing greater survivabil
ity for the submarine which delivers the missile. We wanted the submarine to be 
able to operate in larger ocean areas and, hence, be less susceptible to Soviet 
antisubmarine warfare tactics.

A longer range missile means the reentry vehicle that carries the warhead will 
be subjected to much higher heat, higher vibration loads. The warheads that had 
previously been designed for earlier Navy systems could not have survived the 
environments of the new Trident missile.

Hence, a new warhead was developed that ultimately made the whole Trident 
system a credible part of our whole deterrent.

I could go on and on with a list like that. But the point I wanted to make is that 
the nuclear weapons, the modernized nuclear weapons, are an integral part of our 
modernized deterrent. The modernization process of our deterrent has been made 
necessary by threats to the existing deterrent from the Soviet Union. It is new 
nuclear weapons that have made our responses credible, that have restored a 
deterrent which has eroded because of steps taken by the Soviets.

Let me make a final point that those steps are not necessarily nuclear-weapons- 
related steps on the part of the Soviet Union. The Soviet air defenses that caused 
us to go to the B-1 bomber are not necessarily nuclear. It was enhancement in 
conventional air defense capabilities that drove us to that bomber, that drove us 
to a modernized nuclear weapon.

In the same sense with respect to the Trident missile, it was not Soviet nuclear 
weapons development that caused us to deploy Trident. It was concern about 
Soviet conventional anti-submarine warfare capabilities.

I want now to turn to the fourth category of nuclear tests, the physics tests.
“Physics tests” I think is a jargon of the nuclear weapons laboratories. What it 

basically means is the category of tests that are designed to better understand the 
fundamental physics of a nuclear weapon, what makes a nuclear weapon do what 
it does.

Time and time again, the scientists at our nuclear weapon laboratories are 
surprised. They find out that their calculations, despite the fact that they have the 
biggest and best computers that we can offer, are wrong, that they make mistakes, 
that these computers do not tell the absolute truth when it comes down to a real 
test.
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This attempt to understand the fundamental physics better may, at some time 
in the future, reduce the dependence upon testing. But, at the current time, we are 
dependent upon tests and we need to better understand the fundamental physics.

That is what this fourth category of nuclear testing is about.
I have summarized the four categories of nuclear tests for you. I want to make 

the point that each of them is equally related to the continued credibility and 
maintenance of our deterrent, because every single one of those tests contributes 
to the competence and credibility of the engineers and scientists we turn to to ask 
whether our deterrent is still reliable, whether our nuclear weapons will still 
work.

The only reason why we should trust that judgment is because several times a 
year their feet are held to the fire. When they design a weapon, when they design 
a nuclear device, that design is tested. That test record is what gives us faith in 
their credibility.

The other area of technical issue I wanted to address was verification.
I think it has already been touched on fairly well by Ambassador Holmes. I 

would be happy to answer questions later on about the Corrtex system if there 
should be a desire to address that system in any detail.

It is the basis upon which the President has said if the Soviets can agree, will 
agree to verification measures based upon Corrtex or a similar technology that 
would offer comparable accuracy, that he is ready to move forward on ratification 
of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosives Treaty.^

The President has indicated that we believe that that Corrtex system has an 
accuracy of 30 percent. That means that even with Corrtex, we will still have a 
30-percent uncertainty in the yield of a test, which is measured by such a device.

But he has made the determination that he is prepared to move forward toward 
ratification if measures based upon it are adopted.

With respect to the comprehensive test ban, that is a very long and complex 
issue. I would, again, be happy to address your questions on that matter. I would 
only want to point out that improved verification is an integral part of the criteria 
that we have for a comprehensive test ban, any future Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty; that we indeed have an aggressive program of funding research in that 
area, both through the Department of Energy and the Department of Defense’s 
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency.

Only one example of that research effort is the very impressive facility that was 
dedicated in Norway over a year ago, which offers the promise of significant 
improvements in the detection of seismic signals of very low magnitude.

This is part of a research program, but a research program that the administra
tion is pursuing very aggressively.

^Ihid.,1976,pp. 328-332.
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73. Statement by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff (Crowe) Before the Senate Committee on For
eign Relations: Nuclear Testing Issues, May 8,1986^

I do appreciate this opportunity to contribute to your deliberations on various 
proposals to ban the testing of nuclear weapons. My statement, which we have 
just mentioned, does address the issue of testing broadly and, I believe, compre
hensively, with emphasis on linkages between testing and deterrence, the prime 
mission of our nuclear forces.

To begin, I share the view of many on this committee that the world would be 
better off without nuclear weapons. But, until that occurs, some of us more or less 
have to mind the store, making sure that we have a nuclear deterrent as reliable 
and as credible as we can make it, with minimum risk to our national security.

As Secretary Weinberger stated in his fiscal year 1987 report to the Congress, 
we seek to prevent war by persuading potential adversaries that the cost of 
attacking us will exceed any gain that they could hope to achieve. This is the core 
of our defense strategy today, as it has been for most of the postwar period.

I am not sure that the Soviet military establishment looks at deterrence in 
exactly the same context.

I know that we and they approach the strategic balance in different ways. For 
their part, the Soviet Union takes a very robust and multifaceted approach toward 
this balance. It has over the course of time acquired an unusually large number 
and a wide mix of offensive nuclear forces:

An air defense system, with extraordinary radar coverage and interceptor 
density around the nation’s periphery;

The world’s only operational ABM system, featuring interceptor missiles with 
both conventional and nuclear warheads;

An antisatellite system operational for more than two decades, including 
missiles with a conventional warhead designed to blast satellites out of the sky;

A shield of earth, rock, concrete and steel around many of their nuclear forces, 
coupled with a concurrent program hardening command, control, and commu
nications facilities and equipment; and

A heavy emphasis on damage limitation through civil defenses.
Thus, while the Soviet Union has pursued a comprehensive nuclear testing 

program over time, that program—and I want to stress this—is only one 
component of a military strategy forged around a massive array of offensive and 
defensive forces.

For our part, we have never tried to emulate the Soviet fortress mentality; nor 
do we replace our strategic offensive forces at the same pace as one sees in the 
Soviet Union.

Instead, we historically have let our deterrent rely heavily on the incremental 
modernization of existing launch platforms, with recurring emphasis on nuclear 
weapon technologies. To illustrate this point:

’ Nuclear Testing Issues: Hearings . . .  (S. Hrg. 99-937), pp. 3742.
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Over the years, we could have emphasized large ICBM’s and megatonnages 
in warheads. Instead, we leaned toward more accurate missiles and new war
heads of lower yields.

We might have moved more quickly toward an entirely new design for our 
ballistic missile submarines, featuring larger tubes or more missiles per subma
rine, or a larger inventory of SSBN’s. Instead, we applied the multiple independ
ently targetable reentry vehicle solution, the MIRV solution, in other words.

Similarly, in the mid-1970’s, a decision not to replace the aging B-52’s was 
accompanied by the development of an entirely new weapon system centered 
around cruise missiles.

For better or worse, many of these decisions were made on the basis of fiscal 
constraints. Sometimes they were accompanied by an illusion that nuclear 
disarmament was just around the comer. In any event, improvements to our 
systems placed proportionately greater emphasis on weapons, rather than the 
proliferation of basic platforms. This, in turn, has led us to rely, and to rely 
heavily, on a comprehensive nuclear testing program.

Today, of course, we are forced to replace aging platforms with a new Trident 
submarine, the B-1 bomber, and the Peacekeeper.

We fully expect that these new platforms will be around for a long time, barring 
some major initiative, a successful initiative, in arms control. They will be, in that 
event, the mainstay of our nuclear deterrent force. In turn, we must retain the 
flexibility to make incremental improvements in weapon systems designs and 
validation of such designs through the Nuclear Testing Program in order to insure 
that these systems remain an effective and credible deterrent.

At this point, let me say just a few words about Soviet policy on nuclear testing.
In general, the Soviet Union has been reaching for the high ground in political 

and social propaganda, condemning in particular the United States program. In 
reality, however, I would argue that their nuclear disarmament proposals of mid- 
January^ do not contemplate a worldwide ban on nuclear testing until the late 
1990’s—more than a decade from now.

In the interim, these proposals suggest only that the United States and Soviet 
Union join in a moratorium or delay in nuclear testing—an arrangement which 
can be broken and which, in fact, worked very much to our disadvantage in 1961, 
when the Soviets broke out of a 3-year moratorium with the most intensive 
Nuclear Test Program in history. Even their recent suspension of nuclear testing 
seems to have been a temporary political expedient. They are now gearing up for 
resumption of such tests.

As a whole, the Soviet nuclear disarmament proposals of mid-January serve 
their security interests, not ours. We should, of course, not expect otherwise. But, 
even if we are able to find a more equitable road to nuclear disarmament, that road 
will have its own asymmetries, uncertainties, and potential instabilities in the 
East-West military balance.

As the process evolves, both sides can be expected to place a premium on the 
survivability, reliability, and effectiveness of that last component of their nuclear

 ̂Document 5.
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capability. In this regard, General Secretary Gorbachev was correct when he 
noted, “the interrelationship between offensive and defensive arms is so obvious 
as to require no proof. What he did not mention are some very obvious efforts 
by the Soviet Union to strengthen such linkages within their own force structure, 
including, but certainly not limited to, an Earth and space shield for many of their 
nuclear strike forces, national command structure, and communications assets. 
For deterrent purposes, it is absolutely essential that we be able to place such 
protected targets at risk. To do this, we must be able to perfect our own nuclear 
weapons, as necessary, and that, in turn, requires continuity within the Nuclear 
Testing Program.

We also face major uncertainties surrounding the mix of launch vehicles apt 
to evolve from a nuclear disarmament process. We don’t know whether the 
Soviets will emphasize mobile or hardened ICBM’s, more dispersed and shel
tered bombers, or ballistic missile submarines, some of which may be berthed in 
coastal tunnels. In any event, uncertainties surrounding the evolving mix and 
location of Soviet offensive forces underscore the importance of remaining 
flexible in weapon system design and validation of such designs through testing.

Last, the whole process of eliminating nuclear weapons on a worldwide basis 
is fraught with extraordinary problems of compliance and verification. We do not 
know, in the first instance, whether nuclear disarmament is an achievable 
proposition by the year 2000. Further, we have no way of knowing whether a 
nuclear disarmament treaty, even one pursued diligently by the United States and 
the Soviet Union, will capture the last weapon on Earth. Thus, we will have to 
maintain a deterrent to nuclear attack right down to the last moment, and, from 
a United States and allied security perspective, we want that deterrent to be as 
effective and credible as possible. Nuclear testing, I would suggest, or argue, is 
required to guarantee this.

To put all of this into perspective:
A comprehensive ban on nuclear testing, now or later, will contribute abso

lutely nothing to nuclear disarmament. By itself, it will not eliminate a single 
nuclear weapon.

Conversely, continuation of a comprehensive Nuclear Testing Program can 
assure that we go down the road of nuclear disarmament with minimum 
degradation in the safety, security, survivability, reliability, and flexibility of our 
nuclear deterrent, and, in turn, minimum risk to our national security as well as 
the security of our allies.

Thus far, I have focused upon the strategic and military requirements for 
nuclear testing. Let me now turn to the technical side.

In general, the design, development, and storage of nuclear weapons demand 
the highest standards in safety and security. We can never afford to rest on our 
oars. Similarly, we must ensure that all of the complex mechanisms of achieving 
safety and security do not, in some unexpected fashion, degrade the reliability of 
that weapon as part of our strategic nuclear deterrent. We can completely satisfy

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 561.
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ourselves on that score only by maintaining in some fashion a Nuclear Testing 
Program.

Given a strong emphasis on product safety and reliability in the United States, 
I, frankly, do not understand why Congress would want to suspend testing on one 
of the most critical and sophisticated elements of our nuclear deterrent, namely, 
the warhead.

With respect to weapons reliability and effectiveness, we are dependent upon 
the testing program in five distinct ways.

It gives us confidence in our existing stockpile of nuclear weapons. Our fervent 
hope is that we will never have to use such weapons. But, like other systems not 
used over many years, we must be sure that they will perform as designed, and 
that any potential adversary be aware of this fact. That’s the heart of deterrence.

It provides information essential to the effective employment of nuclear 
weapons—confidence that the right weapon is applied to the right target. The 
lethality of nuclear weapons, theirs and ours, against hardened targets is one of 
our major concerns. So, too, is the expected survival and performance of such 
weapons in a nuclear environment, featuring the synergistic effects of blast, high 
intensity radiation, and electromagnetic pulse.

It enables us to determine critical nuclear effects on such nonnuclear systems 
as surveillance, command, control, and communications systems. It is impera
tive that we continue to explore the nature of the entire spectrum of nuclear effects 
problems and develop fixes to deal with them as long as we have to rely on 
equipment that must function in a nuclear environment.

It helps us to verify that a weapon modified for reliability, security, or safety 
reasons, or a weapon tailor-made for a new delivery system, such as cruise 
missiles, the Peacekeeper, or the Trident D-5, will emerge as a reliable and 
effective component of our nuclear deterrent forces. At one time, for example, 
we had to recall all of the Polaris warheads because of reliability problems which 
degraded the inventory effectiveness by as much as 75 percent. Only nuclear 
testing allowed us to verify that Polaris modifications had solved the problem.

It helps us design new weapons of smaller size and weight for a given yield. 
For years, the United States has led the world in this aspect of nuclear technology 
with considerable savings in the size and cost of delivery systems. But each new 
delivery system and its associated weapon requires thorough testing before it can 
be counted as part of our strategic or tactical nuclear deterrent.

At the same time, I would emphasize that, while I do not want to go into the 
details, it is not uncommon for these tests to produce technical surprises— 
something not predicted in either simulations or computer-based analyses. These 
surprises can impact any one or all of these areas: Reliability; weapons stockpile 
or deployment; physics studies of new concepts; or safety considerations.

Last, but not least, let me say a few words about verification and compliance.
It is clearly our biggest problem in arms control negotiations with the Soviets, 

whether we are talking about launchers, weapons, or testing. We would like, of 
course, for them to be more open, more amenable to objective verification 
methods. They remain very closed, and, as the Chernobyl accident demonstrated, 
very loath to share unvarnished data with technical experts from the United States 
or even from Europe.

Document 73



CROWE STATEMENT, MAY 8 241

These verification problems are compounded by a Soviet Government which 
sees itself in a continuing military struggle for world power and influence. On the 
one hand, they have shown a rather clear pattern of exploiting loopholes in any 
arms control arrangement, and even breaking out of existing agreements in order 
to continue this struggle. On the other hand, they want us to leave compliance 
issues surrounding nuclear testing to good faith.

I, frankly, doubt that the Kremlin will ever be able to square this circle. Thus, 
we must assure that verification and compliance mechanisms surrounding any 
nuclear testing arrangement be as direct, straightforward and objective as 
possible.

To sum it up, I believe that the United States way of managing its nuclear 
deterrent and the strategic balance is far less burdensome on our society and our 
economy than the Soviet way. But you must recognize that our approach to 
nuclear deterrence puts a premium on high technology rather than brute force. So, 
too, does our effort to develop a strategic defense, unaccompanied by a govern
ment and a people digging in for survival.

In defense planning, we are drawn toward nuclear testing by one simple fact: 
We expect to achieve deterrence from a relatively small mix of strategic nuclear 
forces likely to be in service for a long period of time. To maintain that 
effectiveness and credibility over time, we must have a weapons modernization 
and maintenance program supported by rigorous underground testing—the only 
environment left to us. We cannot assume, even in view of the Soviet proposals, 
that nuclear disarmament is just around the comer.

For something as exotic and potentially lethal as a nuclear weapon, such testing 
also is embedded in the highest standards of safety, security, and survivability, 
as well as reliability. We should regard with the utmost concern any suggestion 
that we could allow our nuclear weapons stockpile to “gracefully” degrade over 
time.

Further, virtually everything about the nuclear disarmament process—asym
metries, uncertainties, and potential instabilities in the evolving military bal
ance—suggests that a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing should only occur 
toward the end, rather than at the beginning, of this process. Certainly this is the 
case for the United States and its allies, if not for the Soviet Union.

As a bottom line, I sincerely believe we stand a better chance of achieving near- 
term progress in nuclear disarmament with less damage to our national security 
by approaching weapons reductions directly, rather than obliquely through a 
comprehensive test ban. The United States has formally proposed such reduc
tions in both theater systems and strategic systems. The Joint Chiefs of Staff fully 
support these proposals and would enthusiastically welcome a constructive 
response by the Soviets to them. It has not been forthcoming as yet.
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74. U.S. Reply to the UN Secretary General: UN Disar
mament Studies, May 13,1986^

1. The United States of America hopes that the adoption without a vote of 
General Assembly resolution 40/152 K indicates readiness on the part of all 
Member States to examine the situation carefully with respect to United Nations 
disarmament studies and to make earnest efforts at improving it.

2. For its part, the United States finds that, regrettably, not many of the United 
Nations studies conducted thus far represent a truly meaningful contribution to 
the fund of knowledge in the field of disarmament. In the view of the United 
States, a major failing of these studies is that they have all too often been used as 
a vehicle for advancing objectives inconsistent with the very concept of studies 
and the fundamental purpose that they should serve. Many initiatives for studies 
have had very little to do with a real need for expert, in-depth analysis. Some of 
them have been aimed primarily at promoting and gaining United Nations 
imprimatur for certain pre-conceived ideas or one-sided proposals, while others 
have been put forward purely for reasons of perceived political prestige. Terms 
of reference have been so framed as to prejudge the study, or at least to give it an 
a priori, specific orientation. In addition, study groups frequently have been 
diverted from their serious work through injection of polemics, often on extra
neous matters. Attempts also have been made to use studies for the purpose of 
undermining existing arms control arrangements or to engage study groups in 
quasi-negotiations.

3. Another major factor seriously prejudicing the work of United Nations 
disarmament studies has been that some Member States remain unwilling to 
provide the necessary information and data concerning their military capabilities 
and programmes, while refusing—even at the price of scuttling a study—to 
accept such material from other sources, including those whose integrity is 
widely recognized by the international community. Study groups are thus 
deprived of an element essential for any objective analysis and conclusion.

4. To date, reports resulting from United Nations disarmament studies have 
been essentially of two types: some represent the lowest conmion denominator 
of differing views of the participants; others consist of what is basically a 
compilation and juxtaposition of those views. In either case, they are of 
questionable value—the former because they failed to reveal and illuminate the 
true dimensions and complexities of the issues to be covered, the latter because 
they largely reiterate, albeit without attribution, the already well-known public 
positions of the parties concerned. Such results can hardly be regarded as 
justifying the considerable efforts and expenditures involved. Most important, 
they fall far short of affording their potential readers any useful insight into the 
problems investigated.

5. The United States deeply regrets that the foregoing observations have to be 
so critical. They do, however, reflect serious existing problems that must be

’ A/41/421, pp. 22-24.
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addressed squarely and openly if serious, constructive efforts are to be made at 
improving the work of the United Nations in the field of disarmament studies.

6. In offering its contribution to such efforts, the United States proceeds from 
certain fundamental premises, namely:

(a) That the function of United Nations studies in the field of disarmament 
should be to assist Member States in developing their thinking on, and realistic 
approaches to, problems of disarmament and international security, as well as to 
enhance the understanding of those problems among the general public;

(b) That for a study to serve this purpose effectively it should provide a 
thorough, factual and objective analysis, in the context of the international 
security situation, of all factors relevant to the issue under investigation;

(c) That improving the work of United Nations disarmament studies and 
ensuring their cost-effectiveness is the responsibility of all Member States.

7. The following are the specific suggestions that the United States would like 
to put forward:

(a) Member States should be strongly encouraged to exercise utmost restraint 
and self-discipline in contemplating initiatives for United Nations disarmament 
studies;

(b) The Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies should 
be requested to review all proposals for such studies from the standpoint of their 
substantive relevance, timeliness, costs and general consistency with the purpose 
that United Nations disarmament studies are supposed to serve. Such a review 
should take place prior to the possible submission of the proposed study for 
consideration by the First Committee. In particular, the Board should be 
requested carefully to consider:

(i) The relative importance of the topic of the proposed study, as well as the 
appropriateness of the framework in which it is to be dealt with under the 
proposed terms of reference;

(ii) The actual necessity for the study in light of pertinent material that may 
already be available;

(iii) In the case of a proposal for updating an earlier United Nations study, 
the degree to which it is warranted by interim developments;

(iv) Whether the study could not be conducted at less cost by a properly 
selected, outside consultancy.

In conducting the review, the Board also should take full account of the serious 
financial situation of the United Nations and the pressing need to avoid any non- 
essential expenditures.

When a member of the Board is a national of the State sponsoring or co
sponsoring a proposal under review, that member should disqualify himself from 
reviewing that proposal. The conclusions of the Board should be conveyed to the 
sponsor or sponsors of the respective proposal. If the proposal is pursued in the 
First Committee, the Board’s findings also should be made available to all 
Member States. While the views of the Board could not, of course, be of a binding 
character, Member States would, no doubt, wish to give them closest attention.

(c) The actual carrying out of studies requested by the General Assembly 
should be rendered more efficient and productive by the following means:
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(i) The size of study groups should be the minimum consistent with the 
principle of equitable geographic and political representation, and most impor
tant, with the substantive expertise required;

(ii) Participation in studies should be recognized as carrying with it the 
responsibility of individual experts to provide relevant information and data 
concerning their own countries;

(iii) If some experts are unable to meet this responsibility due to the policy 
of their Governments, study groups should be free to draw on pertinent material 
from other sources, especially internationally recognized research establish
ments;

(iv) Study groups should operate strictly within their terms of reference, with 
members refraining from raising polemics, introducing extraneous matters or 
attempting to use the study forum for any other purposes inconsistent with its 
proper function;

(d) The elaboration and adoption of study group reports should continue to be 
governed by the essential principle of consensus among the members of the 
group. This, however, should not detract from the substantive value of the report. 
In preparing their reports, study groups and their chairmen should be guided by 
the fact that, if a report is to be of any practical utility to its potential readership, 
it should be factual and as comprehensive as possible. Where important differ
ences persist, they should not be ignored or obfuscated by ambiguous formula
tions. Divergent views should be presented in a balanced and objective, non- 
polemical manner. In order to provide an insight into the problems involved, 
reports should not merely juxtapose statements of differing views (“some believe 
. . . /others believe . . but also include the respective experts’ substantive 
rationale for them. As the extent of possible coincidence of views can usually be 
assessed in the initial stages, and often even before the beginning of a study, the 
format of any draft report should correspond to that assessment so as to facilitate 
and expedite the work of the group.

75. Address by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev: 
Chernobyl Nuclear Power Plant Accident and Nu
clear Test Bans [Extracts], May 14,1986^

• • • • • • •

All this came out quite clearly, even at the meeting of the leaders of “The 
Seven” held recently in Tokyo. Of what did they speak to the world, of what 
dangers did they warn humanity? Of Libya, groundlessly accused of terrorism, 
and of the Soviet Union, which seemingly “undersupplied” them with informa
tion about the accident at Chernobyl. And not a word about the most important 
thing: how to stop the arms race, how to save the world from the nuclear menace.

 ̂CD/696, pp. 5, 7.
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Not a word in response to the Soviet initiatives, to our concrete proposals on the 
cessation of nuclear tests, on freeing humanity from nuclear and chemical 
weapons, on reducing conventional arms.

W^at is to be made of all this? One involuntarily gets the impression that the 
leaders of the capitalist Powers who met in Tokyo wanted to use Chernobyl as 
a pretext for diverting world public attention from these problems, problems that 
are inconvenient for them but are very real and important for the entire world.

The accident at the Chernobyl station and the reaction to it have become a kind 
of test of political morality. Once again two differing approaches, two different 
lines of conduct have been revealed for everyone to see. The ruling circles of the 
United States of America and their most zealous allies—among which I would 
particularly mention the Federal Republic of Germany—saw in the accident just 
another opportunity to place further obstacles in the way of the development and 
deepening of the ^ready halting dialogue between the East and West and to 
justify the nuclear arms race.

What is more, an attempt was made to prove to the world that talks, let alone 
agreements with the USSR are impossible and so to give a “green light” to further 
military preparations.

Our attitude to this tragedy is entirely different. We realize that it represents one 
more stroke of the tocsin, one more grim warning that the nuclear age necessitates 
new political thinking and a new policy.

This has still further confirmed us in the belief that the course of foreign policy 
worked out by the twenty-seventh Congress of the CPSU is right, that our 
proposals for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, the ending of nuclear 
explosions and the creation of a comprehensive system of international security 
meet the implacably stringent demands that the nuclear age makes of the political 
leadership of all countries.

• • • • • • •

For all this, it should be not forgotten that in our interdependent world there 
exist, alongside problems of atoms for peace, problems of atoms for war. That is 
today the main thing. The accident at Chernobyl has highlighted yet again the 
abyss that will be opened up if nuclear war befalls humanity, for latent in the 
nuclear arsenals that have been accumulated are thousands and thousands of 
disasters far more horrible than Chernobyl.

Against this background of heightened attention to nuclear matters, the Soviet 
Government, after weighing all the circumstances pertaining to the security of its 
people and of humanity as a whole, has decided to extend its unilateral morato
rium on nuclear explosions until 6 August of this year, that is, until the date on 
which, more than 40 years ago, the first atomic bomb was dropped on the 
Japanese city of Hiroshima, causing the deaths of hundreds of thousands of 
people.

We again urge the United States to weigh up with all due seriousness the 
measure of the danger looming over mankind and to heed the opinion of the world 
community. May those who are at the head of the United States demonstrate by 
deeds their concern for people’s lives and health.
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I confirm my proposal to President Reagan to meet without delay in the capital 
of any European State that will have us or, say, in Hiroshima, and to reach 
agreement on a nuclear-test ban.

The nuclear age forcefully demands a new approach to international relations, 
the pooling of the efforts of States from differing social systems to halt the 
ruinous arms race, and radical improvement of the world political climate. Broad 
horizons would then be cleared for fruitful co-operation among all countries and 
peoples. Everyone on Earth would gain from that!

76. Statement by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary 
to the President (Speal(es): Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, May 15,1986^

Today in Vienna representatives of NATO and the Warsaw Pact resume their 
efforts to reach a verifiable agreement that would reduce and limit conventional 
forces in central Europe. These negotiations, known as the mutual and balanced 
force reduction (MBFR) talks, have the important goal of creating a more stable 
balance of forces at an equal and significantly lower level in central Europe, the 
area of greatest concentration of armed forces in the world.

The MBFR talks are at an important stage of their 13-year history. Last 
December 5 the President joined other allied leaders in making a new, far- 
reaching proposal aimed at finding out if the Soviet Union is seriously interested 
in moving towards an accord in these long-running negotiations.

The Warsaw Pact had asked for a time-limited, first-stage agreement calling 
for initial reductions by U.S. and Soviet ground forces, followed by a freeze on 
all forces of the two alliances remaining in the area. In its December proposal, the 
West agreed to this framework.^ The East also insisted that progress could be 
made only if the West dropped its demand that the sides agree on the number of 
forces each currently has in the area before reductions begin. We agreed to this 
also, despite the fact that this demand had been a crucial part of the NATO 
position for over a decade.

We hoped the East would reciprocate our concessions and agree to Western 
verification proposals, a central remaining prerequisite to forging a viable 
agreement. Unfortunately, the East was not forthcoming during the round of 
negotiations that ended in March. Despite General Secretary Gorbachev’s public 
declarations endorsing realistic verification measures for conventional force 
reductions, the Soviets did not respond positively in Vienna. Indeed, in response 
to NATO’s concessions, the Soviets and their Warsaw Pact allies actually moved 
backward by rejecting the Western proposals and recycling old, shopworn 
verification ideas the East had made 2 or 3 years previously.

The Soviet leadership has now had additional time to give full and careful 
consideration to the details of NATO’s December 5, 1985, proposal. In East

' Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, May 19, 1986, p. 636. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 898-900.
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Berlin on April 18, General Secretary Gorbachev again asserted that his govern
ment is committed to achieving reductions in conventional forces and pledged 
that these reductions will be assured through dependable verification, including 
on-site inspections.^

The President has instructed the U.S. negotiator. Ambassador Robert D. 
Blackwill, working with his NATO colleagues, to put these Soviet public claims 
on verification to the practical test at the negotiating table in Vienna.

77. Address by AGDA Director Adelman: Is Arms Con
trol at a Dead End?, May 16,1986^

For some time now, people on both sides of the arms control debate have been 
wondering whether arms control has somehow hit a dead end. The reasons people 
feel this way vary, but if you read the foreign policy and arms control journals, 
you will often run across articles suggesting that arms control is in a fbnk. The 
idea crops up again and again.

This evening I would like to do three things.
First, I want to suggest the reasons why some people now imagine that arms 

control has hit a dead end.
Second, I want to show you how the current pessimism about arms control 

stems mainly from the fact that our definition of arms control has become terribly 
narrow and inadequate. A lot of conventional thinking about arms control is 
afflicted, I would argue, by a kind of tunnel vision.

Finally, I want to suggest to you this evening that we need to broaden our 
definition of arms control to take into account all the factors that affect stability 
and security. When we look at the world through the lens of of this broader—and, 
it seems to me, much more accurate—definition of arms control, we will find that 
the outlook for stability and peace is not at all pessimistic but, indeed, extremely 
hopeful.

Reasons for Pessimism

First, why the pessimism about arms control? Several reasons.
In the first place, there has been a growing acknowledgement that the Soviet 

Union is violating agreements. It is important to recognize how our thinking abut 
these matters has changed over the years. At the beginning of the SALT [strategic 
arms limitation talks] negotiations 16 years ago, there was a widespread expec
tation that the first strategic arms agreements would build confidence for 
successive talks. There was hope that each step in the process would lead to more 
ambitious steps, that agreements on specific issues would lead to generalized 
mutual restraint. This hasn’t happened.

 ̂Document 62.
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I think history will show very plainly that the United States kept its side of the 
bargain; after we signed SALT I, our rate of force modernization slowed down— 
at least partly because we believed in the future of arms control. It is not that we 
did nothing. But we did considerably less than we could do. We MIRVed 
[multiple independently-targetable reentry vehicle] our missiles. But we fielded 
no new ICBM [intercontinental ballistic missile] after we began to deploy the 
Minuteman III in 1970; we built no new SSBMs [strategic submarine ballistic 
missile] between 1966 and 1981; we built no new strategic bombers after 1962. 
In addition, the Carter Administration canceled the B-1 bomber, canceled the 
enhanced radiation weapon, and stretched out a number of other key strategic 
programs—e.g.. Trident SSBMs.

Now, suppose that back in 1972, at the time the SALT I Treaty^ was signed, 
you had been a U.S. Senator, and somebody had told you, as you considered 
whether to ratify the agreement, that under the terms of the SALT I Treaty the 
Soviets during the next decade were going to deploy four new types of ICBM, 
five new classes of ballistic missile submarines, two new bombers, and that they 
were going to add 5,000 new ballistic missile warheads to their arsenal. My guess 
is that if somebody had told you that, you might have had some doubts and 
questions about such an arms control agreement. You might have been less eager 
to ratify the treaty than you otherwise had been. The point is that at the time of 
SALT I, nobody really expected this kind of outcome.

In short, while we did considerably less in the way of modernizing and 
expanding our forces than the arms agreements permitted—partly out of our 
hopes for arms control—the Soviets, on the contrary, built to the very limits of 
the agreements. And now, on certain important provisions of the treaties, they are 
actually in violation. These violations have cast a pall over the arms control 
process; they have undermined the confidence in arms control of people on both 
sides of the political spectrum, both here and in Europe.

A second reason for gloom is that since the Geneva summit we have not seen 
from Soviet negotiators the kind of followthrough in confidential negotiations 
that the summit led us to expect. The summit meeting raised expectations about 
the possibility of a fresh start in U.S.-Soviet relations and about reaching an arms 
agreement—especially in the area of intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). 
Because of a lack of follow-through on the Soviet side, these expectations 
haven’t been fulfilled. We have seen a lot of Soviet activity in the press room, but 
behind the closed doors of the negotiating room, I can assure you, we have seen 
virtually nothing of the engagement on the issues, virtually nothing of the 
narrowing of gaps or serious negotiation on verification problems that Gor
bachev pledged at Geneva. Again, I think there has been a growing awareness 
among most serious participants in the arms control debate here in the United 
States that the Soviets, for whatever reason, are more preoccupied at the moment 
with the propaganda opportunities presented by arms control negotiations and 
projected summits than with prospects for genuine arms control.

Third—and this is very troubling—the Soviet Union has been willing to 
sacrifice progress in our dialogue to make what amounts to a gesture of support

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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for state-sponsored terrorism, postponing the scheduled meeting between our 
foreign ministers to signal its support for the indefensible policies of Libya. This 
has thrown another quite unnecessary obstacle in the way of our already halting 
progress on arms control and other issues.

Fourth, even assuming that we get down to serious negotiations, the fact 
remains that there are large substantive differences between the two sides. The 
differences over SDI [Strategic Defense Initiative] are well known. But beyond 
that, there are fundamental disagreements on how to reduce both strategic and 
intermediate-range systems, on the role of our allies, on the very definition of 
strategic systems.

Even on INF, where we have felt an agreement might be possible, there are 
crucial differences. The Soviets still insist, very unreasonably, that we end our 
40-year nuclear cooperation with Great Britain as the price for an agreement 
covering Soviet SS-20s. They still insist that Britain and France cease adding to 
their nuclear forces, in exchange for an agreement that would cover only one class 
of Soviet missiles that threaten them. There is still no adequate provision in 
Soviet proposals for the SS-20s in Asia, nor is there appropriate coverage for 
short-range INF forces. These positions are all unacceptable on their face and, 
while we continue to hope for movement in these and the START [strategic arms 
reduction talks] and space systems negotiations, we have not seen such move
ment yet.

Fifth, arms control continues to be limited, in the long run by our capacities for 
verification—a problem made more acute by the problem of Soviet noncompli
ance. Let’s not forget that we are dealing in arms negotiations with a closed 
society obsessed with secrecy—especially with regard to nuclear issues. Na
tional technical means go only so far; unless the Soviets are willing both to 
respond seriously to the current noncompliance problem and eventually, in the 
long run, to allow more intrusive verification procedures, there are real limits on 
how far the writ of arms control may extend. While the Soviet Union has offered 
public hints from time to time about the possibility of genuine on-site inspec
tion—such hints, which are apparently made for propaganda purposes, go back 
as far as 1946 and have recurred throughout the years—there is no serious 
indication so far that such arrangements are going to be forthcoming. We hope 
the Soviets will back up their public initiatives with real movement.

Finally, most experts now recognize that technology itself is moving in 
directions that will make traditional arms control increasingly difficult to 
achieve— t̂hough not necessarily in directions that will make the strategic 
balance less stable or the world more dangerous. The move toward smaller and 
more mobile systems like the air-launched cruise missile and small mobile 
ICBMs will make the traditional tallying and tracking of launchers—the basic 
verification process that has been at the center of arms control treaties—harder 
and harder to implement.

A Broader Definition of Arms Control

All these reasons are cited by various people to suggest that arms control is at 
an impasse. And I think there is something to this perception, at least when one 
is speaking about arms control as it has traditionally been defined: that is.
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agreements involving the totals of delivery systems on each side—what we 
sometimes call “bean counting”—along with negotiations leading to a summit 
meeting where an agreement is signed. This is pretty much how we came to 
understand the arms control process in the 1970s.

But—and here is my second point—while such agreements and negotiations, 
handled well, can be beneficial, this is a rather narrow definition of arms control. 
Arms control ought to mean more than this, and, in fact, it always has. Arms 
control in the true sense means working— b̂y the whole range of means at our 
disposal—for a safer, more stable world; it means working to reduce the risk of 
war in general as well as working to reduce the risks inherent in the kinds of 
weapons deployed on each side.

Now let me rephrase the question: is arms control in this larger sense at a dead 
end? The answer to this question, it seems to me, is clearly “no.”

Why not? Because despite all the problems I just mentioned, despite all the 
barriers to agreement, from the standpoint of U.S.-Soviet conflict, the world has 
become a safer place and is on the way to becoming a still safer place. Despite 
all the problems we face, stability has, in fact, been strengthened over the past 5 
years. Step by step, we are moving toward a safer, more stable world. And that, 
in the largest perspective, is precisely the goal that arms control is trying to 
achieve.

Look around you, and think back to 1979. From the standpoint of arms control 
in the narrow sense, 1979 ought to have been a banner year. President Carter met 
Brezhnev at a summit meeting in Vienna in June. The SALT II Treaty was 
signed.^ A major arms agreement was concluded. But was there a feeling of 
stability in 1979? Was there a widespread sense that the world situation was 
moving in the direction of greater safety and greater stability? Hardly. Through
out the late 1970s, regional conflicts were multiplying everywhere around the 
globe. In Southeast Asia, the world witnessed some of the worst horrors 
humanity had seen since the Stalinist purges or the Nazi depredations in Germany 
and Eastern Europe—the horrifying flight of the boat people from Vietnam; the 
systematic, genocidal slaughter of millions of the Cambodian people by their 
own fanatical Marxist government.

At the same time, the Soviet Union was beginning to make its presence felt 
where it had never been before. In the 1970s Cuban troops appeared for the first 
time on the Continent of Africa—in Ethiopia and Angola; Vietnam, a Soviet 
client, invaded Cambodia. Between 1975 and 1980, virtually a nation a year fell 
to invasion by conmiunist forces—South Vietnam in 1975, Angola in 1975-76, 
Ethiopia in 1977, Cambodia in 1978.

By the end of 1979, in fact, things were looking very bleak. In November, 
Iranian militants poured into the American Embassy in Tehran; and in December 
and January, 85,000 Soviet troops rolled into Afghanistan.

Six months after signing SALT II, in other words, the United States faced a 
major setback in its relations with the Soviet Union and an international crisis of 
serious proportions.

3 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Now at that time, in January 1980, the National Security Adviser to the 
President, Zbigniew Brzezinski, jotted in his diary a short remark that I think is 
worth reading today:

Had we been tougher sooner, had we drawn the line more clearly, had we 
engaged in the kind of consultations that I had so many times advocated, 
maybe the Soviets would have not engaged in this act of miscalculation [i.e., 
the invasion of Afghanistan]. As it is, American-Soviet relations will have 
been set back for a long time to come. What was done had to be done [i.e., 
U. S. sanctions], but it would have been better if the Soviets had been deterred 
first through a better understanding of our determination.^

This, you will remember, was the situation we inherited in 1980. In approach
ing arms control and all our problems around the world since then—at bottom, 
the same problems faced by every American administration from Truman to 
Kennedy to Reagan—we have done many of the things that Brzezinski said ought 
to have been done before 1979 and 1980.

For example, we have made discussion of regional issues a priority in our 
dialogue with the Soviet Union alongside nuclear arms negotiations. This is not 
something we have done out of perversity. On the contrary, as the experience of 
the late 1970s showed, such dialogue on regional issues is essential to East-West 
relations, the work of peacekeeping, and even to successful arms negotiations. 
Although SALT II was in trouble in the Senate before December 1979, you will 
recall, it was the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan that led the Carter Administra
tion to withdraw the treaty from Senate consideration. So regional conflict and 
arms control are directly related at a very practical level.

At the same time that we have made clear to the Soviets our interests around 
the world and our resolve to hold the line against the advance of tyranny, chaos, 
and terrorism, we have rebuilt our military strength. And in doing so, we have— 
I think this should be obvious— întroduced an element of stability into our 
relations with the Soviets that was conspicuously missing in 1979. Regional 
conflict has been scaled down to the point where it does not appear these days, 
as it sometimes did in the late 1970s, to threaten to erupt in a larger U.S.-Soviet 
confrontation. And, in fact, what we see around the world are the efforts of 
freedom-loving people to resist tyrannical Marxist-Leninist governments.

Here is the crux of what I am saying: in working on a broad front to advance 
the cause of stability and freedom, it seems to me we have simultaneously 
advanced the cause of arms control and war prevention in the large sense.

The Technological Trend Toward Stability

There is another hopeful development to be seen, if we take this larger perspec
tive on arms control. At present, we are witnessing a technological movement on 
both sides toward weapons that may prove inherently more stabilizing.

Stability is served when each side possesses secure retaliatory forces—when 
neither side’s retaliatory force is threatened by a preemptive first strike. In the

Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs o f the National Security 
Adviser, 1977-1981 (New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983), p. 432.
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1970s, the technological trend was clearly toward instability—particularly on the 
Soviet side. The Soviets moved deliberately toward the accumulation of heavy 
land-based missiles with accurate warheads, capable of striking preemptively at 
hard targets in the United States. They moved, in other words, in the direction of 
accumulating sufficient numbers of such weapons to have a first-strike arsenal 
that threatens our retaliatory force.

But at present, the technological trend seems to be in a different direction. 
Systems like the air-launched cruise missile are effective mainly as second-strike 
systems. These missiles fly slower; they are easy to disperse and conceal; they 
are useful largely for retaliation.

There is a third hopeful development, and that is the Strategic Defense 
Initiative. Here is another field where technology holds out great hope for a more 
stable world. The fact is that in the 10 years or so since we last debated the subject 
of defensive systems in this country, we have witnessed a technological revolu
tion whose consequences and implications we simply cannot ignore. No one in 
this city needs to be reminded of the astonishing transformation in our lives that 
has been sparked by circuits etched on chips of silicon. It seems to me that it is 
only reasonable to ask—as the President asked in his speech of March 23, 
1983^—whether, in the wake of this technological revolution, we are condemned 
to live in a permanent state of vulnerability to nuclear destruction. It seems to me 
we are obliged to ask whether the same discoveries which have allowed us, even 
in the past 10 years, to shrink room-size computers down to laptop scale may not 
make it possible one day to erect a system of defenses capable of shielding us 
from preemptive attack. Ten years ago, such an idea seemed implausible; but 
anyone who takes an honest view of the new technologies we have at our disposal 
has to wonder whether such an idea is so implausible today.

We do not yet have a definitive answer to these questions, but the outlook is 
optimistic—and it is imperative that we continue investigating.

SDI’s Contribution to Arms Control

Now I’m aware, of course, that some people argue that the interests of SDI and 
arms control are opposed. This argument seems to me to rest on a fundamental 
misunderstanding both of the Strategic Defense Initiative and of arms control. 
Once again, people are afflicted by a kind of tunnel vision.

We don’t yet Imow exactly how effective a defensive system we may be able 
to deploy. But if you return to the broad, basic concepts of arms control and to 
the precise definition of “stability,” you will see very quickly that a survivable, 
cost-effective system—even an imperfect one—will enhance stability. How? By 
making preemptive attack more complicated, more difficult to execute. That, 
remember, is the essence of technical “stability”—to reduce the incentives for 
surprise attack. An attacker bent on preempting has to have confidence in his 
ability to destroy a large percentage of the defender’s retaliatory force and other 
military assets. Planning of this kind is vastly complicated and confused when 
reasonably effective defenses are in place. Survivable defenses would enhance

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
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stability by making a preemptive attack a lot more difficult to execute. In fact, if 
you think about it, you will realize that it would be difficult to design such 
defenses that failed to enhance stability in this fashion.

But what about the argument that SDI will accelerate the arms race? This 
argument, too, is based on some questionable premises. In the first place, let’s be 
clear about something. In 40 years of arms control negotiations, the Soviet Union 
has yet to reduce its offensive arsenal. In 40 years of arms control negotiations, 
the Soviet offensive arsenal has continued to grow. Why? Part of the reason may 
be that the Soviets have never had a real incentive to reduce their offensive 
weapons; they have always calculated that they would gain more by building 
offensive weapons than by not building them. So even when we conspicuously 
slowed down our modernization program in the 1970s, hoping the Soviets would 
do the same, implicitly inviting the Soviets to do the same, the Soviet program 
continued to increase—indeed, for a while it speeded up.

Now, it seems to me that defensive systems, if they prove survivable and cost- 
effective in this way, may provide just the incentive that has been missing, just 
the incentive that is necessary to bring about reductions in offensive arsenals. 
Why? Because in the presence of effective defenses, offensive weapons become 
considerably less valuable. If defenses prove technologically feasible and both 
sides were to move to a mixture of defensive and offensive systems, both sides 
would be faced with a choice: they could invest in expanding their offenses, or 
they could invest in expanding their defenses. Both sides will be faced with the 
same question: they will have to ask themselves which contributes more to their 
security—a better offense or a better defense?

The point is that if defensive technologies are comparatively effective, there 
will be a strong incentive to shift resources into defensive systems, since that is 
where security would lie. If resources are shifted into defenses and out of 
offenses, it follows that the world is going to become a safer place. The cause of 
arms control—of stability in the broad sense—will be served. With effective 
defenses in place, it may become possible—we hope it would become possible— 
finally to convince the Soviets to make the real reductions in arsenals we have 
wanted all along.

There’s another problem that we have tried to solve with arms control 
negotiations that SDI may alleviate, and that is the problem of accidental launch. 
We have done a great deal by means of technology and negotiation to attempt to 
minimize the chances of a purely accidental launch. But it seems to me we all 
would feel a bit safer if there were a system capable of intercepting a missile 
accidentally launched at one of our cities.

Broadening Our Arms Control Dialogue and Understanding

There is a fourth and final development that bodes well for arms control in the 
larger sense. Under this Administration, there has been a deliberate broadening 
of our arms control dialogue with the Soviet Union. In addition to the traditional 
discussion of the bean count of weapons on both sides, we have tried to explore 
with the Soviets some of the underlying concepts of our strategic relationship— 
the relation between offense and defense, the concept of stability, the kinds of 
circumstances that could contribute to war, and the spread and use of chemical
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weapons. These are all important issues. In recent years there has been an 
unhealthy, almost monomaniacal focus on the significance of weapons totals, on 
the numbers. The broader areas I mention must remain a part of the arms control 
picture.

None of this is to suggest that we should be any less serious in our efforts to 
negotiate specific agreements with the Soviets to reduce weapons and stabilize 
the nuclear balance. But let’s not forget that an agreement requires serious 
bargaining by both sides. To achieve progress at this point, the Soviets need to 
reorient themselves away from the press room toward the confidential negotia
tions. We need to see some serious bargaining on the issues; we need to see from 
the Soviets new positions that take the security needs of both sides into account 
instead of the one-sided positions they have put forward so far. Diligence and 
flexibility on the part of our negotiators will avail nothing until the Soviets 
engage in serious negotiation where the action is—and that is in the conference 
room, behind closed doors. The ball is in their court; and frankly, it would be nice 
if, instead of giving press conferences and making announcements all the time, 
they would play a little more tennis.

But while the success of arms control may be advanced by new agreements, it 
obviously depends upon more than agreements. We Americans need to broaden 
our understanding of arms control. That is the message I would like to leave you 
with today. We need to take into account all the factors that affect stability and 
the preservation of peace—not only the agreements we conclude with the Soviets 
but the level of regional conflict, the overall strength of deterrence, the cohesion 
and confidence of our alliances, the promise of technology itself.

Viewed in this broad light, the prospects of arms control, of long-run stability, 
are not at all dark but, indeed, quite optimistic. Look around you. The tide of 
history is turning in favor of peace, of global stability, and of the prosperity of free 
peoples. Most of the insurgencies in the world today are not, as was true a decade 
ago, communist insurgencies that are the seedbeds of tyranny and persecution but 
democratic uprisings that are the fountainheads of freedom. The economies 
setting the pace of world growth and development today are free economies. 
Freedom is on the march—not on the run. In every comer of the globe, new 
democracies are flowering. In the West, where formerly there was Spenglerian 
doom, there is a renewal of confidence and of hope.

History is with us. If we are prudent about the requirements of stability, about 
arms control in both the narrow and the largest senses, there is no doubt that we 
can control the nuclear menace; if we are ingenious enough technologically, 
perhaps some day we can radically reduce it. But we must keep our eyes attuned 
to the broad vision—not simply parchment security, but real security. It is in these 
broad terms that we must evaluate the future, for it is in these broad terms that the 
foreign policy legacy of this Administration will be judged.
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78. Israeli Reply to the UN Secretary-General: Middle 
East Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, May 16,1986^

1. As is well known, Israel supports the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the Middle East on the basis of arrangements directly and freely 
arrived at between the States of the region. This position is a matter of United 
Nations record and was restated in our letter dated 13 June 1985 (A/40/383).^

2. A dimension of this subject which merits closer attention relates to the 
context in which the nuclear-weapon-free zone may be established and its wider 
implications for regional peace and security.

3. The Middle East, as a region, is plagued with mistrust and suspicion. The 
numerous conflicts within and between States have resulted in hostilities and 
wars. The lack of stable and open channels for normal State intercourse and for 
dialogue between all the States in the region serves to exacerbate existing 
tensions and conflicts. It is precisely because of these conflicts and tensions that 
the creation of an effective and credible nuclear-weapon-free zone would inspire 
trust and actively promote confidence between all States concerned.

4. Israel believes that direct negotiations to establish a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in our area, based on the precedents of Latin America and the South Pacific 
and especially on the recommendation of the Palme Commission (United 
Nations document A/CN. 10/38 of 8 April 1983),  ̂would be a major confidence- 
building measure. While there are, as mentioned, political and other differences 
between the States concerned, this should not be seen as an obstacle to the 
convening of such negotiations but rather their primary justification.

5. Should the States in the region be willing to participate in such an initiative, 
the implications for a wider regional dialogue would be considerable. This would 
constitute a significant step in reducing tensions and reconciling differences in 
this turbulent region. It thus becomes apparent that a mutually binding nuclear- 
weapon-free zone designed to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons could 
be of crucial importance in creating an atmosphere of peaceful coexistence and 
precluding conventional wars.

6. In addition, the arrangements could promote economic, scientific and 
technological development of all peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

7. Alternative approaches regarding the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone, such as a series of unilateral declarations purporting to bring a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone into existence in the region, would not appear to have any 
practical or legally binding effect. Above all, this approach cannot engage any of 
the complex issues, factors and aspects that would require clarification and 
negotiation in order to establish the appropriate framework for an effective and 
credible nuclear-weapon-free zone. Nor would this approach in any way harness 
the considerable potential that a nuclear-weapon-free zone could have for the 
development of the region.

' A/41/465, pp. 4-5.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 355-356. 

3 Ibid., 1983, p. 253.
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8. These, then, are the essential advantages of a negotiated nuclear-weapon- 
free zone to which Israel attaches great significance.

9. Israel once again takes this opportunity to reiterate its willingness to 
participate in direct negotiations for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone without pre-conditions before more valuable time is lost.

79. Communique of the Contadora Core Four Delega
tions, l\/lay 18,1986^

The Plenipotentiary Representatives of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala 
and Honduras to the joint meeting of the Contadora Group and Central American 
Countries taking place on the 16,17,and 18 ofthis month in Panama City, inform 
the media of the following;

—^That in the course of these negotiations the pending issues of “military 
maneuvers” and “armaments and military personnel” were discussed;

— T̂hat also in the course of these negotiations, proposals were presented by 
the Contadora Group, Nicaragua and Honduras as well as a joint proposal 
by Guatemala and Costa Rica;

—That this last proposal, which involves a novel plan for disarmament and 
the reduction of armaments and military personnel, was also supported at 
the end of the negotiating session by delegations from El Salvador and 
Honduras, forming a consensus of four countries;

—That this proposal offers the possibility of entering into a real, direct, 
simple and just negotiation providing maximum freedom to the Central 
American States to fulfill their security needs and, at the same time, avoid 
the creation of an endless arms spiral;

—^That this same proposal eliminates the imprecise criteria and excessively 
variable and subjective elements existing in prior proposals that had made 
it practically impossible to negotiate equitably; and

— T̂hat the Nicaragua delegation proposed that all negotiations concerning 
limitation of arms and military personnel take place after the signing of the 
(Contadora) Act,  ̂ which would result in a problematic, uncertain and 
undefined negotiation after the signing (of the Act) and would also leave 
the relevant clause of the Act in an imprecise and undefined form;

(The delegations) express the willingness of their Governments to:
First: achieve a reduction in tension in the area through a valid agreement 

concerned with disarmament, reduction of armaments and military personnel 
and regulation and limitation of military maneuvers;

Second: arrive at a rational equilibrium concerning disarmament limits in the 
area that will restore confidence between the parties;

Third: comply with the contractual agreements from the time that they go into 
effect;

’ ACDA files.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 662-676.
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Fourth: agree to international control and monitoring; and 
Fifth: sign the Act on June 6 of this year.

80. Communique of the NATO Defense Planning Com
mittee: Arms Control [Extracts], May 22,1986^

• • • • • • •

10. As part of Alliance security policy, we confirmed our objective of seeking 
balanced, equitable and effectively verifiable arms control agreements involving 
United States and Soviet nuclear forces. We welcomed the conmiitment by the 
United States and the Soviet Union to seek early progress in Geneva in areas of 
common ground, including 50% reductions in offensive nuclear arms, appropri
ately applied, and the idea of a separate INF agreement. In this context we 
expressed strong support for the United States’ stance concerning intermediate- 
range, strategic and defense and space systems. We welcomed the willingness of 
the United States to consult with its Allies on these issues. Alliance solidarity and 
cohesion have played an important role in bringing these developments about and 
will remain equally vital for future progress.

11. We stressed the need for progress in the various multilateral conventional 
arms control negotiations. We noted that in face of the imbalances which exist 
with regard to conventional forces throughout Europe progress towards balanced 
and verifiable reductions of these forces would contribute to strengthening of 
peace and security in Europe. We expressed the hope that recent Soviet state
ments on this subject will be transformed into deeds at the negotiating table. We 
also confirmed our resolve to seek an early conclusion of a worldwide ban on 
chemical weapons. In this context we called upon the Soviet Union to take a more 
constructive attitude towards effective verification provisions.

• • • • • • •

Greece reserves its position on the INF and space system issues.
Norway reserves its position on the defence and space systems.
Denmark reserves its position on INF and defence and space systems.

' NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 3 (June 1986), p. 31.
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81. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of Defense 
Weinberger: Chemical Weapons Portion of tlie 
Communique of the NATO Defense Planning Com
mittee [Extracts], May 22,1986^

• • • • • • •

Q. Secretary Weinberger, could you tell us something about the chemical 
weapons question? I would like to know whether you think it is possible for the 
United States to reinforce its U.S. troops in Europe in case of a crisis if the allies 
have not agreed in time to deploy U.S. chemical weapons, of course, in a 
sovereign national decision?
A. I spent a very great deal of time over the years not answering hypothetical 
questions. And that has about six hypothetical in it. With respect to chemical 
weapons, I think it’s important, very important, that we modernize ours. The 
Soviets put very large amounts into the modernization of theirs. They have about 
100,000 troops whose sole duty is chemical warfare. They have violated their 
treaty agreements not to use chemical weapons at least twice, and probably more 
often, and if they’ve done it twice they’re very apt to do it again. So it’s absolutely 
vital that we modernize our chemical weapons. One of the important features of 
our modernization is that we would have binary chemical weapons. The impor
tant aspect of this is that they do not have to be deployed forward ahead of time, 
as the current weapons are. They are much safer to manufacture, to transport, to 
deploy, and to use. And so it’s vital that that be done. I’m not going to go into any 
contingencies about what happens if, but the important thing is that our force goal 
that calls for the modernization of these weapons was adopted.
Q. Mr. Secretary, the Congressional language on approving the binaries says that 
one condition that must be met is that you will have developed in coordination 
with the Supreme Allied Commander Europe a plan under which the United 
States binary chemical munitions can be deployed under appropriate contin
gency plans to deter chemical weapons attacks against the United States and its 
allies. Manfred Woemer told journalists today that he’s been told that there are 
such plans. When do you expect such plans to be ready?
A. We are working on plans, have been for some time, and obviously wouldn’t 
go into any public discussion of the details with respect to contingency plans, but 
they are being developed for this, as we try to do for every contingency that we 
can think of, all with the idea of deterring war by being better ready for it.
Q. Mr. Secretary, as many as five or six countries’ defense ministers today 
expressed some reservations about proceeding with the production of chemical 
weapons. Do you think that their opposition could cause problems with Con
gress?

* ACDA files. The remarks were made at the end of the committee’s meeting at NATO 
headquarters in Brussels.
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A. No, I don’t think so, and I wouldn’t, and following the lead of Peter Carrington 
a moment ago, I certainly wouldn’t agree that there had been any actions of the 
kind you describe taken.
Q. Excuse me, sir, but I believe Norway, the Netherlands, and Denmark, their 
ministers have been quite explicit in their opposition to chemical weapons?
A. Well, everybody’s against chemical weapons, including the United States. 
And everybody’s in favor of a total ban on chemical weapons, including the 
United States, and what we had before the group today was the adoption of force 
goals already approved, and that action was taken.
Q. In view of the request that the allies continue to increase defense spending at 
the three percent level agreed on before, were you asked if the United States, in 
view of Gramm-Rudman, was going to be able to make that goal, and could you 
offer assurances that you would be able to in your ’87 budget?
A. I think I pre-empted that question by advising them in detail as to the 
provisions of some of our statutes and to the prevailing mood in Congress, but 
indicated that we were going to make our very best efforts to have adequate 
resources for defense in the kind of world in which we live.

• • • • • • •

Q. Mr. Secretary, I’d like to come back on an answer you gave a moment or two 
ago. Are you saying that it’s not true that there were several nations that expressed 
their reservations about U.S. intentions to resume production of chemical 
weapons? One other question, on the issue of contingency planning, is your 
understanding of the legislation that the contingency plan which Congress 
requires you to develop needs the agreement of the allies, or that it will be 
sufficient that you have such a plan, even if the allies don’t agree with it?
A. Well, on the latter part of your question first, the Congressional requirement 
specifically requires consultation following the development of the plan. It 
requires consultation with the NATO allies, and that we will do as we do on all 
of these plans because all of them affect all of us intimately. The development of 
the plan, as I said, is underway. What went on at the meeting is, from our point 
of view, as Peter Carrington said, confidential. Certainly a number of nations 
expressed their unhappiness at the idea of chemical weapons and we joined with 
them. Our particular unhappiness is that the Soviets have so many of them, and 
that they're so modem. It is vital, therefore, in this kind of world, unfortunately, 
until we can get the kind of complete ban that is thoroughly verifiable, and we’ll 
certainly try to, it’s best to preclude Soviet violations in the future, as we’ve had 
Soviet violations in the past; until we can come to that happy day, it is essential 
for us to modernize our chemical weapons as part of our force goal. Our force goal 
was adopted, individual nations had various things to say about it, and it is much 
better for them, I think, to report what they wanted to say about it. But there’s no 
lack of unanimity, there was no question that everybody there is against chemical 
weapons, and everybody there would like a complete ban on them that’s 
thoroughly verifiable. That’s what we’ve been trying to get for a long time in 
negotiations with the Soviets, and in pursuit of that we’ve offered on-site 
verification, which the Soviets have never accepted.
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• • • • • • •

Q. Secretary, could you precise [sic] your point of view? The new chemical 
weapons, what influence could they have on the Geneva talks with the Soviet 
Union on this kind of weapons, and if the Soviet Union is developing the same 
kind of chemical weapons?
A. They have had a far greater stock of chemical weapons than the West 
combined, and they have a far more modem stock of chemical weapons than the 
West combined. This is particularly true because we destroyed much of our 
capability in accordance with our treaty commitments. As far as our decision to 
modernize and develop chemical weapons that are much safer to store and 
transport and to use, we were told by our Ambassador at the Geneva negotiations. 
Ambassador Lowitz, that he felt that that was a key factor in keeping the 
discussion going, and should we ever be able to get an agreement, would be a key 
factor in that, because obviously the Soviets have virtually a monopoly in 
modernized chemical weapons. If they know that there is some incentive to them, 
if they know that the other countries will acquire this kind of weapons, and 
therefore be able to deter their use of theirs, there is a much greater incentive on 
their part to come to an agreement banning these weapons completely than if they 
feel they have and can maintain a monopoly on them because of the general 
revulsion in the West to the weapons at all.

• • • • • • •

82. Statement by President Reagan: U.S. Policy on the 
SALT Agreements, IVlay 27,1986^

On the eve of the strategic arms reductions talks (START) in 1982,1 decided 
that the United States would not undercut the expired SALT I Interim Offensive 
Agreement^ or the unratified SALT II agreement^ as long as the Soviet Union 
exercised equal restraint."  ̂I took this action, despite my concerns about the flaws 
inherent in those agreements, to foster an atmosphere of mutual restraint 
conducive to serious negotiations on arms reductions. I made clear that our policy 
required reciprocity and that it must not adversely affect our national security 
interests in the face of the continuing Soviet military buildup.

Last June I reviewed the status of U.S. interim restraint policy.  ̂I found that the 
United States had fully kept its part of the bargain. As I have documented in three 
detailed reports to the Congress, most recently in December 1985,  ̂the Soviet

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 2, 1986, pp. 706-710. 
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff 
 ̂Ibid., 1982, p. 332.

5 Ibid., 1985, pp. 333-335.
^Ibid., pp. 935-953
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Union, regrettably, has not. I noted last June that the pattern of Soviet noncom
pliance with their existing arms control conmiitments increasingly affected our 
national security. This pattern also raised fundamental concerns about the 
integrity of the arms control process itself. A country simply cannot be serious 
about effective arms control unless it is equally serious about compliance.

In spite of the regrettable Soviet record, I concluded last June that it remained 
in the interest of the United States and its allies to try, once more, to establish an 
interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic offensive arms as we 
pursued, with renewed vigor, our objective of deep reductions in existing U.S. 
and Soviet nuclear arsenals through the Geneva negotiations. Therefore, I 
undertook to go the extra mile, dismantling a Poseidon submarine, U.S.S. Sam 
Raybum, to give the Soviet Union adequate time to take the steps necessary to 
join us in establishing an interim framework of truly mutual restraint.^ However, 
I made it clear that, as subsequent U.S. deployment milestones were reached, I 
would assess the overall situation and determine future U.S. actions on a case- 
by-case basis in light of Soviet behavior in exercising restraint comparable to our 
own, correcting their noncompliance, reversing their unwarranted military 
buildup, and seriously pursuing equitable and verifiable arms reduction agree
ments.

Later this month the 8th Trident submarine, U.S.S. Nevada, begins sea trials. 
In accordance with our announced policy, I have assessed our options with 
respect to that milestone. I have considered Soviet actions since my June 1985 
decision and U.S. and allied security interests in light of both those actions and 
our programmatic options. The situation is not encouraging.

W ^le we have seen some modest indications of improvement in one or two 
areas, there has been no real progress toward meeting U.S. concerns with respect 
to the general pattern of Soviet noncompliance with major arms control commit
ments, particularly in those areas of most obvious and direct Soviet noncompli
ance with the SALT and ABM agreements. The deployment of the SS-25, a 
forbidden second new intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) type, continues 
apace. The Soviet Union continues to encrypt telemetry associated with its 
ballistic missile testing in a manner which impedes verification. The Krasnoyarsk 
radar remains a clear violation. We see no abatement of the Soviet strategic force 
buildup. Finally, since the November summit, we have yet to see the Soviets 
follow up constructively on the conmiitment made by General Secretary Gor
bachev and myself to achieve early progress in the Geneva negotiations, in 
particular in areas where there is common ground, including the principle of 50- 
percent reductions in the strategic nuclear arms of both countries, appropriately 
applied, as well as an interim agreement on intermediate-range nuclear forces 
(INF).

Based on Soviet conduct since my June 1985 decision, I can only conclude that 
the Soviet Union has not, as yet, taken those actions that would indicate its 
readiness to join us in an interim framework of truly mutual restraint. At the same 
time, I have also considered the programmatic options available to the United 
States in terms of their overall net impact on U.S. and allied security.

362-364.
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When I issued guidance on U.S. policy on June 10, 1985,® the military plans 
and programs for fiscal year 1986 were about to be implemented. The amount of 
flexibility that any nation has in the near term for altering its planning is modest 
at best. Our military planning will take more time to move out from under the 
shadow of previous assumptions, especially in the budgetary conditions which 
we now face. These budgetary conditions make it essential that we make the very 
best possible use of our resources.

The United States had long planned to retire and dismantle two of the oldest 
Poseidon submarines when their reactor cores were exhausted. Had I been 
persuaded that refueling and retaining these two Poseidon submarines would 
have contributed significantly and cost-effectively to the national security, I 
would have directed that these two Poseidon submarines not be dismantled, but 
be overhauled and retained. However, in view of present circumstances, includ
ing current military and economic realities, I have directed their retirement and 
dismantlement is planned.

As part of the same decision last June, I also announced that we would take 
appropriate and proportionate responses when needed to protect our own security 
in the face of continuing Soviet noncompliance. It is my view that certain steps 
are now required by continued Soviet disregard of their obligations.

Needless to say, the most essential near-term response to Soviet noncompli
ance remains the implementation of our full strategic modernization program, to 
underwrite deterrence today, and the continued pursuit of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI) research program, to see if it is possible to provide a safer and 
more stable basis for our future security and that of our allies. The strategic 
modernization program, including the deployment of the second 50 Peacekeeper 
missiles, is the foundation for all future U.S. offensive force options. It provides 
a solid basis which can and will be adjusted over time to respond most efficiently 
to continued Soviet noncompliance. The SDI program represents our best hope 
for a future in which our security can rest on the increasing contribution of 
defensive systems that threaten no one.

It is absolutely essential that we maintain full support for these programs. To 
fail to do so would be the worst response to Soviet noncompliance. It would 
immediately and seriously undercut our negotiators in Geneva by removing the 
leverage that they must have to negotiate equitable reductions in both U.S. and 
Soviet forces. It would send precisely the wrong signal to the leadership of the 
Soviet Union about the seriousness of our resolve concerning their noncompli
ance. And it would significandy increase the risk to our security for years to 
come. Therefore, our highest priority must remain the full implementation of 
these programs.

Secondly, the development by the Soviet Union of its massive ICBM forces 
continues to challenge seriously the essential balance which has deterred both 
conflict and coercion. Last June I cited the Soviet Union’s SS-25 missile, a 
second new type of ICBM prohibited under SALT II, as a clear and irreversible 
violation. With the number of deployed SS-25 mobile ICBM’s growing, I now

8 Ibid., pp. 333-335.
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call upon the Congress to restore bipartisan support for a balanced, cost-effective, 
long-term program to restore both the survivability and effectiveness of the U.S. 
ICBM program. This program should include the full deployment of the 100 
Peacekeeper ICBM’s. But it must also look beyond the Peacekeeper and toward 
additional U.S. ICBM requirements in the future, including the small ICBM to 
complement Peacekeeper. Therefore, I have directed the Department of Defense 
to provide me by November 1986 an assessment of the best options for carrying 
out such a comprehensive ICBM program. This assessment will address the 
basing of the second 50 Peacekeeper missiles and specific alternative configu
rations for the small ICBM in terms of size, number of warheads, and production 
rates.

Finally, I have also directed that the advanced cruise missile program be 
accelerated. This would not direct any increase in the total program procurement 
at this time, but rather would establish a more efficient program that both saves 
money and accelerates the availability of additional options for the future.

This brings us to the question of the SALT agreements. SALT II was a 
fundamentally flawed and unratified treaty. Even if ratified, it would have 
expired on December 31,1985. When presented to the U.S. Senate in 1979, it was 
considered by a broad range of critics, including the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, to be unequal and unverifiable in important provisions. It was, 
therefore, judged by many to be inimical to genuine arms control, to the security 
interests of the United States and its allies, and to global stability. The proposed 
treaty was clearly headed for defeat before my predecessor asked the Senate not 
to act on it.

The most basic problem with SALT II was that it codified major arms buildups 
rather than reductions. For example, even though at the time the treaty was signed 
in 1979, the U.S. had, and only planned for, 550 MIRVed ICBM launchers, and 
the Soviet Union possessed only about 600, SALT II permitted each side to 
increase the number of such launchers to 820. It also permitted a buildup to 1,200 
MIRVed ballistic launchers (both ICBM’s and submarine launched ballistic 
missiles, SLBM’s) even though the United States had only about 1,050 and the 
Soviet Union had only about 750 when the treaty was signed. It permitted the 
Soviet Union to retain all of its heavy ballistic missiles. Finally, it limited ballistic 
missile launchers, not the missiles or the warheads carried by the ballistic 
missiles. Since the signing of SALT II, Soviet ballistic missile forces have grown 
to within a few launchers of each of the 820 and 1,200 MIRVed limits and from 
about 7,000 to over 9,000 warheads today. What is worse, given the failure of 
SALT II to constrain ballistic missile warheads, the number of warheads on 
Soviet ballistic missiles will continue to grow very significantly, even under the 
treaty’s limits, in the continued absence of Soviet restraint.

In 1982 on the eve of the START negotiations, I undertook not to undercut 
existing arms control agreements to the extent that the Soviet Union demon
strated comparable restraint. Unfortunately the Soviet Union did not exercise 
comparable restraint, and uncorrected Soviet violations have seriously under
mined the SALT structure. Last June I once again laid out our legitimate concerns 
but decided to go the extra mile, dismantling a Poseidon submarine, not to 
comply with or abide by a flawed and unratified treaty, but rather to give the
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Soviet Union one more chance and adequate time to take the steps necessary to 
join us in establishing an interim framework of truly mutual restraint. The Soviet 
Union has not used the past year for this purpose.

Given this situation, I have determined that in the future the United States must 
base decisions regarding its strategic force structure on the nature and magnitude 
of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forces and not on standards contained in 
the SALT structure, which has been undermined by Soviet noncompliance, and 
especially in a flawed SALT II treaty, which was never ratified, would have 
expired if it had been ratified, and has been violated by the Soviet Union.

Since the United States will retire and dismantle two Poseidon submarines this 
summer, we will remain technically in observance of the terms of the SALT II 
treaty until the United States equips its 131st B-52 heavy bomber for cruise 
missile carriage near the end of this year. However, given the decision that I have 
been forced to make, I intend at that time to continue deployment of U.S. B-52 
heavy bombers with cruise missiles beyond the 131st aircr^t as an appropriate 
response without dismantling additional U.S. systems as compensation under the 
terms of the SALT II treaty. Of course, since we will remain in technical 
compliance with the terms of the expired SALT II treaty for some months, I 
continue to hope that the Soviet Union will use this time to take the constructive 
steps necessary to alter the current situation. Should they do so, we will certainly 
take this into account.

The United States seeks to meet its strategic needs, given the Soviet buildup, 
by means that minimize incentives for continuing Soviet offensive force growth. 
In the longer term, this is one of the major motives in our pursuit of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative. As we modernize we will continue to retire older forces as our 
national security requirements permit. I do not anticipate any appreciable 
numerical growth in U.S. strategic offensive forces. Assuming no significant 
change in the threat we face as we implement the strategic modernization 
program, the United States will not deploy more strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles than does the Soviet Union. Furthermore, the United States will not 
deploy more strategic ballistic missile warheads than does the Soviet Union.

In sum, we will continue to exercise the utmost restraint, while protecting 
strategic deterrence, in order to help foster the necessary atmosphere for 
significant reductions in the strategic arsenals of both sides. This is the urgent task 
which faces us. I call on the Soviet Union to seize the opportunity to join us now 
in establishing an interim framework of truly mutual restraint.

Finally, I want to emphasize that no policy of interim restraint is a substitute 
for an agreement on deep and equitable reductions in offensive nuclear arms, 
provided that we can be confident of Soviet compliance with it. Achieving such 
reductions has received, and continues to receive, my highest priority. I hope the 
Soviet Union will act to give substance to the agreement I reached with General 
Secretary Gorbachev in Geneva to achieve early progress, in particular in areas 
where there is common ground, including the principle of 50-percent reductions 
in the strategic nuclear arms of both countries, appropriately applied, as well as 
an interim INF agreement. If the Soviet Union carries out this agreement, we can 
move now to achieve greater stability and a safer world.
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83. Statement by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary 
to the President (Speakes): U.S. Policy on the SALT 
Agreements, May 27,1986^

Since the President came into office, he has done everything that he could to 
try to persuade the Soviet Union to meet its obligations with respect to SALT and 
to agree to significant reductions in U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals. In 1982 he 
said the United States would continue not to undercut the flawed SALT 
agreements so long as the Soviets exercised equal restraint.^ Regrettably, the 
Soviets didn’t.

In June 1985 the President tried again. He once again stated his great concern 
that Soviet noncompliance was ever more deeply undermining the SALT 
structure. He called upon the Soviet Union to join us in building an interim 
framework of truly mutual restraint until a START agreement replaces the SALT 
structure.^

Today the President announced that the United States cannot continue to 
support unilaterally a flawed SALT structure that Soviet noncompliance has so 
grievously undermined and that the Soviets appear unwilling to repair. There
fore, in the future, the United States will base decisions regarding its strategic 
forces on the nature and magnitude of the threat posed by the Soviet Union, rather 
than on standards contained in expired SALT agreements unilaterally observed 
by the United States."̂

The President has decided to retire two older Poseidon submarines as the 
eighth Trident submarine begins sea trials tomorrow. This means the U.S. will 
stay in technical observance of SALT for some months. This gives the Soviet 
Union still more time to correct their erosion of SALT. If they do, the President 
will take this into account.

Our attempt to use the structure of SALT as the basis for interim restraint until 
a START agreement can be achieved has always been based on the assumption 
of Soviet reciprocity. It makes no sense for the United States to continue to hold 
up the SALT structure while the Soviet Union undermines the foundation of 
SALT by its continued, uncorrected noncompliance. Therefore, the President 
believes we must now look to the future, not to the past. The primary task we now 
face is to build a new structure, one based on significant, equitable, and verifiable 
reductions in the size of existing U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals. This is what 
we are proposing in the ongoing Geneva negotiations.

Until this is achieved, the United States will continue to exercise the utmost 
restraint. Assuming no significant change in the threat we face as we implement

’ Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 2, 1986, p. 710. Mr. Speakes 
read the statement to reporters assembled in the Briefing Room at the White House during 
his daily press briefing, which began at 1:01 p.m.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 332. The SALT agreements may be found ibid., 
1972, pp. 197 ff. and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

3 Ibid., 1985, pp. 333-335.
Supra.
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the strategic modernization program, the United States will not deploy more 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or strategic ballistic missile warheads than the 
Soviet Union.

It is high time that the Soviets honor their obligations, match U.S. restraint, and 
get down to negotiating seriously in Geneva. If they do, we can move together 
now to build a safer and more secure world.

84. White House Fact Sheet: U.S. Policy on the SALT 
Agreements, IVlay 27,1986^

Summary

The United States has completed a comprehensive review of its interim 
restraint policy and of the required response to the continuing pattern of Soviet 
noncompliance with arms control agreements. Based on this review, and follow
ing consultations with the Congress and key allies, we have been forced to the 
conclusion that the Soviet Union has not, as yet, taken those actions that would 
indicate a readiness to join us in an interim framework of truly mutual restraint.

Given the lack of Soviet reciprocity, the President has decided that in the future 
the United States must base decisions regarding its strategic force structure on the 
nature and magnitude of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forces and not on 
standards contained in the SALT II agreement of 1979  ̂or the SALT I interim 
offensive agreement of 1972.  ̂SALT II was a flawed agreement which was never 
ratified, which would have expired if it had been ratified, and which continues 
to be seriously violated by the Soviet Union. The SALT I interim offensive 
agreement of 1972 was unequal, has expired, and is also being violated by the 
Soviet Union.

After reviewing the programmatic options available to the United States, the 
President has decided to retire and dismantle two older Poseidon submarines this 
summer. The United States will thus remain technically in observance of the 
terms of the SALT II agreement until we equip our 131 st heavy bomber for cruise 
missile carriage near the end of this year. The President has determined that, 
given the decision that he has been forced to make by lack of Soviet reciprocity, 
the United States will later this year continue deployment of B-52 heavy 
bombers with cruise missiles beyond the 131st aircraft, without dismantling 
additional U.S. systems as compensation under the terms of the SALT II 
agreement.

The President has also called for: renewed bipartisan support for the 
Administration’s full strategic modernization program including all 100 
Peacekeeper ICBMs; full funding of our research under the Strategic Defense 
Initiative; an assessment of options on future ICBM programs, including

 ̂Department of State, Special Report No. 147, pp. 3-8. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.

3 Ibid, 1972, pp. 202-204.
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Peacekeeper basing and the small ICBM; and acceleration of the advanced cruise 
missile (ACM) program.

The President has determined that, in carrying out this policy, the United States 
will continue to exercise utmost restraint. We will seek to meet our strategic 
needs by means that minimize incentives for continuing Soviet offensive force 
growth. As we modernize, we will continue to retire older forces as our national 
security requirements permit. We do not anticipate any appreciable numerical 
growth in the number of U.S. strategic offensive forces. Furthermore, the 
President has emphasized that, assuming no significant change in the threat we 
face, as we implement the needed strategic modernization program, the United 
States will not deploy more strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or more strategic 
ballistic missile warheads than does the Soviet Union.

The President indicated that since the United States will remain in technical 
observance with the terms of the expired SALT II agreement for some months, 
the Soviet Union will have even more time to change the conditions that now 
exist. The President hopes that the Soviet Union will use this time constructively; 
if they do, the United States will certainly take this into account. (Concerning the 
SALT I agreement, even without any U.S. retirement of older systems, the United 
States could remain in technical observance of its terms for several years until the 
10th Trident submarine begins sea trials in mid-1989.)

Finally, the President has reiterated that his highest priority in the nuclear arms 
control area is to obtain Soviet agreement to a new and more durable arms control 
framework—one built upon deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions in the 
offensive nuclear forces of the United States and the Soviet Union. He, therefore, 
calls upon the Soviet Union to carry out in the ongoing Geneva negotiations the 
agreement which he and General Secretary Gorbachev reached at the November 
summit, calling for 50% reductions, appropriately applied, in U.S. and Soviet 
strategic nuclear forces, and an interim agreement on intermediate nuclear 
forces."̂  If Moscow instructs its negotiators to apply themselves seriously and 
flexibly toward these goals, as the U.S. negotiators are prepared to do, we can 
move together now to build a safer and more stable world.

Introduction

Over the past 2-V2 years, the President has sent three reports to the Congress 
detailing the serious realities of Soviet noncompliance with arms control agree
ments, including major agreements on strategic arms. The United States has 
unsuccessfully pressed the Soviet Union in the U.S.-Soviet Standing Consulta
tive Commission (SCC) and through other diplomatic channels to resolve our 
concerns.

In spite of this pattern of Soviet noncompliance, the President decided last June 
to go the extra mile in dismantling a U.S. Poseidon submarine, U.S.S. Sam 
Raybum, to give the Soviet Union adequate time to take the opportunity to join 
the United States in an interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic 
offensive arms.  ̂He stated that such a framework required that the Soviets correct

 ̂Ibid., 1985, pp. 866-870.
5 Ibid., 1985, pp. 333-335. See also pp. 336-337, 337-343, 362-364.
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their noncompliance, reverse their unwarranted military buildup, and make 
progress at the Geneva negotiations. In addition, he indicated that the United 
States, which has scrupulously complied with its arms control obligations and 
commitments, would be required to develop appropriate and proportionate 
responses to assure U.S. and allied security in the face of uncorrected Soviet 
noncompliance. He directed that all programmatic responses be kept open, and 
he requested specific programmatic recommendations of the Secretary of De
fense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

In recent months, the President has reviewed these issues in great detail with 
his senior advisers and has consulted extensively with Members of Congress and 
allied leaders. He announced his decision in the statement issued today. This fact 
sheet reports on the President’s decision.

Background

1982 Decision. In 1982, on the eve of the strategic arms reduction talks, the 
President decided that the United States would not undercut the expired SALT 
I agreement or the unratified SALT II agreement as long as the Soviet Union 
exercised equal restraint.^ Despite his serious reservations about the inequities of 
the SALT I agreement and the serious flaws of the SALT II agreement, he took 
this action in order to foster an atmosphere of mutual restraint on force 
deployments conducive to serious negotiation as we entered START. He made 
clear that our policy required reciprocity and that it must not adversely affect our 
national security interests in the face of the continuing Soviet military buildup. 
The Soviet Union also made a policy commitment not to undercut these 
agreements.^

1985 Decision. In a decision reported to the Congress on June 10, 1985,® the 
President reviewed the status of U.S. interim restraint policy concerning strategic 
agreements in light of the continuing pattern of the Soviet Union’s noncompli
ance with its arms control obligations and commitments. He found that the 
United States had fully kept its part of the bargain and had scrupulously complied 
with the terms of its obligations and conmiitments.

By contrast, he noted with regret that the Soviet Union had repeatedly violated 
several of its major arms control obligations and commitments. His three reports 
to the Congress on Soviet noncompliance in January 1984,  ̂February 1985,*° and 
December 1985 ‘̂enumerate and document in detail the serious facts and U.S. 
concerns about Soviet violations. The overall judgment reached by the President 
in his June 1985 decision was that while the Soviets had observed some 
provisions of existing arms control agreements, they had violated important 
elements of those agreements and associated legal obligations and political 
conmiitments.

 ̂Ibid., 1982, p. 332.
Ibid., p. 361.

8 Ibid., 1985, pp. 333-335.
9 Ibid., 1984, pp. 33-34, 34-39. 
•0 Ibid., 1985, pp. 37-40,40-50.

Ibid., pp. 935-953.
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The President noted that these are very crucial issues, for to be serious about 
effective arms control is to be serious about compliance. The pattern of Soviet 
violations increasingly affects our national security. But, perhaps even more 
significant than the near-term military consequences of the violations them
selves, they raise fundamental concerns about the integrity of the arms control 
process, concerns that, if uncorrected, undercut the integrity and viability of arms 
control as an instrument to assist in ensuring a secure and stable future world.

The President also noted that the United States had repeatedly raised our 
serious concerns with the Soviet Union in diplomatic channels, including the 
U.S.-Soviet Standing Consultative Commission. His assessment was that, de
spite long and repeated U.S. efforts to resolve these issues, the Soviet Union had 
neither provided satisfactory explanations nor undertaken corrective action. 
Instead, Soviet violations had expanded as the Soviets continued to modernize 
their strategic forces. U.S. interim restraint policy has always been conditioned 
on Soviet reciprocity. In his June assessment, the President was consequently 
forced to conclude that the Soviet Union was not exercising the equal restraint 
upon which U.S. interim restraint policy had been conditioned, that we could not 
accept a double standard of unilateral U.S. compliance coupled with Soviet 
noncompliance, and that such Soviet behavior was fundamentally inimical to the 
future of arms control and to the security of our country and that of our allies.

At the same time, given the goal of reducing the size of Soviet and U.S. nuclear 
arsenals, the President made the judgment that it remained in the interest of the 
United States to go the extra mile in seeking to persuade the Soviet Union to join 
us in establishing an interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic 
offensive arms, as we pursued with renewed vigor, through the negotiations in 
Geneva, our goal of deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions in existing U.S. 
and Soviet nuclear arsenals.

The President made clear, however, that the United States could not establish 
such a framework alone. Movement toward an acceptable framework required 
the Soviet Union to take the positive, concrete steps to correct its noncompliance, 
resolve our other compliance concerns, and reverse or substantially reduce its 
unparalleled and unwarranted military buildup. Although the Soviet Union had 
not demonstrated a willingness to move in this direction, the President an
nounced that in the interest of ensuring that every opportunity to establish the 
secure, stable future we seek is fully explored, he was prepared to go the extra 
mile.

The President thus decided last June that to provide the Soviets a further 
opportunity to join us in establishing an interim framework of truly mutual 
restraint which could support ongoing negotiations, the United States would 
continue to refrain from undercutting existing strategic arms agreements to the 
extent that the Soviet Union exercised comparable restraint and provided that the 
Soviet Union actively pursued arms reductions agreements in the nuclear and 
space talks in Geneva. Further, he stated that the United States would constantly 
review the implications of this interim policy on the long-term security interests 
of the United States and its allies. He indicated that, in doing so, the United States 
would consider Soviet actions to resolve our concerns with the pattern of Soviet
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noncompliance, continued growth in the strategic force structure of the Soviet 
Union, and Soviet seriousness in the ongoing negotiations.

As an integral part of the implementation of this policy, the President 
announced that the United States would take those steps made necessary by 
Soviet noncompliance to assure U.S. national security and that of our allies. He 
noted that appropriate and proportionate responses to Soviet noncompliance are 
called for to make it perfectly clear to Moscow that violations of arms control 
arrangements entail real costs. He stated clearly that the United States would, 
therefore, develop appropriate and proportionate responses and would take those 
actions necessary in response to, and as a hedge against, the military conse
quences of uncorrected Soviet violations of existing arms control agreements.

The President decided last June that to provide still more time for the Soviet 
Union to demonstrate by its action a commitment to join us in an interim 
framework of truly mutual restraint, the United States would deactivate and 
dismande, according to agreed procedures, an existing older Poseidon submarine 
as the seventh U.S. Ohio-class Trident submarine put to sea in August 1985. 
However, the President also directed that the United States keep open all future 
programmatic options for handling such strategic deployment milestones as they 
occurred in the future. He made it clear that, as these later milestones were 
reached, he would assess the overall situation and make a final determination of 
the U.S. course of action on a case-by-case basis in light of Soviet actions in 
meeting the criteria which he cited.

U.S. Compliance

In accordance with U.S. interim restraint policy and our efforts to build an 
interim framework of truly mutual restraint, the United States has not taken any 
actions which would undercut existing agreements. We have continued scrupu
lously to live within all arms control agreements, including the SALT I and II 
agreements. For example, we have fully dismantled one Poseidon and eight 
Polaris missile-carrying submarines and 27 Titan IIICBM launchers as new 
Trident missile-carrying submarines have been deployed. Unfortunately, while 
the United States has been attempting to hold to the structure of SALT through 
our policy of interim restraint, the Soviet Union, through its continued noncom
pliance, has undermined the very foundation of that structure.

Soviet Noncompliance

In the most recent of his three reports to the Congress on Soviet noncompliance 
with arms control agreements, issued on December 23, 1985, the President 
confirmed that the Administration’s continuing studies supported the conclusion 
that the pattern of Soviet noncompliance continues largely uncorrected. As 
documented in the President’s reports, particularly the detailed classified ver
sions, the Soviet Union has violated its legal obligations under, or political 
commitments to, the SALT II agreement of 1979, the SALT I interim offensive 
agreement of 1972, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972, the Limited Test
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Ban Treaty of 1963/^ the Biological Weapons Convention of 1 9 7 2 , the Geneva 
Protocol on chemical weapons of 1 9 2 5 ,and the Helsinki Final Act of 1975.*̂  
In addition, the U.S.S.R. has likely violated the Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 
1974.'^

In his December 1985 report to the Congress, the President noted that through 
its noncompliance with arms control agreements, the Soviet Union has made 
military gains in the areas of strategic offensive arms as well as chemical, 
biological, and toxin weapons. The President added that in the area of strategic 
defense, the possible extent of the Soviet Union’s military gains by virtue of its 
noncompliance with the ABM Treaty is also of increasing importance and 
serious concern to the United States.*^

The President noted in his December report that in a fundamental sense all 
deliberate Soviet violations are equally important. He made clear that as 
violations of legal obligations or political commitments, they cause grave 
concern regarding Soviet commitment to arms control and darken the atmos
phere in which current negotiations are being conducted in Geneva and else
where.

In another sense, the President noted, Soviet violations are not of equal 
importance. Some Soviet violations are of significant military importance—like 
the illegal second type of new ICBM, telemetry encryption, and the Krasnoyarsk 
radar. While other violations are of little apparent military significance in their 
own right, such violations can acquire importance if, left unaddressed, they are 
permitted to become precedents for future, more threatening violations. More
over, some Soviet actions that individually have little military significance could 
conceivably become significant when taken in their aggregate. Finally, even if 
a specific violation does not contain an inherent military threat, it still undermines 
the viability and integrity of the arms control process.

Specific Soviet Violations

Concerning SALT II, the President’s December report, in addition to citing 
the Soviets’ SS-25 ICBM development and extensive encryption of telemetry on 
ICBM missile flight tests as violations, also enumerated additional clear Soviet 
violations of SALT II, including exceeding the numerical limit of strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles and concealment of the association between the SS-25 
missile and its launcher. In addition, the President’s report cited three areas of 
ambiguous Soviet behavior as involving possible violations or inconsistencies 
with regard to SALT II—SS-16 ICBM activity, the Backfire bomber’s intercon
tinental operating capability, and the Backfire bomber’s production rate.

Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
^^Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
^Ubid., 1969, pp. 764-765.

The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308. 
For the complete text, see Department o f State Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, No. 1888 (Septem
ber 1, 1975).

Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
The text of the Treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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Concerning the SALT I interim offensive agreement of1972, the President’s 
December 1985 report cited a violation in Soviet use of former SS-7 ICBM 
facilities in support of the deployment and operation of the SS-25 mobile 
ICBMs.

Concerning the ABM Treaty of 1972, the President’s December 1985 report 
indicated that in addition to illegal construction of the ballistic missile detection 
and tracking radar at Krasnoyarsk, the combination of other Soviet ABM-related 
activities involving mobility of ABM system components, concurrent testing, 
rapid reload, etc., also suggested that the Soviets might be preparing an ABM 
defense of their national territory, which is prohibited by the ABM Treaty. Such 
an action, if left without a U.S. response, would have serious adverse conse
quences for the East-West balance that has kept the peace.

Three key Soviet violations of strategic arms agreements enumerated below 
are particularly disturbing—the SS-25 ICBM, encryption of telemetry, and the 
Krasnoyarsk radar.
• SALTII: SS-25 ICBM. The President stated in his December 1985 report that 

the SS-25 mobile ICBM is a clear and irreversible violation of the Soviet 
Union’s SALT II commitment and has important political and military 
implications. Testing and deployment of this missile violates a centrd 
provision of the SALT II agreement, which was intended to limit the number 
of new ICBMs. The agreement permits only one new type of ICBM for each 
party. The Soviets have informed us that their one new ICBM type will be 
the SS-X-24, which is now undergoing testing, and have falsely asserted 
that the SS-25 is a permitted modernization of their old silo-based SS-13 
ICBM. The President also concluded that the technical argument by which 
the Soviets sought to justify the SS-25, calling it “permitted modernization,” 
is also troublesome as a potential precedent, as the Soviets might seek to 
apply it to additional prohibited new types of ICBMs in the future.

• SALTII: Telemetry Encryption, The President stated in his December report 
that Soviet use of encryption impedes U.S. verification of Soviet compliance 
and thus contravenes the provision of the SALT II Treaty which prohibits 
use of deliberate concealment measures, including encryption, which im
pede verification of compliance by national technical means. This deliberate 
Soviet concealment activity, he explained, impedes our ability to know 
whether a type of missile is in compliance with SALT II requirements. It 
could also make it more difficult for the United States to assess accurately 
the critical parameters of any future missile.

Since the SALT I agreement of 1972, the President reported, Soviet 
encryption practices have become more extensive and disturbing. The 
President noted that these Soviet practices, Soviet responses on this issue, 
and Soviet failure to take corrective actions which the United States has 
repeatedly requested, demonstrate a Soviet attitude contrary to the funda
mentals of sound arms control agreements, undermine the political confi
dence necessary for concluding new agreements, and underscore the neces
sity that any new agreement be effectively verifiable.

• ABM  Treaty: Krasnoyarsk Radar. The President stated in his December 
1985 report that the radar under construction near Krasnoyarsk in Siberia is
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disturbing for both political and military reasons. First, it violates the 1972 
ABM Treaty, which prohibits the siting of an ABM radar, or the siting and 
orienting of a ballistic missile detection and tracking radar, in the way the 
Krasnoyarsk radar is sited and oriented. Politically, he said, the radar 
demonstrates that the Soviets are capable of violating arms control obliga
tions and conmiitments even when they are negotiating with the United 
States or when they know we will detect a violation.

Militarily, he noted, the Krasnoyarsk radar violation goes to the heart of 
the ABM Treaty. Large phased-array radars (LPARs), like that under 
construction near Krasnoyarsk, were recognized during the ABM Treaty 
negotiations as the critical, long lead-time element of a nationwide ABM 
defense.

When considered as a part of a Soviet network of new LPARs, the 
President concluded, the foasnoyarsk radar has the inherent potential to 
contribute to ABM radar coverage of a significant portion of the central 
U.S.S.R. Moreover, the Krasnoyarsk radar closes the remaining gap in 
Soviet ballistic missile detection and tracking coverage. Together with other 
Soviet ABM-related activities, it suggests, as noted above, that the Soviets 
might be preparing an ABM defense of its national territory, which is 
prohibited by the treaty and would have serious adverse consequences for 
the East-West balance that has kept the peace.

The Current U.S. Deployment Milestone

On May 28, the eighth U.S. Trident submarine, U.S.S. Nevada, begins its sea 
trials. As called for by the U.S. interim restraint policy announced last June, the 
President has carefully assessed our options with respect to that milestone. He has 
considered Soviet behavior since his June 1985 decision to go the extra mile, and 
he has considered U.S. and allied security interests in light of that Soviet behavior 
and our own programmatic options.

Since the President made his decision in June 1985 to dismantle a Poseidon, 
U.S.S. Sam Rayburn  ̂ in order give the Soviets adequate time to join us in 
establishing a truly mutual framework of interim restraint, the situation has not 
been encouraging with respect to the three criteria that the President established 
for gauging constructive Soviet action—i.e., 1) correction of Soviet noncompli
ance, 2) reversal of the Soviet military buildup, and 3) promoting progress in the 
Geneva negotiations.

While we have seen some modest indications of improvement in one or two 
areas of U.S. concern—for example, with respect to the production rate of 
Backfire bombers—there has been no real progress by the Soviets in meeting the 
most serious U.S. concerns. The deployment of the SS-25, a second new ICBM 
type forbidden by SALT II, continues. The Soviet Union continues to encrypt 
telemetry associated with its ballistic missile testing and impedes SALT II 
verification. The Krasnoyarsk radar remains a clear violation. We see no 
abatement of the Soviet strategic force buildup. Finally, after a hopeful meeting 
in Geneva last November between the President and General Secretary Gor
bachev, we have yet to see the Soviet Union follow up in negotiations on the 
commitment made in the joint statement issued by the two leaders to seek
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common ground, especially through the principle of 50% strategic arms reduc
tions, appropriately applied, and through an agreement on intermediate nuclear 
forces. In hght of these circumstances, it is the President’s judgment that the 
Soviet Union has not, as yet, taken those actions that would indicate by deed its 
readiness to join us in a framework of truly mutual interim restraint.

As the President has considered options associated with the current deploy
ment milestone with the sea trials of the eighth Trident, he has also carefully 
reviewed the military programmatic options available to the United States in 
terms of their overall net impact on U.S. and allied security. It should be noted 
in this context that when the President issued guidance on U.S. policy in June of 
last year, the military plans and programs for fiscal year 1986 were about to be 
implemented. The amount of flexibility that any nation has in the near term for 
altering its planning is modest at best, and our military planning will take more 
time to move out from under the shadow of previous assumptions. This shadow 
lengthens and darkens with each reduction made in the funds available for our 
defense. Operating under such a shadow, especially in the budgetary conditions 
which we now face, makes it essential that we make the very best possible use 
of our resources.

It had long been planned to retire and dismantle two of the oldest Poseidon 
submarines. The President indicated in the decision announced today that had he 
been persuaded that refueling and retaining these particular two Poseidon 
submarines would have contributed significantly and cost-effectively to the 
national security, he would have directed their overhaul and retention. However, 
in view of present circumstances, including current military and economic 
realities, it is the President’s judgment that, at this particular juncture, the proper 
course with respect to these two older Poseidon submarines is to retire and 
dismantle them, according to agreed procedures.

Proportionate U.S. Responses

In announcing his decision last June, the President made clear at the same time 
that the United States would take appropriate and proportionate actions when 
needed to assure U.S. and allied security in the face of Soviet noncompliance. It 
is the President’s view that, while two Poseidon submarines should be dis
mantled for military and economic reasons, certain new programmatic U.S. steps 
focused on the Administration’s strategic modernization program are now 
necessitated by the continued lack of Soviet action up to this point in meeting the 
criteria established by the President’s interim restraint policy decision last June.

Strategic Modernization Program. The Administration’s highest priority in 
the strategic programs area remains the full implementation of the U.S. strategic 
modernization program to underwrite deterrence today and the full pursuit of the 
Strategic Defense Initiative research program to seek to provide better alterna
tives in the future. The President’s decision to retire the two older Poseidon 
submarines at this point is fully in accordance with that program. Under any set 
of assumptions, our modernization program is, and will always be, designed to 
guarantee that our nation always has modem forces in sufficient quantities to 
underwrite our security and that of our allies—nothing more and nothing less.
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This goal ensures that the appropriate, best, and proper use is made of our national 
resources.

The U.S. strategic modernization program, including the deployment of the 
second 50 Peacekeeper missiles to the full program of 100 missiles, which was 
called for in 1983 by the Scowcroft conmiission,^® is fully supported by our 
military leadership. The Administration’s full strategic modernization program 
has been very carefully crafted by our best defense planners. It is the foundation 
for all future U.S. strategic program options and provides a solid basis which can 
and will be adjusted over time to respond most efficiently to continued Soviet 
noncompliance. The President believes it is absolutely critical that this program 
not be permitted to erode. That would be the worst way to respond to the 
continuing pattern of Soviet noncompliance, would increase the risk to our 
security and that of our allies, and would undercut our ability to negotiate the 
reductions in existing arsenals that we seek. It, therefore, would send precisely 
the wrong signal to the Soviet leadership.
• Bipartisan Support fo r  the U.S. ICBM Program. Soviet actions to continue 

the accelerated development of their ICBM force are of great concern. Last 
June, the President cited the Soviet Union’s flight-testing of the SS-25 
missile, a second new type of ICBM prohibited under the SALT II agree
ment, as a clear and irreversible violation and noted that deployment would 
constitute a further violation. He noted that since the noncompliance 
associated with the development of this missile cannot, at this point, be 
corrected by the Soviet Union, the United States reserved the right to respond 
proportionately and appropriately. At that time, he also noted that the U.S. 
small ICBM program was particularly relevant in this regard. Given the 
events that have occurred since last June, including the Soviet Union’s 
deployment of over 70 SS-25 mobile ICBMs, the President calls upon the 
Congress to join with him in restoring bipartisan support for a balanced, cost- 
effective, long-term program to restore both the survivability and effective
ness of our own ICBM program.

• Peacekeeper (MX). The program we require should include the full 100- 
missile deployment of the Peacekeeper ICBM. It is sometimes forgotten by 
critics of the Administration’s 100-missile Peacekeeper program that this 
represents a number only one-half that requested by the previous Admini
stration. The Peacekeeper missile has just completed another flawless flight 
test. It makes both good military and economic sense fully to exploit the 
great technical success that we have had with this missile.

• Small ICBM. The President believes that our ICBM program must also look 
beyond the Peacekeeper and toward additional U.S. ICBM requirements in 
the future. Our small ICBM program makes a significant contribution not 
only in this regard but also as an appropriate and proportionate U.S. response 
to the irreversible Soviet violation associated with their SS-25 mobile 
ICBM.

• A Comprehensive Program. To ensure that he has a more robust range of 
options as he approaches future milestones, the President has, in the decision

Ibid., 1983, pp. 273-300.

Document 84



276 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

announced today, directed the Department of Defense to provide to him by 
November 1986 an assessment of the best options for carrying out a 
comprehensive ICBM program.

• Advanced Cruise Missile. Finally, the President has also directed the 
Secretary of Defense to take the steps necessary, working with the Congress, 
to accelerate the production of the advanced cruise missile (ACM) program. 
The President is not, at this time, directing any increase in the total ACM 
program procurement but rather is establishing a more efficient program that 
both saves money and accelerates the availability of additional options for 
the future.

The U.S. and SALT

Having completed a comprehensive review of U.S. interim restraint policy and 
of the required response to the continuing pattern of Soviet noncompliance with 
arms control agreements, and following consultations with the Congress and key 
allies, the President has been forced to conclude that the Soviet Union has not, 
as yet, taken those actions that would indicate a readiness to join us in an interim 
framework of truly mutual restraint.

Given the lack of Soviet reciprocity, the President has decided that in the future 
the United States must base decisions regarding its strategic force structure on the 
nature and magnitude of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forces and not on 
standards contained in the SALT II agreement of 1979 or the SALT I interim 
offensive agreement of 1972. SALT II was a flawed agreement which was never 
ratified, which would have expired if it had been ratified, and which continues 
to be seriously violated by the Soviet Union. The SALT I interim agreement of 
1972 was unequal, has expired, and is also being violated by the Soviet Union.

After reviewing the programmatic options available to the United States, the 
President has decided to retire and dismantle two older Poseidon submarines this 
sunmier. The United States will thus remain technically in observance of the 
terms of the SALT II agreement until we equip our 131 st heavy bomber for cruise 
missile carriage near the end of this year. The President has determined that, 
given the decision that he has been forced to make by lack of Soviet reciprocity, 
the United States will later this year continue deployment of B-52 heavy 
bombers with cruise missiles beyond the 131st aircraft, without dismantling 
additional U.S. systems as compensation under the terms of the SALT II 
agreement.

Continued U.S. Restraint

The President emphasized that the United States will continue to seek to meet 
its strategic needs, in response to the Soviet buildup, by means that minimize 
incentives for continuing Soviet offensive force growth. In the longer term, this- 
is one of the major motives in our pursuit of the Strategic Defense Initiative. The 
President pointed out that, as the United States modernizes, it will continue to 
retire older forces as our national security requirements permit. Therefore, he 
does not anticipate any appreciable numerical growth in U.S. strategic offensive 
forces. The President also emphasized that, assuming no significant change in the
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threat that we face, as we implement the needed strategic modernization 
program, the United States will not deploy more strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles or more strategic ballistic missile warheads than does the Soviet Union.

Since the United States will retire and dismantle two Poseidon submarines this 
summer, we will remain technically in observance of the terms of the SALT II 
agreement until the United States equips its 131st heavy bomber for cruise 
missile carriage near the end of this year. However, given the decision that the 
President has been forced to make, he announced today that, at that time, he 
intends to continue deployment of U.S. B-52 heavy bombers with cruise missiles 
beyond the 131st aircraft without dismantling additional U.S. systems as com
pensation under the the terms of the SALT II agreement. Of course, since the 
United States will remain in technical observance of the terms of the expired 
SALT II agreement for some months, the President continues to hope that the 
Soviet Union will use this time to take the constructive steps necessary to alter 
the current situation. Should they do so, the President noted that the United States 
will certainly take this into account.

In sum, the United States will continue to exercise the utmost restraint, while 
ensuring the credibility of our strategic deterrent, in order to help foster the 
necessary atmosphere for significant reductions in the offensive nuclear arsenals 
of both sides. This is the urgent task that faces us.

The ABM Treaty

Our obligations under the ABM Treaty remain unchanged. The President has 
made it clear that U.S. programs are, and will continue to be, in compliance with 
our obligations under the ABM Treaty. The President’s statement today also 
makes it clear that we remain deeply concerned over Soviet violation of the ABM 
Treaty. In contrast with SALT I and SALT II, however, the ABM Treaty is not 
an expired or unratified agreement. One of our priority objectives remains to have 
the Soviet Union return to compliance with their obligations under this treaty.

Hope for Progress in Geneva Negotiations

Time has not altered the basic truth that a policy of interim restraint is not a 
substitute for an agreement on deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions in 
offensive nuclear arms. Achieving such reductions has received, and continues 
to receive, our highest priority.

It, therefore remains our hope that the Soviet Union will take the necessary 
steps to give substance to the agreement which President Reagan reached with 
General Secretary Gorbachev in Geneva to negotiate 50% reductions in strategic 
nuclear arms, appropriately applied, and an interim agreement on intermediate- 
range nuclear arms. If the Soviets agree to take those steps with us, we can 
together achieve greater stability and a safer world.
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85. Agreement on Seismic Monitoring Between the 
Natural Resources Defense Council and the Soviet 
Academy of Sciences, May 28,1986^

From the 22nd to the 23rd of May, 1986, Soviet and U.S. scientists met in 
Moscow to discuss informally, a broad range of scientific problems related to the 
verification of a test ban treaty.

The meeting was attended by observer-scientists from Sweden and India, who 
reported on the technical basis for the offer by the Five Continent Peace Initiative 
to monitor a testing moratorium.^

The participants agree that the current state of geophysical knowledge gives 
reasonable confidence in the detectability, using practical seismic networks, of 
nuclear weapons tests down to yields at, or below, one kiloton.

In order to ensure an early start of efforts to perfect seismic techniques, the 
Academy of Sciences, USSR and the Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
agreed to launch, as soon as possible, a joint study of seismic events using US- 
manufactured high-accuracy instruments, in particular around the area of the 
test-site near Semipalatinsk.

Soviet experts have expressed willingness to participate in similar projects in 
the USA around the Nevada test-site.

The findings of this project will be helpful in demonstrating verification 
procedures to be used during a test moratorium or under a nuclear test ban treaty.

Under this agreement, three seismic monitoring stations shall be established 
adjacent to each of the principal nuclear weapons testing sites in the two 
countries: near Semipalatinsk in the USSR and the Nevada test-site in the US. 
These six stations will be manned and operated jointly by the Natural Resources 
Defense Council of USA and the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, subject to 
issuance of the necessary visas for travel to the locations chosen for observation 
points.

The equipment for all the stations will be obtained and supplied by the Natural 
Resources Defense Council. The equipment for the Academy will be paid for by 
and belong to the Academy if permitted by US regulations, and if not shall be paid 
for by the Natural Resources Defense Council. The equipment for the United 
States shall be paid for by the Natural Resources Defense Council. The installa
tion in the USSR shall be paid by the Academy and in the US by the Natural 
Resources Defense Council.

Travel of US personnel to Moscow will be paid by the Natural Resources 
Defense Council and of USSR personnel to New York or Washington D.C. by 
the Academy. Incountry travel and food, housing and other expenses of person
nel in each country shall be paid by the Natural Resources Defense Council in the 
US and by the Academy in the USSR.

' Nuclear Testine Issues: Hearings Before the Committee on Armed Services... (S. Hrg. 
99-937, pp. 285-286.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 774-775. See also ante. Document 27.
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On termination of the project equipment paid for by the Academy shall be 
retained by the Academy, otherwise shall be retained by the Natural Resources 
Defense Council.

Commencement of the joint project shall be, if possible, before the end of June 
1986, or as soon thereafter as is practicable.

This agreement is subject to the Natural Resources Defense Council obtaining 
the necessary funding of its obligations, which shall be confirmed within 21 days 
of the signing of this agreement.

Natural Resources Defense Council Academy of Sciences of the USSR
Adrian W. Dewind E.P.Velikhov

28.05.86

86. Address by New Zealand Prime Minister Lange to 
the Sixth Congress of International Physicians for 
the Prevention of Nuclear War [Extracts], May 29, 
1986^

• • • • • • •

What I say to you today is the product of a political process which has its own 
imperatives. New Zealand is a parliamentary democracy of a kind which is 
common in Europe and the South Pacific. In New Zealand, a combination of 
circumstances, which I shall describe to you shortly, has led the government to 
the view that it should exclude nuclear weapons from New Zealand and 
disengage itself from any nuclear strategy for the defense of New Zealand. In 
that, the government simply reflects political reality as it is in New Zealand now. 
If I were not its Prime Minister nuclear weapons would still be excluded from 
New 2^aland today and some other man or woman would be here to say much 
what I say to you now.

That being so, I must acknowledge that other calculations have led other 
governments to make quite different choices. Responsible governments through
out the world have decided that the security of those they represent is best served 
by engagement in a nuclear strategy for their own defense. They do not rejoice 
in that decision. I have met the heads of government who do not share the views 
of the New Zealand Government and who have argued vigorously against the 
course of action taken by the New Zealand Government. I do not say of any of 
them that they exult in the fact that their countries are girt around by nuclear 
weapons. The reality is that they see no alternative.

I should explain to you what has brought the New Zealand Government to the 
view that there is in New Zealand an alternative to nuclear defense, and what it 
is that leads us to hold that adopting that alternative does not diminish our 
security.

‘ ACDA files. The address was delivered in Cologne.

Document 86



280 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

A large part of our reasoning is the product of circumstance. New Zealand is 
not targeted by nuclear weapons. We are not threatened by any military force. We 
are islands in the Pacific a thousand miles and more from our nearest neighbors, 
which are like-minded states. A nuclear defense is irrelevant to New Zealand. 
More than that, a nuclear strategy is an inappropriate response to the small-scale 
conflicts which have arisen in the region and might arise there in the future. Such 
conflict can and should be resolved by diplomacy or if need be, by conventional 
force.

New Zealand adopted and will continue to adhere to a conventional military 
strategy. It seeks to express it in an alliance with Australia and the United States 
which is a military reflection of New Zealand’s commitment to the traditions of 
our common heritage.

I do not need to emphasize how fortunate New Zealand is in its position. The 
alternative to a nuclear defense is real enough to be a sustainable element in the 
calculations of the New Zealand Government.

I also point out to you that there is in New Zealand a large and genuinely 
popular disarmament movement. The creation of a nuclear free zone in the South 
Pacific has widespread public support.

Popular support for disarmament was undoubtedly given considerable impe
tus by New Zealand’s unwilling involvement in the politics of nuclear weapons 
at their most unpleasant. Our isolation did not prevent an intrusion by a nuclear 
weapons state which still echoes in New Zealand today.

France continues to test nuclear weapons under a coral atoll at Mururoa over 
the objection of every independent South Pacific nation. Our objections have 
been raised through every channel open to us, yet France declines to move its test 
site out of the region. France sent agents of the state to New Zealand to carry out 
an act of terrorism to protect its nuclear weapons testing.

Two of the agents who helped to carry out that act of terrorism were found and 
arrested. In fulfillment of its obligations to counter terrorism. New Zealand duly 
tried the arrested agents and imprisoned them. France has not yet apologized for 
its action nor made reparation to New Zealand.

If you wonder why a large element of public opinion in New Zealand has come 
to reject the politics of nuclear weapons there is part of the reason.

I do not want to suggest to you that public opinion in New Zealand is entirely 
at one on the question of New Zealand’s disengagement from a nuclear strategy 
for its defense. There is some opinion in New Zealand which thinks that it is wise 
to prepare a nuclear defense in case some threat as yet unseen should one day 
arise. There is other opinion which notes that a military association with a nuclear 
power confers advantages, and reasons that those advantages are greater than the 
advantages which arise from New Zealand’s disengagement from a nuclear 
strategy.

All of that opinion forms part of the political calculations which are made in 
New Zealand both by the Government and by the opposition to the Government. 
My point is that having made those calculations the Government holds itself 
bound to exclude nuclear weapons from New Zealand. That is our political reality 
in New Zealand.
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• • • • • • •

We in New Zealand have an alternative to nuclear weapons. That is why we 
can, and do, stand back from the process of nuclear escalation. And that adds 
another dimension to the conviction with which we call for genuine and urgent 
measures of arms control.

You will understand why it is impossible for me to advance any simple answer 
to the control of nuclear weapons and the limitation of the arms race. The answer 
for New Zealand will not be the answer elsewhere. Political reality is complex 
and the calculations which are made in pursuit of national interest are demanding 
in their variety and intensity. The calculations which have led the Governments 
of the nuclear powers to engage in the arms race are the most compelling in 
history. Only compulsion at its most urgent could have allowed countries to 
divert resources sorely needed elsewhere into nuclear arsenals which have the 
capacity to destroy us many times over.

• • • • • • •

87. Statement by the Ministerial l\/leeting of the North 
Atlantic Council, May 30,1986^

At Halifax, we have reviewed all aspects of East-West relations. We conclude 
that obstacles to agreement, however serious, should not prevent both sides from 
building on areas of common interest. We remain ready to co-operate where 
common ground exists. We will continue our efforts to narrow differences 
elsewhere.

We remain united in our resolve to maintain adequate forces and to seek a more 
constructive relationship with the countries of the East. However, the conven
tional imbalance in Europe and the sustained build-up and modernization of all 
categories of Soviet military power continue to be of concern. In order to preserve 
peace and to prevent any kind of war, we will maintain the Alliance’s strategy of 
deterrence.

We are determined to pursue our efforts for progress in arms control and 
disarmament. We aim at a lower and more balanced level of armaments. We 
support US efforts to achieve deep reductions in Soviet and US nuclear forces. 
We seek a treaty totally eliminating chemical weapons. Reductions in conven
tional forces are also crucial in order to correct the present conventional 
imbalance between the Alliance and the Warsaw Pact. Beyond this, we aim at 
conventional stability throughout Europe. We have today made a separate 
statement on conventional arms control.

In all negotiating fora in which they are engaged, the participating Allies have 
presented detailed proposals directed at enhancing stability and security. We now

^NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 3 (June 1986), pp. 29-30. The meeting was held in Halifax, 
Canada, May 29-30, 1986.
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await an equally constructive response at the negotiating table from the Soviet 
Union and the other members of the Warsaw Pact. Public statements alone are 
not enough.

Adequate verification measures are the key to progress in all the present 
negotiations and essential for building trust and openness. Any agreement should 
enhance confidence of compliance and strengthen the existing treaty regime. We 
are prepared to accept comprehensive verification measures, on a fully reciprocal 
basis, including systematic on-site inspections.

But the development of peaceful and realistic East-West relations requires 
more than arms control. The human dimension remains crucial: this embraces 
respect for human rights and encouragement of individual contacts. Moreover, 
a more co-operative East-West relationship, including political dialogue, trade, 
and cultural exchanges, in which all states participate on equal terms, is needed.

We reaffirm the importance each of us attaches to the CSCE process in all its 
aspects. At Stockholm we are pressing for agreement on a substantial set of 
confidence and security building measures by September 1986. We are deter
mined to further the CSCE process at the Vienna CSCE Follow-up meeting in 
November, which should be opened at a political level.

We underline the importance of the continued observance of the Quadripartite 
Agreement on Berlin^ and, particularly in view of the current situation, of 
maintaining freedom of circulation in the city.

Terrorism is a serious concern to us all. It poses an intolerable threat to our 
citizens and to the conduct of normal international relations. We are resolved to 
work together to eradicate this scourge. We urge closer international cooperation 
in this effort.

The purpose of our Alliance is to enable our peoples to live in peace and 
freedom, free from any threat to their security. We seek a productive East-West 
dialogue. This will enhance stability in our relations with the members of the 
Warsaw Pact. We call upon the Soviet Union and the other Eastern European 
countries to join us in this endeavour.

88. Statement by the Ministerial i\/leeting of the North 
Atlantic Council: Conventional Arms Control, May 
30,1986'

—Within the Alliance, we cherish the ideal that all the peoples of Europe, 
from the Atlantic to the Urals, should live in peace, freedom and security. 
To achieve that ideal, bold new steps are required in the field of conven
tional arms control.

—Our objective is the strengthening of stability and security in the whole of 
Europe, through increased openness and the establishment of a verifiable, 
comprehensive and stable balance of conventional forces at lower levels.

2 24 UST 283,TIAS 7551.
^NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 3 (June 1986), p. 30. The statement was made in Halifax, 

Canada, at the end of a two-day meeting.
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— T̂o work urgently towards the achievement of this objective we have 
decided to set up a high level task force on conventional arms control. 

—It will build on the Western proposals at the CDE conference in Stock
holm and at the MBFR negotiations in Vienna, in both of which partici
pating Allied countries are determined to achieve early agreement.

—It will take account of Mr. Gorbachev’s statement of 18th April express
ing, in particular, Soviet readiness to pursue conventional force reductions 
from the Atlantic to the Urals.^

—An interim report will be presented to the Council in October, and a final 
report will be discussed at our next meeting in December.

—Our aim is a radical improvement in East-West relations in which more 
confidence, greater openness, and increased security will benefit all.

89. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Shultz: Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic 
Council and U.S. Policy on the SALT Agreements 
[Extract], May 30,1986^

Q. Is there any truth to the reports in the U.S. press today suggesting a rift 
in the alliance following the decision of the President announced Tuesday 
concerning SALT 11?̂  Are those headlines accurate?

A. No.
Q. Could you say whether any of the allies supported the idea of a U.S. 

breakout from SALT II?
A. It’s not so much a question of a breakout. I don’t think it is being described 

properly. What we are talking about here is a shift of gears from a form of restraint 
under a treaty that was never ratified and was being violated, and, for that matter, 
has become increasingly obsolete, since its most fundamental unit of account, 
launchers—not exclusive unit of account, but fundamental unit of account—is 
not the right one. The right units of account are warheads and the capacity to 
deliver that power. Y ou have a form of restraint that has been becoming more and 
more obsolete, that is unratified, that is being violated.

The President is saying, let us shift away from that to a form of restraint that 
looks at behavior by the Soviet Union and looks at the responsibilities that the 
United States has, and the alliance has, for the maintenance of our defensive 
deterrent capability. That’s what we have to keep our eye on. And [he] says that, 
broadly speaking, what we need for deterrence is a reflection of what the Soviet 
Union has aimed at us.

 ̂Document 62.
' Department o f State Bulletin, August 1986, pp. 54-55. The remarks were made 

following the meeting, which was held in Halifax, Nova Scotia.
 ̂The texts of the SALT II agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 

1979, pp. 189 ff.
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We will have to take into account, in our own behavior, what they do. And 
beyond that, in a period of budgetary constraints, we have to look at our own 
resources and use them most effectively.

The fact of the matter is that, in terms of the limits of SALT II, the United States 
is within those limits, and the Soviet Union is the country that is not. However, 
we put that all behind us and look at the future and say there can be a de facto form 
of mutual restraint. We hope so; the President flatly calls for it. However, the most 
important thing is that we have to get on with the business of what was called for 
in the basic SALT and ABM agreements^ to begin with, namely, let’s get the 
levels of these nuclear weapons down. That is what the President has been 
proposing all along, and that is what the President and Mr. Gorbachev agreed in 
Geneva to try to do. And there is an important forum in Geneva where we have 
major positions on the table calling for radical reductions—not limits on the 
increases but radical reductions—in these nuclear arsenals. And that’s what we 
need to do.

Q. Can you comment on the apparent illogic of suggesting substitute 
restraints while promising to abandon the restraint that we already have at 
a time when new restraints are obviously very difficult to negotiate?

A. The so-called restraints that we already have are obsolete, unratified, and 
being violated. The fact that they are increasingly obsolete shows that you need 
to point your attention to different things, and that is what, in effect, we are doing. 
But obviously, just to restate it, the United States has a responsibility to itself and 
to its allies to maintain the effectiveness of our deterrent capability and not have 
it erode; and that is what the President intends to do.

Q. Did the allied opposition you ran into here make any differences 
whatsoever in your decision to move on from SALT?

A. There have been extensive discussions with the allies, going back over a 
period of years, very formally about a year ago in Portugal, and in connection 
with this decision. Their views are known and have been taken into account. I 
think that the very strong allied view that we have to maintain deterrence, that we 
should be watching Soviet behavior, and that we need to negotiate radical 
reductions in nuclear weapons comes through loud and clear, and we are all on 
the same wavelength there. We have a disagreement with some countries, not 
necessarily all, on the President’s most recent decision. To a certain extent, at 
least in listening to the discussion, there was more argument about the imagery 
than the content. And I think we have to be careful in all of this propaganda war, 
so to speak, that we do the right thing; that we don’t do wrong things because we 
think it will sound better.

• • • • • • •

^For the ABM agreement, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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90. Press Statement by the Western Delegations to the 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, May 
30,1986'

In his plenary statement today. Ambassador Michael Alexander, the head of 
the delegation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, on 
behalf of the West, repeated the point made in Ambassador Blackwill’s 5 
December plenary statement to the effect that our talks were at a crossroads.^ He 
said that unless the East is prepared to reconsider its position on several important 
issues the current impasse will deepen and the opportunity for real progress 
created by the West’s move of 5 December will be squandered.

He said that much rhetorical attention has been focused on the 16 points of 
agreement between East and West summarized in his statement of 5 December 
and the East now seems to have accepted these. In the same statement he had also 
reviewed some remaining areas of disagreement. With the benefit of hindsight, 
he said that he might have been well advised also to summarize points of 
disagreement with equal conciseness. It is, after all, on the disagreements which 
the sides must concentrate.

In order to make possible a first phase agreement which would genuinely 
enhance the present degree of stability, security and mutual confidence in central 
Europe:

(I) The Western side is prepared to see U.S. and Soviet forces in Central Europe 
reduced in a balanced manner. The Eastern side has so far not been prepared to 
agree to this.

(II) The Western side is prepared to reveal the size and composition of its forces 
in the area of reductions down to a level at which it will become possible for the 
other side to verify effectively the information provided, i.e., down to battalion 
level or equivalent. The Eastern side has so far not been prepared to agree to do 
this.

(III) The Western side is prepared to establish permanent exit-entry points 
through which all military personnel entering and leaving the area of reductions 
would pass. The Eastern side no longer seems prepared to agree to do this.

(IV) The Western side is prepared to allow Western force levels remaining in 
the area of reductions after initial withdrawals to be checked as a matter of right 
and routine by the other side. The Eastern side has so far not been prepared to 
agree to do this.

More specifically, in this context the West is prepared:
(V) To allow the other side 30 inspections per year as of right and routine on 

our territory.
(VI) To allow these inspections to be mounted at very short notice.
(VII) To allow the other side to enter our military installations.
The East has so far not been prepared to agree to do any of these things.

 ̂ACDA files.
^The gist of this statement, as expressed by the President, may be found in Documents 

on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 898-899.
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Furthermore, the West is prepared:
(VIII) To envisage the extension of confidence-building measures to territory 

beyond the area of reductions. The Eastern side has so far not been prepared to 
agree to do this.

What is worse:
(IX) While the West is prepared to discuss any aspect of its proposals and puts 

forward nothing on a take it or leave it basis, the East has so far not been willing 
even to discuss the points which he had just summarized.

Not only is the East unwilling to get into a serious discussion of the West’s 
proposals—which were, of course submitted to it in great detail on 30 January— 
but:

(X) The East is not prepared to engage in a serious discussion of its own 
proposals.

He then summarized some of the questions which in recent months have been 
addressed to the East by the West and which have received no reply—

(A) How precisely is one supposed to verify information about force levels 
which is not disaggregated in any significant way?

(B) How does one check a no-increase commitment from which an annual 
rotation of some 500,000 men is excluded?

(C) How does one check indigenous force levels under the regime envisaged 
by the East?

(D) How can confidence be generated by a system in which the party 
suspected of breaching an agreement is the one which decides whether or not the 
alleged breach shall be checked?

This list of questions brought him to a further fundamental disagreement 
between the two sides.

(XI) The West is not only prepared for but eager for a discussion of all the 
practical modalities of both sides’ concept for a first phase agreement—not just 
some of them as the East sometimes seems to be suggesting.

The West believes such discussion to be the only way forward. The East’s 
responses to the West’s repeated attempts to get down to brass tacks have 
occasionally included apparent offers to talk about particular issues but these 
offers have not been substantiated. More often the response has been high flown 
rhetoric accompanied by catalogues of statements and initiatives made by 
Eastern leaders in other fora. These statements are no doubt admirable but they 
get the sides in Vienna nowhere. Against the background sunmiarized in this and 
previous paragraphs. Eastern assertions that the West’s approach is fantastic and 
arbitrary, unrealistic and irrelevant carry little conviction.

Is there then nothing the East is prepared to do which the West will not join? 
Certainly there are things which the East professes its willingness to do but on 
which the Western side have doubts. He then considered some of them:

(XII) The East seems determined to include armaments in a first phase 
agreement while the West is not prepared to do this.

The West’s reasoning is straightforward. The West believes—and Ambassa
dor Alexander could not exclude the possibility that the East also believes this— 
that to attempt to include armaments would be to ensure the indefinite postpone
ment of an agreement. He doubted that any of the delegations in Vienna have, for

Document 90



WESTERN DELEGATIONS STATEMENT, MAY 30 287

instance, even begun to consider the complexities of defining the armaments 
clauses of a no-increase commitment. How do the sides equate the vastly 
different weapons systems deployed by each side on the central front? In dealing 
with modernization, how do the sides define what is legitimate and what is not? 
How are the sides to cope with the armaments industries of the indigenous 
countries? What precisely does “equivalent to weapons of mass destruction” 
mean in practical terms for each side? To introduce, as the East says, real 
measures for reducing armaments and limiting armaments is to» have to tackle 
these questions and many more like them. It will be work for several years. There 
have been occasional signs in the last two rounds that Eastern Representatives 
have begun to recognize the difficulties of the subject. He urged them to continue 
to reflect.

He then added one further important point. Armaments appear in the talks’ 
mandate. The West has made clear its willingness to continue discussing the 
subject in future. But a first phase agreement focusing on manpower is not a bad 
agreement. To omit armaments will not disadvantage either side. The resulting 
agreement, assuming it were acceptable in other respects, would be a great step 
forward and a major political milestone. He said it was absurd of the East to say 
that to try for such an agreement is to take the sides away from the goal of a real 
decrease of military confrontation in the center of Europe. Exactly the opposite 
is the case.

In this sense the armaments issue is altogether different from the verification 
issue. He repeated that an agreement without armaments would not disadvantage 
either side. The same goes for the West’s proposal that in the reductions phase 
each side should be free to treat the armaments of the withdrawn forces as it likes. 
An agreement with a faulty or inadequate verification regime, on the other hand, 
would be worse than no agreement at all. An arms control agreement in which 
cheating without detection was possible could only too easily disadvantage one 
side or the other. Consequently it would tend to increase suspicion, mistrust and 
ultimately, instability. That is why an effective verification regime is a sine qua 
non for the West. He said that it ought to be so for the East.

Continuing with the points on which the East presents itself as more forthcom
ing than the West:

(XIII) The East claims to be willing to include significantly larger numbers of 
troops in a first-phase agreement.

The West is aware of and has no reason to doubt this assertion. But since the 
East has agreed to talk about figures of the same order of magnitude as proposed 
by the West, it presumably recognizes—at least privately—that, as the West 
argued all along, even the smaller numbers now under discussion would 
represent militarily significant reductions. The crucial issue, in any case, is the 
fact that the sides are discussing, on the basis of the East’s own framework 
proposal, a first-phase agreement of limited duration. If the agreement works— 
and its maximum 4 year time frame does not look overlong in the context of a 
negotiation that has already lasted 13 years—the sides could soon be talking 
about much more substantial numbers. If it does not work both sides will 
presumably have reason to be thankful that we started so modestly.
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A further point of disagreement:
(XIV) The East makes much of its willingness to begin drafting—which the 

West is certainly not prepared to do at this stage.
The East’s position is disingenuous in the extreme. Eastern representatives are 

perfectly well aware that in the face of disagreements of principle, such as those 
he had already outlined, drafting will get nowhere. It will result merely in 
attention being diverted from the real issues while negotiators haggle over 
irrelevancies in texts on subsidiary matters.

Drafting in a situation where major differences still exist contains another 
substantial trap and he was sure the East is conscious of this. Drafting has a 
tendency to reduce all disagreements to quantities of equal value which can be 
traded off, one against the other, when the end game is reached. He stated again 
that in the West’s view, the standards to be met by a verification regime are not 
available for trading.

He was not aware of any other major point on which the East could claim to 
be more forthcoming than the West. If Eastern spokesman disagree, they have but 
to say so.

This statement does not pretend to be an exhaustive list of the points which 
divide the sides. Without wishing to make it so, he cited in conclusion two 
fundamental differences in philosophy:

(XV) The East claims that the West’s verification proposals are out of all 
proportion to the contents of the rest of the agreement under discussion.

The East has characterized Western ideas on verification as totally unjustified 
and deliberately inflated. He reminded the East, not for the first time, of the fact 
that the West’s verification regime is primarily intended to verify the no-increase 
commitment and that this commitment is of essentially the same security 
significance in a time-limited first phase agreement as in a comprehensive 
agreement. The West is not prepared to accept limitations on its freedom of action 
for a period as long as 3 years without the assurance that it can check for itself, 
and in a manner that allows for no argument, whether the other side is observing 
the same limitations.

Finally, the East has also suggested that:
(XVI) The West’s verification proposals are incompatible with the realities of 

the present international situation.
Ambassador Alexander tried yet again to make clear today, that there are no 

political realities in the West, nor in the West’s perception of East-West relations, 
with which an agreement of the kind we wish to see would be incompatible. He 
then paraphrased what the Belgian Ambassador said last week, i.e., the West 
wants to reduce East-West tensions. The West does not believe that it is necessary 
to wait for East-West relations to be perfect before it takes steps to improve them.

He concluded by saying that the West could only presume, therefore, that 
recent Eastern statements were referring to the realities on the Eastern side. If the 
East was telling the West that the situation within the Warsaw Pact is different 
from that within the NATO alliance whose members are ready to accept an 
effective verification regime, the West can only note the fact with deep regret.

Document 90



SOVIET STATEMENT, MAY 30 289

91. Statement by the Soviet Government: NATO Chemi
cal Rearmament Program, May 30,1986^

In recent days, NATO military bodies, including the Military Planning 
Committee, meeting at the level of Ministers of Defence, have taken decisions 
sanctioning the beginning of production in the United States of a new generation 
of chemical weapons, namely, binary agents. NATO’s actions raise the stark 
question of whether chemical disarmament will ever take place.

For the Soviet Union, the answer to this question has always been unequivocal: 
chemical weapons, a barbarous means for the mass annihilation of people, must 
be totally banned and unconditionally destroyed. The only way to reach this goal 
is to take political decisions and to achieve verifiable international accords.

This means first and foremost that efforts must be intensified to draw up a 
multilateral convention to this end, as urged repeatedly by the General Assembly 
and as agreed by the leaders of the USSR and the United States in Geneva in 
November 1985.^

This is precisely what the Soviet Union is doing. The latest Soviet proposals 
on this issue, formulated by M.S. Gorbachev in his statement on 15 January 1986  ̂
and subsequently presented in detailed form at the Conference on Disarmament,"  ̂
make it possible to achieve by the end of this century the complete elimination 
of chemical-weapon arsenals and of the very industrial base for their production. 
Strict control, including international on-site inspections, would be instituted 
over the whole process of chemical disarmament.

These proposals take account of the positions of many other States, including 
the United States, and, in the opinion of virtually all the participants in the talks 
on the drafting of an international convention to ban chemical weapons, make it 
possible to resolve a number of situations which seemed deadlocked, including 
those relating to verification.

The Soviet Union supports the proposals for the establishment of chemical- 
weapon-free zones in Central Europe and the Balkans as an intermediate step, 
and is prepared to guarantee their status if the United States does likewise. The 
USSR, together with its allies, has called for completely ridding Europe of 
chemical weapons. In implementing its policy it has always strictiy followed the 
principles of non-transfer of chemical weapons to any country and their non
deployment in the territories of other States.

But what is Washington’s response? While paying lip service to chemical 
disarmament, the United States, assisted by a number of other NATO countries, 
including the Federal Republic of Germany, is in practice proceeding in quite 
another direction. The decisions taken by NATO in favour of binary weapons 
have the effect for years ahead of not only maintaining but even intensifying the 
chemical threat to the whole of mankind. They are contrary to the goal of

> A/41/389.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870. 
 ̂Document 5.
Document 64.
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eliminating chemical weapons, contradict the Soviet-American accords reached 
at the highest level in Geneva, and inevitably do grave harm to the efforts of the 
Conference on Disarmament to reach agreement on a convention to ban such 
weapons. These decisions create serious doubts about the sincerity of those who 
support them when they claim to favour arms reductions, disarmament and the 
building of international confidence.

The NATO chemical rearmament programme has especially pernicious con
sequences for Europe, which is already saturated with deadly weapons of all 
types and varieties. It is just one step from beginning the production of binary 
weapons in the United States to their deployment in the territories of Western 
European NATO members. Those who think that this matter can be confined to 
the stockpiling of new chemical munitions in the United States itself—that is, 
where the Pentagon is not planning to use them—are badly deluding themselves.

The Soviet Government strongly denounces NATO’s chemical rearmament 
plans. It considers it has the duty once again to draw the attention of the 
Governments of the United States and other members of the North Atlantic bloc 
and of all the other European countries to the exceptional danger of these plans 
to the cause of peace in Europe and throughout the world. The peoples must say 
“No” to binary or any other chemical weapons.

If the United States and its allies really have an interest in chemical disarma
ment, they should back it with practical actions, at the negotiating table, instead 
of starting another round of the chemical-arms race. Now is the most appropriate 
time to do so.

The Soviet Union for its part is ready to do everything necessary to achieve 
mutually acceptable and effectively verifiable agreements. Reason must triumph 
over chemical madness.

92. Statement by the Soviet Government: U.S. Policy on 
the SALT Agreements, l\/lay 31,1986^

The United States Government has taken a step which again reveals with 
absolute clarity the essence of the current American foreign policy course aimed 
at the escalation of the arms race in every possible way, the militarization of outer 
space and the heightening of international tension.

President Reagan announced on 27 May of this year the effective refusal of the 
United States to comply in future with the Soviet-American instruments of treaty 
law concerning the limitation of strategic offensive weapons—the Interim 
Agreement of 1972 and the SALT II Treaty of 1979.  ̂He stated that, in making 
future decisions regarding the development of American strategic forces, the 
United States would not be bound by the provisions of the strategic arms 
limitation agreements.^

• A/41/403.
^For the texts of the Agreement and Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 

202-204 and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Document 82.
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Thus, the warnings given by the Soviet Union have become a reality. Of all the 
options for possible action with respect to the treaties and agreements limiting 
strategic weapons, the United States Administration has chosen precisely the one 
which undermines the process of limiting and reducing such weapons. Con
fronted with the choice of either moderating its own arms programmes or opening 
the floodgates for an uncontrolled arms race, Washington preferred the latter.

The President’s decision means that the present American leadership has taken 
an exceptionally dangerous step towards destroying the treaty system that 
restrains the nuclear-arms race and thus establishes conditions for the conclusion 
of new agreements.

In concrete terms, the withdrawal of the United States from the SALT II Treaty 
is planned for the end of this year, when in the process of deploying new weapons, 
particularly heavy bombers armed with cruise missiles, the United States will 
exceed the established limit of 1,320 MIRVed strategic delivery vehicles. The 
President plainly stated that the United States would not dismantle the requisite 
number of existing weapons in order to remain below that level.

In essence, the United States Administration has embarked on the course of full 
implementation of its comprehensive strategic programme for a nuclear arms 
build-up, which is to a certain extent restrained by the strategic arms limitation 
agreements. In particular, together with the deployment of B-52 and B-IB 
bombers armed with long-range cruise missiles, the United States intends to 
develop a second new type of ICBM, the Midgetman, as well as to deploy another 
50 MX missiles and to speed up the development of an “advanced cruise missile”. 
It has been announced that work on the development of space-based strike 
weapons will also be continued within the framework of the “star wars” 
programme.

The dismantling of two Poseidon missile submarines, scheduled for the near 
future in view of the commissioning of the eighth Trident submarine, is officially 
stated to be for budgetary reasons, and not at all the result of a desire to observe 
the provisions of the SALT II Treaty.

Attempts are being made to justify all of this by reference to certain “viola
tions” of the agreements on the part of the Soviet Union. But allegations of this 
kind are totally unfounded. There have been no such violations and there are none 
now. And the United States Government is well aware of this. On the basis of 
facts, the Soviet side has repeatedly exposed Washington’s attempts to level far
fetched accusations against the Soviet Union with the introduction of each new 
American military progranmie that is not consistent with existing treaty limita
tions.

The position of principle adopted by the USSR with regard to the existing arms 
limitation agreements is well known. The Soviet side has fulfilled and continues 
to fulfil its commitments stricdy and to the full extent. In so doing, it proceeds 
from the view that continued observance, on a mutual basis, of the commitments 
formulated in the SALT II Treaty would be of considerable importance for 
maintaining the strategic balance and strengthening security.

However, the United States Administration is guided by different considera
tions. It has already done much to undermine the SALT II Treaty, which was the 
result of many years of co-operation between the USSR and the United States in
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the 1970s to end the nuclear-missile arms race and enhance strategic stability. 
First, there was the non-ratification of the Treaty; then the circumvention of its 
provisions through the deployment of first-strike missiles—Pershing II ballistic 
missiles and cruise missiles—in Western Europe and departures from individual 
provisions of the Treaty; and now there has come the outright renunciation of the 
Treaty.

All of this makes it even more obvious why the American Administration is 
taking such an unconstructive position at the Geneva negotiations on nuclear and 
space-based weapons, as well as with regard to the nature of the new Soviet- 
American summit meeting. At the same time, this substantiates the well-founded 
Soviet position that the readiness of the American side to achieve concrete results 
on at least one or two questions in the field of security, together with an 
appropriate political atmosphere, is essential for such a meeting. Clearly, the 
provocative step taken by the United States in no way attests to either one or the 
other.

It should also be clear that the Soviet Government will not remain indifferent 
while the United States breaks agreements which have been reached in the area 
of the limitation of strategic offensive weapons. The American side should have 
no illusions that it will be able to achieve military advantages for itself at the 
expense of the security of others.

As soon as the United States exceeds the established levels of armaments or 
otherwise violates the other main provisions of the above-mentioned agree
ments, which have thus far been observed by both sides, the Soviet Union will 
consider itself free from the relevant commitments under the 1972 Interim 
Agreement and the SALT II Treaty, and will take the necessary practical steps 
to prevent the military-strategic parity from being upset. These measures will 
exclude the possibility of the United States acquiring superiority in the main 
types of new strategic weapons which it is now developing and intends to bring 
into service.

The Soviet Union will continue to take every step to ensure reliably the security 
of the socialist conmiunity and to do everything necessary to enhance interna
tional security.

93. Department of Defense Report to the Congress on 
the Strategic Defense Initiative: Compliance With 
the Anti-Ballistic l\/lissile Treaty [Extract], June 1986̂

• • • • • • •

‘ Department of Defense, Report to the Congress on the Strategic Defense Initiative, 
June 1986, Appendix C, pp. C-1—C-8.
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INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

This appendix addresses compliance with the ABM Treaty^ of activities under 
the Strategic Defense Initiative and related programs. The treatment of devices 
based on “other physical principles” is discussed. The existing process for 
ensuring compliance with Strategic Arms Limitation (SAL) Agreements, includ
ing organizational responsibilities and reporting procedures and their application 
to SDI and the ABM Treaty, is also described.

POLICY

There are four major points to be made regarding United States policy on 
compliance with the ABM Treaty.

First, the SDI research program is being conducted in a manner fully consistent 
with all U.S. Treaty obligations. The President has directed that the program be 
formulated in a fiilly compliant manner, and the DoD has planned and reviewed 
the program (and will continue to do so) to ensure that it remains compliant.

Second, the need for greater precision in our understanding of the limitations 
of the ABM Treaty recently caused the U.S. Government to reexamine the Treaty 
as it relates to future systems based on “other physical principles.” These devices 
are addressed in an agreed statement to the Treaty as “ABM systems based on 
other physical principles and including components capable of substituting for 
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars.”  ̂This review led to 
the judgment by the President that a reading of the ABM Treaty that would allow 
the development and testing of such systems based on other physical principles, 
regardless of basing mode, is fully justified.

The SDI program was originally structured in a manner that was designed to 
permit it to achieve critical research objectives while remaining consistent with 
a more narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty. This being the case, in October 
1985, while reserving the right to conduct the SDI program under the broad 
interpretation at some future time, the President deemed it unnecessary to 
restructure the SDI program towards the boundaries of the ABM Treaty which 
the U.S. could observe."  ̂Consistent with that determination, the Administration 
applies the more restrictive treaty interpretation as a matter of policy, although 
we are not legally required to do so, in evaluating the experiments in the SDI 
program. Therefore, statements in this appendix regarding compliance with 
treaty provisions should be understood as based upon the restrictive interpreta
tion. It should be equally understood, however, that the President believes that 
the broader interpretation is fully justified.

^See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
3/̂ zV/., p. 206.
"̂ This restrictive interpretation treats ABM devices based on other physical principles 

and capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars 
as “ABM components” within the meaning of Article II of the Treaty, and therefore 
subject to the provisions of the Treaty, including Article V. [Footnote in source docu
ment.] For the President’s views, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 699-700.
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Third, because there are areas  ̂which are not fully defined in the ABM Treaty, 
it is necessary in some cases to infer specific standards for compliance. Four of 
the more important working principles of this review used to establish such 
standards are that:
• Compliance must be based on objective assessments of capabilities which 

support a single standard for both sides and not on the subjective judgments 
as to intent which could lead to a double standard of compliance.

• The ABM Treaty prohibits the development, testing, and deployment of 
ABM systems and components that are sea-based, space-based, air-based, 
or mobile land-based. However, regarding devices, the Treaty does permit 
research short of field testing of a prototype ABM system or component. 
This is the type of research that will be conducted under the SDI program.

• New technologies and devices should not be subjected to more strict 
standards than existing systems.

• The ABM Treaty, of course, restricts only defenses against strategic ballistic 
missiles; it does not apply to defenses against non-strategic ballistic missiles 
or cruise missiles.

Fourth, we have not in this report considered Soviet violation of the ABM 
Treaty. The United States has reserved the right to respond in appropriate ways, 
some of which may eventually bear on the Treaty constraints as they apply to the 
United States. The United States Government must guard against permitting a 
double standard of compliance, under which the Soviet Government would 
expect to get away with violations of various provisions of arms agreements 
while the U.S. continues to comply with all provisions.

OVERALL COMPLIANCE ASSESSMENT

The entire SDI research program is being conducted in compliance with the 
ABM Treaty. The SDI program consists of near-term technology research 
projects and major experiments. The research projects directly support the major 
experiments by providing the necessary technologies. These research activities 
are well defined and clearly compliant. The major experiments, most of which 
are to be conducted in later years, are also being planned to be fully compliant. 
Experiments can demonstrate technical feasibility without involving ABM 
systems or components or devices with their capabilities. Thus, useful and

 ̂An example within the restrictive interpretation of the Treaty is the subject of 
components. ABM components are defined in the Treaty as “currently” (i.e., 1972) 
consisting of ABM missiles, launchers, and radars. But there is no agreed definition of 
what constitutes an “ABM component” based on future technology, beyond the guidance 
in Agreed Statement D: “In order to ensure fulfillment of the obligation not to deploy 
ABM systems and their components except as provided in Article in of the Treaty, the 
Parties agree that in the event ABM systems based on other physical principles and 
including components capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM 
launchers, or ABM radars are created in the future [i.e., after 1972], specific limitations 
on such systems and their components would be subject to discussion in accordance with 
Article XIII and agreement in accordance with Article XIV of the Treaty.” [Footnote in 
source document.]
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compliant experiments, in both “mobile” and “fixed land-based” configurations 
are allowed.

EXISTING COMPUANCE FOR SDI

DoD has in place an effective compliance process (established in 1972 after the 
signing of the SALT I agreements), under which key offices in DoD are 
responsible for overseeing and will continue to oversee SDI compliance with all 
existing strategic arms control agreements. Under this process the SDIO and 
Services ensure that the implementing program offices adhere to DoD Compli
ance Directives and seek guidance from offices charged with oversight respon
sibility.

Specific responsibilities are assigned by DoD Directive 5100.70, 9 January 
1973, Implementation of SAL Agreements. The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Research and Engineering (USDRE) ensures that all DoD programs are in 
compliance with existing SAL agreements. The Service Secretaries, Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Agency Directors ensure the internal compliance 
of their organizations. The DoD General Counsel provides advice and assistance 
with respect to the implementation of the compliance process and interpretation 
of SAL agreements.

DoD Instruction S-5100.72 establishes general instructions, guidelines, and 
procedures for ensuring the continued compliance of all DoD programs with the 
existing arms control agreements. Under these procedures questions of interpre
tation of specific agreements are to be referred to the USDRE to be resolved on 
a case-by-case basis. No project or program which reasonably raises an issue as 
to compliance can enter into the testing, prototype construction, or deployment 
phases without prior clearance from the USDRE. If such a compliance issue is 
in doubt, USDRE approval shall be sought. In consultation with the DoD General 
Counsel, OASD/Intemational Security Policy and OJCS, the USDRE applies the 
provisions of the agreements, as appropriate. Military departments and DoD 
agencies, including SDIO, are to certify internal compliance quarterly and 
establish internal procedures and offices to monitor and ensure internal compli
ance.

In 1985, the United States began discussions with Allied governments regard
ing technical cooperation on SDI research. All cooperative SDI research agree
ments will be implemented in a manner consistent with U.S. international 
obligations including the ABM Treaty. The Administration has adopted guide
lines to ensure that all exchanges of data and cooperative research ventures are 
conducted in full compliance with the ABM Treaty obligations not to transfer 
ABM systems or components limited by the Treaty, nor to provide technical 
descriptions or blueprints specifically worked out for the construction of such 
systems or components.

CATEGORIES OF TREATY COMPLIANT ACTTVITIES

There are three basic types of activity that are permitted in compliance with the 
ABM Treaty. The SDI major experiments described below are grouped accord
ing to these categories.
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Category 1— Conceptual Design or Laboratory Testing

This activity precedes field testing and was considered during the ABM Treaty 
negotiations to be research that was not verifiable by National Technical Means 
(NTM) and not subject to Treaty limits.

Category 2— Field Testing” o f Devices that are not ABM  Components or 
Prototypes o f ABM  Components

As noted earlier, Article V prohibits the development, testing, and deployment 
of ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or 
mobile land-based.

The negotiating record of the ABM Treaty shows it was clearly understood in 
1972 that “development” begins when field testing is initiated on a prototype of 
an ABM component. The definition of “development” applied to the Article V 
limitations results in the prohibition of field testing of ABM systems or compo
nents, or their prototypes which are other than fixed land-based. Thus, SDI field 
tests of space-based or other mobile-based devices cannot involve ABM compo
nents or prototypes. All SDI Category 2 experiments must meet this criterion. For 
any device to be limited by the ABM Treaty, whether labeled “prototype” or 
some other term of art, it must constitute an ABM system or component (an ABM 
interceptor missile, ABM launcher or ABM radar) or be capable of substituting 
for such an ABM component.

“ABM systems and components” are defined in Article II as follows:
For the purpose of this treaty an ABM system is a system to counter strategic 
ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory, currently consisting 
of:

(a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles constructed 
and deployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode; (b) ABM 
launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployed for launching 
ABM interceptor missiles; and (c) ABM radars, which are radars con
structed and deployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode.

We are applying the rule that all SDI “field tests” not involving fixed, land- 
based devices must not be conducted in an “ABM mode.” The term “tested in an 
ABM mode” is specifically addressed in a classified Agreed Statement negoti
ated in 1978 by the U.S. and U.S.S.R. and in the Standing Consultative 
Commission. That agreement provides in part, that an interceptor missile is 
considered to be “tested in an ABM mode” if it has attempted to intercept 
(successfully or not) a strategic ballistic missile or its elements in flight trajec
tory. Likewise a radar is considered to be “tested in an ABM mode” if it performs 
certain functions such as tracking and guiding an ABM interceptor missile or 
tracking strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory in 
conjunction with an ABM radar which is tracking and guiding an ABM 
interceptor missile. “Strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight 
trajectory” include ballistic target-missiles with the flight trajectory characteris
tics of strategic ballistic missiles or their elements over the portions of the flight 
trajectory involved in testing.
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Category 2 experiments must also meet the obligation of Article VI not to give 
non-ABM launchers, missiles, or radars capabilities to counter strategic ballistic 
missiles or their elements in flight trajectory.

Allowed Category 2 activities include tests of experimental devices to demon
strate technical feasibility and gather data prior to constructing a prototype of an 
actual ABM component or weapon system. Tests of non-ABM systems perform
ing functions consistent with Treaty obligations (such as air defense and early 
warning) are also legitimate Category 2 activities.

Category 3— Field Testing” o f Fixed Land-Based ABM  Components

“Field Testing” of fixed land-based ABM components or systems is permitted 
as long as other Treaty provisions are met. Under Article IV all such tests must 
take place at agreed ABM test ranges (for the U.S., White Sands Missile Range 
and Kwajalein Missile Range), and the total test launcher count must not exceed
15.

Other testing must comply with limitations in paragraph 2 of Article V on 
launcher capabilities as follows:

Each party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers for 
launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from each 
launcher, nor to modify deployed launchers to provide them with such a 
capability, not to develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic or 
other similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers.

Agreed Statement E prohibits “developing, testing, or deploying ABM intercep
tor missiles for delivery by each ABM interceptor missile or more than one 
independently guided warhead.”^

Summary

The SDI projects and experiments have been reviewed to ensure that they will 
be conducted in accordance with one of the three categories of activities 
permitted by the Treaty.

The Services and the SDIO are obligated to plan and implement these 
experiments in a compliant manner. Many of the SDI devices do not use 
traditional technology, but are “based on other physical principles” (such as 
lasers). In these cases, we have reviewed them by considering their capability to 
substitute for traditional ABM components and whether they will be “tested in 
an ABM mode” by analogy to the 1978 Agreed Statement (which does not 
address devices based on new technology).

• • • • • • •

^Cf. Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 206.

Document 93



298 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

94. Statement by the Director General of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (Blix) Before the Euro
pean Nuclear Conference: Nuclear Power and Nu
clear Nonproliferation [Extract], June 2,1986^

• • • • • • •

I hesitate somewhat to turn to another subject than Chernobyl and nuclear 
safety, but this accident is not the only thing that is affecting the acceptability of 
nuclear power in the world. Besides the economics of nuclear power, with which 
you are femiliar, and about which others will talk, there are the nonproliferation 
aspects, which many of you may view as a minefield, into which technicians, 
scientists and business people should not stray. My view, however, is that you 
should be fully aware of them, for they very directly affect the world of nuclear 
power. If you have any doubts about this you may ask your uranium-exporting 
colleagues from Australia or Canada or any of those who wish to export nuclear 
power hardware.

Part of the opposition to nuclear power stems from the view—held by some— 
that more nuclear power inevitably means more nuclear-weapon states. Further
more, the restrictions which impede international nuclear trade have their origin, 
to a great extent, in nonproliferation concerns. The nuclear industry accordingly 
has very direct reasons to interest itself in the problem of nuclear proliferation, 
more particularly in what can be done to reduce even further the risks of 
proliferation. What is the problem?

The basic contention that experience in the civilian nuclear field may be of 
assistance to a state bent on making nuclear weapons cannot be rejected, even 
though all the existing nuclear weapon states first developed nuclear weapons 
and only then went for nuclear power. Also, it must be recognized that nuclear 
weapons technology is sufficiently well known today for any state with a 
developed industrial and scientific infrastructure to manufacture such weapons, 
if it is prepared to devote the necessary time and resources to their manufacture. 
The denial of nuclear technology to a non-nuclear weapon state may certainly 
retard a programme for the manufacture of nuclear weapons, but such denial does 
not raise an insuperable barrier. The first and foremost barrier to horizontal 
proliferation thus lies in the political will of governments to forgo the nuclear 
weapons option and their readiness to enter commitments to that effect.

How is this political will to be stimulated and maintained? I shall not tire you 
with a long discussion of the importance for this question of such matters as 
nuclear disarmament measures and security arrangements. But I would like to 
remind you that, while opponents of nuclear power are likely to contend that the 
spread of nuclear science and technology to further countries raises a prolifera
tion risk, the basic approach during 30 years of effort has been to make nuclear 
material and technology available in return for nonproliferation commitments

' ACDA files.
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and the verification of compliance with those commitments. The question has not 
been whether nuclear technology should spread or not spread in the world. The 
question has been whether it spreads through national endeavors without 
nonproliferation commitments or through international transfers coupled with 
nonproliferation commitments. It is fair to say that this “atoms for peace” 
approach, which is much linked with this city of Geneva, has been reasonably 
successful.

At least if we compare the situation now with what many people once feared. 
The number of nuclear-weapon states has for many years remained at five—far 
less than was feared. However, this is no reason for complacency.

Today, the single most effective measure in support of nonproliferation might 
well be an agreement on a complete nuclear test ban. A number of states which 
have so far not been willing to adhere to the Non-Proliferation Treaty^ might 
prove to be willing to accept a complete nuclear test ban, thereby not only 
impeding a further qualitative nuclear arms race between nuclear-weapon states, 
but also depriving themselves of the possibility of testing even nuclear explosive 
devices.

While, regrettably, nonproliferation stimulants of this magnitude have so far 
been lacking, it is to be welcomed that the parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
at last year’s review conference succeeded in adopting a consensus declaration 
on ways and means of strengthening the treaty. The declaration underlines the 
crucial role that states parties to the treaty ascribe to the safeguards system 
operated by IAEA. While the political will of states is expressed in nonprolifera
tion pledges, verification of compliance with those pledges—which is vital for 
confidence—comes through safeguards. It is no exaggeration to say that without 
safeguards international nuclear trade would be crippled.

Let me conclude by saying that it is gratifying that nuclear industry, which
on the whole was rather lukewarm towards the conclusion of the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty and the emergence of the safeguards system, has come around to fully 
supporting these institutions. My submission is that it has very good reasons for 
doing so. Enlightened self-interest should prompt the industry to contribute 
actively and constructively to the smooth functioning of the safeguards system 
and to the nonproliferation effort.

The nonproliferation aspect may not impress you as being as decisive a 
question for nuclear power as safety. Let me end by reminding you, however, that 
it is when things go wrong that we discover how important they are. Let us make 
sure that in the future neither safety nor nonproliferation will go wrong.

95. Message From President Reagan to the Congress: 
Strategic IVIodernization [Extract], June 3,1986^

• • • • • • •

^For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 9, 1986, pp. 739-741.
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Just as our strategic force programs are designed to assure an effective and 
credible deterrent for the United States and our allies, so too our efforts to reduce 
substantially the levels of U.S. and Soviet nuclear arms are not ends in themselves 
but are designed to contribute to increased U.S. and allied security and global 
peace and stability. Over the past several years, we have put forward a series of 
far reaching arms control proposals that seek concrete steps toward such 
enhanced security and stability.

In the Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START), we have continued to set a 
priority on the achievement of significant, equitable, and effectively verifiable 
reductions in the Soviet and U.S. nuclear arsenals, while strengthening strategic 
stability. Through agreements on such reductions we seek to achieve a safer 
world and to work, on a sound basis, toward our long-term objective of ultimately 
eliminating all nuclear weapons. Our proposals include the principle of 50- 
percent reductions for comparable strategic systems, as well as trade-off and 
“build-down” concepts designed to contribute enhanced stability at lower levels 
of arms.

Since the overall strategic equation can be directly affected by other nuclear 
forces, in particular by those of longer and intermediate range, we have applied 
similar security and stability principles in a related area of nuclear weapons arms 
control— t̂he negotiations on Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF). We are 
proposing a global solution of completely eliminating U.S. and Soviet longer- 
range land-based INF missiles (LRINF) as our preference or, as an intermediate 
step, U.S./Soviet equality in LRINF missile warheads at any level.

Finally, as part of the Nuclear and Space talks in Geneva, we have sought in 
the Defense and Space negotiating group to initiate a dialogue with the Soviets 
on the vital relationship between strategic offense and defense and on a possible 
cooperative transition to a more defense-reliant posture, should the research on 
defensive technologies prove successful. We are conducting research on strate
gic defense as a prudent hedge against the Soviet buildup in offense and defense 
so that we can establish and preserve the option for shifting the basis of deterrence 
to defensive systems that threaten no one.

In each of these arms control efforts, as in parallel efforts involving chemical 
and conventional forces, and in measures we and our allies have proposed to build 
confidence and reduce the risk of misunderstanding between East and West, we 
have focused on concrete steps that involve real reductions and constraints, that 
are equitable in contributing to security and stability, and that can be effectively 
verified. Our proposals have the strong support of our allies and provide a sound 
basis for significant progress in the future.

I am hopeful that the Congress therefore will join with me to protect the 
strategic modernization programs that make these negotiations possible. The 
Soviets are well-informed regarding congressional support for our moderniza
tion programs. If they detect a collapse of American resolve, we will see no 
movement in the negotiations because the Soviets will know they are better off 
by letting the Congress reduce our programs unilaterally rather than by engaging 
in meaningful negotiations that would result in both U.S. and Soviet systems 
being reduced on an equitable and verifiable basis.
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On April 22,1986,1 wrote to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives concerning appropriate near-term U.S. responses to 
the continuing pattern of Soviet noncompliance with existing arms control 
agreements. In my letter I reviewed the justification and rationale for our policy 
of interim restraint and proportionate response. I also spoke of my judgment that 
it remained in the interest of the United States and its dlies to try to establish an 
interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic offensive arms as we 
pursued with renewed vigor our goal of real reductions in the size of existing 
nuclear arsenals through the ongoing negotiations in Geneva. My letter explained 
why my highest priority of all our defense needs remains the full implementation 
of the Strategic Modernization Program, to underwrite our deterrence today, and 
the pursuit of the SDI research program to provide better alternatives for the 
future.

The U.S. Strategic Modernization Program, including the deployment of the 
full 100 Peacekeeper missiles, as called for by the Scowcroft Commission,^ is the 
foundation for all future U.S. options and provides a solid basis that can and will 
be adjusted over time to respond most efficiently to the continued Soviet strategic 
buildup. It is absolutely critical that this program not be permitted to erode. That 
would be the worst way to respond to the continuing pattern of Soviet activities, 
would increase the risk to our security and that of our allies, would undercut our 
ability to negotiate the reductions we all seek in existing arsenals, and thus send 
precisely the wrong signal to the Soviet leadership.

Our attempt to use the structure of S ALT  ̂as the basis for interim restraint until 
a START agreement can be achieved has always been based on the assumption 
of Soviet reciprocity. It makes no sense for the United States to continue to 
support the SALT structure while the Soviet Union undermines the foundation 
of SALT by its continued, uncorrected noncompliance. Unfortunately, the Soviet 
Union has not reciprocated. Therefore, in the future, the United States will base 
decisions regarding its strategic forces on the nature, and magnitude of the threat 
posed by the Soviet Union, rather than on standards contained in expired SALT 
agreements unilaterally observed by the United States.

On the 27th of May, after consulting with the Congress and with our allies, I 
announced my decision to retire two older Poseidon submarines as the eighth 
Trident submarine begins sea trials."̂  This means the United States will stay in 
technical observance of SALT for some months, thus giving the Soviet Union 
still more time to correct their erosion of SALT. If they do, I will take this into 
account.

I believe we must now look to the future, not to the past. The primary task we 
now face is to build a new structure, one based on significant, equitable, and 
verifiable reductions in the size of existing U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals. This 
is what we are proposed in the ongoing Geneva negotiations.

^I.e., the Commission on Strategic Forces. For its reports and recommendations, see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 273-300 and ibid., 1984, pp. 171-180.

^The texts of the SALT agreements may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-205, and ibid., 
1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Until this is achieved, the United States will continue to exercise the utmost 
restraint. Assuming no significant change in the threat we face, as we implement 
the Strategic Modernization Program, the United States will not deploy more 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or strategic ballistic missile warheads than the 
Soviet Union.

Thus, we come to one of those unique crossroads of history where nations 
decide their fate. Our choices are clear. We can hold firm to our policies of 
modernizing to maintain our deterrent strength that has preserved the peace for 
40 years or we can shrink from the challenge by offering a host of excuses. We 
can strengthen the hand of our negotiators in Geneva to achieve deep, equitable, 
and verifiable reductions or, by unilaterally reducing our forces, we can make a 
mockery of the only process that leads us toward meaningful arms control.

• • • • • • •

96. Address by the Special Adviser to the President and 
the Secretary of State on Arms Control Matters 
(Nitze): Strategic Defense Initiative, Arms Control, 
and Stability, June 3,1986^

The primary security objective of the United States is to reduce the risk of war 
while preserving our liberty and democratic political system. Over the past 25 
years, the United States has pursued this objective through two related means. We 
have sought to deter war by maintaining a force structure adequate to convince 
potential adversaries that the risks and costs of aggression would far outweigh 
any possible gains. Simultaneously, we have sought to limit the nature and extent 
of the threat to the United States and to stabilize the strategic relationship with 
our principal adversary, the Soviet Union, through arms control agreements.

The United States is now engaged in research to find out if new technologies 
could provide a more stable basis to deter war in the future by a shift to a greater 
reliance on strategic defenses. Arms control could also play an important role in 
designing a more stable strategic regime in the future. Tonight, I propose to 
examine the relationship among SDI, arms control, and stability. I hope to show 
that our SDI research and arms control policies, as currently defined, provide a 
cohesive and firm basis for enhancing strategic stability in the future and 
ultimately for reducing the risk of war.

Arms Control and Stability

Two important corollaries to the objective of reducing the risk of war are the 
objectives of assuring overall functional equality between the capabilities of the 
two sides and of assuring crisis stability. Crisis stability implies a situation in

‘ Department of State, Current Policy No. 845. The address was delivered before the 
Time Magazine Conference on SDI, Washington, D.C.

Document 96



NITZE ADDRESS, JUNE 3 303

which no nation has an incentive to execute a first strike in a serious crisis or, in 
peacetime, to provoke a crisis that might lead to a mihtary confrontation. This 
situation obtains if no significant advantage can be achieved by initiating 
conflict. Equivalently, crisis stability also implies that a potential aggressor 
perceives that he could end up in no better a military position after expending a 
major portion of his forces in executing the attack and then absorbing a retaliation 
than would the defender after absorbing the attack and retaliating. These two 
goals—assuring overall functional equality and crisis stability—are closely 
interrelated. The United States cannot tolerate either significant inequality or 
substantial crisis instability.

Trends in the strategic balance over the past 15 years lend new meaning and 
importance to these classical goals. The growth of Soviet capability to destroy 
hardened targets—such as ICBM [intercontinental ballistic missile] silos in an 
initial strike, with their large, land-based, MIRVed [multiple independently- 
targetable reentry vehicle] ballistic missiles—has created a serious force struc
ture asymmetry and a growing danger of instability in a crisis. Soviet strategic 
defense activities, coupled with a military doctrine that stresses the importance 
of offensive and defensive force interactions to achieve Soviet aims in any 
conflict, have likewise been threatening.

Both the United States and the Soviet Union recognize that it is the balance 
between the offense-defense mixes of both sides that determines the strategic 
nuclear relationship. The Soviet Union must realize that a successful “creepout” 
or “breakout” in its strategic defense capabilities, or conversely, unilateral 
restraint by the United States in this area, would further shift the strategic nuclear 
balance in its favor and potentially undermine the value to the United States and 
its allies of U.S. deterrent forces. Through its ongoing overt and covert defense 
activities and its arms control policies, the Soviet Union has been attempting to 
foster such a shift. Currently, in the arms control arena, the Soviet Union seeks 
to protect the gains that it has achieved in the strategic nuclear balance by limiting 
and delaying U.S. defense programs, especially SDL This focus on SDI reflects 
Soviet concern over the fact that they are no longer alone in their exploration of 
the defensive potential of advanced technologies and over the prospect of having 
to divert resources from proven ballistic missile programs to high-technology 
programs in fields where we are likely to have a competitive advantage.

U.S. arms control efforts are oriented toward achieving strategically signifi
cant and stabilizing reductions. For example, we seek to lower the ratio of 
accurate warheads to strategic aimpoints and reduce a potential attacker’s 
confidence in his ability to eliminate effective retaliation. I should note that while 
the role of arms control in enhancing U.S. security and in bringing about a more 
stable strategic relationship is important, it is secondary to what we are able and 
willing to do for ourselves. U.S. strategic modernization programs provide the 
necessary foundation on which our deterrence and arms control policies must 
rest. SDI should be understood in the context of the goals of our modernization 
and arms control policies and the dangers inherent in the future possibility of 
having deterrent forces inadequate to respond to, and thus deter, the threat.

We should make no mistake about the fact that Soviet offensive and defensive 
capabilities pose real threats to the security of the West. Our work in SDI is, in
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part, a reaction to the unabated growth of this threat, especially during the last 15 
years. Through SDI, we seek both new capabilities and a new approach to rectify 
the deteriorating strategic balance.

The ABM Treaty and the Origins of SDI

The President’s March 1983 speech expressed his strongly held belief that we 
should reexamine the basis of our deterrent posture to see if we could deter 
aggression through a greater reliance on defense rather than relying so heavily on 
the threat of devastating nuclear retaliation.^ This belief reflects both our disap
pointment in the deterioration of the strategic balance since the signing of the 
SALT I [strategic arms limitation talks] agreements^ and our hope that new 
defensive technologies can mitigate adverse developments in the area of strategic 
offensive weaponry.

The United States in the early 1970s had proceeded from the assumption that 
the strict limitation of defenses in the ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile] Treaty would 
provide the basis for significant reductions in offensive weaponry. The theory 
was simple: if both sides had survivable retaliatory nuclear forces at about the 
same level of capability and both sides were otherwise effectively defenseless 
against the nuclear capability of the other, then neither side would have an 
incentive to strike first, regardless of the circumstances. Therefore, significant 
reductions to equal levels of capability, tailored so as to enhance security, would 
improve the security of both sides.

However, the Soviets showed little readiness during the SALT negotiations to 
agree to measures which would result in meaningful limits or cuts in offensive 
nuclear forces. Within the framework of the SALT I interim agreement and 
SALT II,"̂  the Soviets deployed large numbers of MIRVed ballistic missiles of 
sufficient throw-weight and accuracy to pose an evident threat to the survivabil
ity of the entire land-based portion of U.S. retaliatory forces. This violated a basic 
premise of the SALT process. The growth in Soviet nuclear capabilities, in 
general, and in the asymmetry in counterforce capabilities, in particular, is 
fundamentally inimical to the security of the United States and its allies.

Despite erosion of the value of the ABM Treaty through Soviet noncompliance 
and through the absence of comparable Soviet restraints on offensive systems, 
the United States is and will continue to remain in full compliance with its ABM 
Treaty obligations. A principal factor leading to that accord was the conclusion 
reached in the United States during the ABM debate of the late 1960s that 
defenses, at the then-existing level of technology, could be overwhelmed at less 
cost by additional offensive systems than would be required to add balancing 
defenses. Therefore, we were concerned that the deployment of a relatively 
ineffective territorial ABM system on either side could prompt a proliferation of 
offensive nuclear forces and cheap but effective countermeasures. An ABM

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
^I.e., the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons, printed ibid., 

1972, pp. 197-201 and pp. 202-204, respectively.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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system based on then-current technology would not have been militarily effec
tive, survivable, or cost-effective at the margin.

By contrast, our interest in SDI research is premised on the judgment that new 
technologies may now be available that could reverse our judgments of the late 
1960s about the military ineffectiveness, vulnerability, and cost-ineffectiveness 
of strategic defenses. It is important to keep in mind that these three requirements 
are as relevant today as they were 16 years ago; it is the capabilities of the 
technologies that may have changed.

The SDI Decision Criteria: A Path to Stability

The President's Strategic Defense Initiative, published in January 1985 as the 
most authoritative description of the President’s vision, discussed these require
ments for an effective defense.^ These criteria are posited as necessary for 
maintaining stability.

To achieve the benefits which advanced technologies may be able to offer, 
defenses must be militarily effective. Defenses must be able, at a minimum, to 
destroy a sufficient portion of an aggressor’s attacking forces to deny him 
confidence in the attack’s outcome, in general, and, in particular, to deny him the 
ability to destroy a significant portion of the military target sets he would need 
to destroy.

The exact level of defense system capability required to achieve these ends 
cannot be determined at this time, since it depends on the size, composition, 
effectiveness, and inherent survivability of U.S. forces relative to those of the 
Soviet Union at the time that defenses are introduced. However, in addition to the 
requirement of military effectiveness, two other necessary characteristics of an 
effective defense have been identified and constitute current presidential policy 
as put forth in a recent National Security Decision Directive. They are surviva
bility and cost-effectiveness at the margin.

Survivability is defined not in terms of system invulnerability but the ability 
of a system “to maintain a sufficient degree of effectiveness to fulfill its mission, 
even in the face of determined attacks against it.” The President’s analysis 
characterizes survivability as “essential not only to maintain the effectiveness of 
a defense system, but to maintain stability.” Vulnerable defenses could, in a 
crisis, provide the offense with incentives to initiate defense suppression attacks 
to gain a favorable shift in the offense-defense balance as a prelude to a first 
strike.

Similarly, in the interest of discouraging the proliferation of ballistic missile 
forces, the defensive system must be able to maintain its effectiveness against the 
offense at less cost than it would take to develop offensive countermeasures and 
proliferate the ballistic missiles necessary to overcome it. This is the concept of 
cost-effectiveness at the margin. It describes the stability of the competitive 
relationship between one side’s defensive forces and the other side’s offensive 
forces—that is, whether one side has major incentives to add additional offensive 
forces in an effort to overcome the other side’s defenses.

 ̂Ibid., 1985, pp. 7-8, for extracts of the pamphlet.
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The term cost-effectiveness is expressed in economic terms. While this 
concept has valid application not only for strategic defenses but for other military 
systems as well, the United States understands the criterion of cost-effectiveness 
at the margin to be more than an economic concept.

In particular, we need to be concerned, in our evaluation of options generated 
by SDI research, with the degree to which certain types of defensive systems 
encourage or discourage an adversary to attempt to overwhelm them with 
additional offensive systems and countermeasures. We seek defensive options 
which provide clear disincentives to attempts to counter them with additional 
offensive forces.

Our continued adherence to these criteria indicates the deep interest that the 
United States has in maintaining and enhancing stability. The United States is 
demonstrating this interest in other ways as well. In particular, our goals related 
to a possible transition to greater reliance on defenses, together with our view of 
SDI as a means of enhancing deterrence and stabilizing the U.S.-Soviet balance 
and not as a means of achieving superiority, underscore our concern for stability.

Assuring Confidence in Our SDI Research

President Reagan personally assured General Secretary Gorbachev at last 
November’s summit that the United States seeks to enhance peace and that we 
are pursuing SDI as part of our effort to enhance deterrence and global stability. 
In this regard, as we have repeatedly made clear, the United States is conducting 
research only on defensive systems, with primary emphasis on non-nuclear 
technologies. While it is difficult to be certain of capabilities of potential systems 
based on technologies not yet developed, defenses based on the new technologies 
we are investigating would not have the role of striking targets on the ground.

Despite Soviet unwillingness during the first four rounds of the nuclear and 
space talks to engage in meaningful dialogue in the defense and space negotiating 
group, the United States has consistently demonstrated in our statements and 
actions that we do not seek to gain a unilateral advantage from strategic defense. 
This openness stands in marked contrast to the closed nature of Soviet strategic 
defensive activities, the intentions of which we must extrapolate from an 
operationally offensive Soviet military doctrine with heavy emphasis on strate
gic defense and from the unabated growth in Soviet nuclear weapons capabilities.

Consistent with our traditional emphasis on verification, the United States 
does not expect the Soviet Union to accept our assurances on faith alone. On the 
contrary, in Geneva we have made concrete proposals which would enable the 
United States and the Soviet Union to assess the defensive nature of the research 
being conducted by each side.

If and when our research criteria are met, and following close consultation with 
our allies, we intend to consult and negotiate, as appropriate, with the Soviets 
pursuant to the terms of the ABM Treaty, which provide for such consultations 
on how deterrence could be enhanced through a greater reliance by both sides on 
new defensive systems. It is our intention and our hope that, if new defensive 
technologies prove feasible, we—in close and continuing consultation with our 
allies—and the Soviets will jointly manage a transition to a more defense-reliant 
balance. A jointly managed transition would be designed to maintain, at all times.
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control over the mix of offensive and defensive systems, thereby assuring both 
sides of the stability of the evolving strategic balance. An implicit goal of a jointly 
managed transition would be to identify in advance potential problems in, for 
example, the stability of the mix of offense and defense and to act to resolve such 
problems.

Of course, arms control would play an important role in such a transition. 
Properly structured cuts in offensive arms are not only worthwhile in their own 
right but they could also facilitate the shift to a more defense-reliant posture. 
Unilateral modernization measures can enhance transition stability. Improving 
the survivability of our offensive forces, for example, would especially contrib
ute to stability in an early transition phase.

Our interest in pursuing a cooperative transition with the Soviets should not be 
seen, however, as granting them veto power over U.S. decisionmaking. Any U.S. 
decision to develop and deploy defenses would still reflect the same goals of 
peace and enhanced deterrence through a stable transition, even if our good faith 
efforts to engage the Soviets in a cooperative transition were to fail. I am 
convinced, however, that a successful SDI research phase proving the feasibility 
of survivable and cost-effective defenses would provide compelling incentives 
for the Soviets to consider seriously the advantages of a jointly managed 
transition. In Geneva, we seek to provide a forum for such consideration.

Balancing Offense and Defense in Geneva

The Soviet approach in Geneva has been to advance the self-serving and 
unacceptable concepts of “a ban on space-strike arms” and “a ban on purposeful 
research,” both impossible to define in meaningful and verifiable terms. They 
would like to limit U.S. capabilities and stop U.S. research while avoiding 
constraints on their own weapon systems and research through definitional ploys.

The United States is committed to the SDI research program, which is being 
carried out in full compliance with all of our treaty obligations, including the 
ABM Treaty. Indeed, the United States seeks to reverse the erosion of existing 
agreements, including the ABM Treaty, caused by Soviet violations. In seeking 
to stop or delay SDI, the Soviet Union also talks about strengthening the ABM 
Treaty. However, their approach for doing so has so far been based on artificial 
distinctions such as that between “purposeful” and “fundamental” research.

The Soviets maintain that deep cuts are only possible, and that stability can 
only be preserved, if the United States agrees to halt substantive work on SDI. 
The United States cannot accept this thesis. We propose, instead, a serious 
discussion on the offense-defense relationship and the outlines of the future 
offense-defense balance. Were the Soviets to work with us in a meaningful 
exploration of significant reductions in START [strategic arms reduction talks] 
and INF [intermediate-range nuclear forces], we could examine how the level of 
defense would logically be affected by the level and nature of offensive arms.

The ABM Treaty marked the beginning of an arms control process which, in 
retrospect, has been profoundly disappointing. The offensive reductions which 
were supposed to accompany it have not materialized, and the Soviets are in 
fundamental violation of one or more of the treaty’s key provisions. Conse
quently, we are working to halt the treaty’s erosion by the Soviet Union and
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persuade them that full compliance with its terms by both sides is in our mutual 
interest.

The United States does not believe that there is reason now to change the ABM 
Treaty. Through our SDI research, we wish to determine whether or not there is 
a better way to ensure long-term stability than to rely on the ever more dangerous 
threat of devastating nuclear retaliation to deter war and assure peace. If we find 
there is, and if at some future time the United States, in close consultation with 
its allies, decides to proceed with deployment of defensive systems, we intend to 
utilize mechanisms for U.S.-Soviet consultations provided for in the ABM 
Treaty. Through such mechanisms, and taking full account of the Soviet Union’s 
own expansive defensive systems research program, we will seek to proceed in 
a stable fashion with the Soviet Union. In this context, we must remember that 
the ABM Treaty is a living document.

Articles XIII and XIV provide for consultation with the aim of appropriate 
amendment of the treaty to take account of future considerations, such as the 
possibility of a new—and more stable—strategic balance.

Toward a New Synthesis

Current U.S. SDI research activities and arms control policies are designed to 
provide a basis for securing stability in a future strategic regime. The goal of 
stability can be guaranteed only if we maintain our commitment to the standards 
and criteria consistent with it.

The United States is committed to achieving strategic stability and, therefore, 
to a predictable and stable arms control process to complement our strategic 
programs to assure our primary security objective of reducing the risk of war.

97. News Conference Remarks by the Soviet Deputy 
Minister of Foreign Affairs (Bessmertnykh): Strate
gic Arms Limitation [Extract], June 4,1986'

A few days ago the U.S. Administration took an action which was designed to 
[word indistinct] the arms race. President Reagan announced the United States’ 
refusal to continue complying with provisional agreements on several measures 
in the field of strategic arms limitation concluded in 1972  ̂or with the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Treaty of 1979.  ̂This means that the present American leader
ship has decided to repudiate unilaterally its obligations with regard to these very 
important international legal documents which the USSR and the United States 
have observed on a mutual basis.

This step represents the logical conclusion to Washington’s position with 
regard to the SALT II Treaty, a position which began with refusd to ratify the

' JPRS-TAC-86-017-L, September 24, 1986, pp. 35-37.
^For the presidential announcement, see Document 82. The 1972 agreements may be 

found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-205.
^Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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treaty. Basically, stepped-up attempts to destroy the military parity existing 
between the USSR and the United States, which parity is the basis for strategic 
stability in the world [word indistinct] physical limitations on the arms race. This 
action will have serious consequences for international security. They [words 
indistinct] with a clear understanding that their stated course is at odds with the 
interests of the peoples of the world, including the American people; the 
American leadership would like to do as much as possible to camouflage the 
nature and significance of this action. In order to do so they plan distortion of the 
true situation, reinterpretation of data and changes in concepts. The political 
disinformation machinery has been set in motion at full capacity. However, the 
news created by the White House to justify the motives and to cover up the steps 
which have been taken to destroy the foundation of the process of strategic arms 
limitation and reduction do not hold up when compared with the facts.

Fact #1: The United States, despite claims to the contrary by Washington, has 
in recent years taken no steps to help create an atmosphere of mutual restraint in 
the field of strategic arms limitation. The present Administration has not reduced 
or even frozen below the limitations a single one of its arms programs. Quite the 
contrary; under peacetime conditions it has developed and carried out a compre
hensive program of powerful weapons construction within all the components of 
the American strategic triad. A new ICBM; a new missile submarine; a new 
bomber; cruise missiles in all the various basing modes. Reportedly, all the 
programs cancelled for one reason or another by previous administrations have 
been reactivated. Where is there any restraint, when even World War II vintage 
battleships are being taken out of mothballs, restored and reoutfitted with nuclear 
weapons?

The United States has commenced implementation of its “star wars” program, 
the creation [sozdaniye] of space weapons. The United States wishes to extend 
the arms race into space. The United States is preparing to produce new weapons 
of mass destruction, namely chemical and binary weapons. Is there restraint in 
the U.S. Administration’s stubborn refusal to join in the already functioning 
Soviet moratorium on nuclear testing? In Washington there is no desire whatso
ever to ban the nuclear tests which are being conducted in order to create 
[sozdaniye] advanced types of weapons, including space weapons.

Fact #2: It is not the Soviet Union, as claimed by the White House, but rather 
the United States which has refused to conduct serious negotiations on arms 
limitation and reduction. The Soviet Union has put forward an entire program for 
the destruction of nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and other types of 
weapons of mass destruction. It has made proposals concerning reductions in the 
conventional weapons of its armed forces. At the negotiations on nuclear and 
chemical weapons, the USSR has proposed specific measures toward implem
entation of the first stage of a nuclear disarmament program. It has agreed to make 
a radical 50 percent cut in the nuclear forces of both the USSR and the United 
States and to eliminate all Soviet and American medium-range missiles in the 
European zone. Has the United States made any new proposal at the talks lately? 
[Pause] No. We have not received a single new proposal from the American side.

Fact #3: American representatives, including the President, are attempting to 
justify withdrawal from the provisional agreement and the SALT II Treaty due
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to alleged Soviet violations of those documents. References have been made to 
the alleged appearance in the USSR of a new, second type of ICBM, the SS-25, 
and to excessive encoding of telemetric data during experimental missile 
launches; also mentioned in this context is the construction of a radio location 
station in Krasnoyarsk, although we should note [word indistinct] that this station 
has no connection whatsoever with the SALT II Treaty. None of these claims has 
any serious basis in fact. The Soviet side has repeatedly, with specific data in 
hand, demonstrated that the United States is knowingly distorting this topic, in 
order to divert attention from its own violations of treaties and agreements. The 
more they talk about Soviet violations, the more evident this truth becomes.

Fact #4: While refusing to comply with the provisional agreement and the 
SALT II Treaty, the United States would also like to gain some political ground 
by doing so. The situation is as follows: while preparing to remain technically in 
compliance with the SALT II Treaty for some months yet, until they deploy 
MIRVed missiles in excess of the ceiling of 1,200 units in connection with 
deployment of bombers carrying cruise missiles, the Americans have announced 
that during this period they will carefully observe the behavior of the Soviet side 
and take that behavior into account. This stance would be absurd in any case, and 
is particularly so at the present time. The treaty violators do not have a right to 
place themselves above [word indistinct].

After these agreements have been declared dead, then it will not even be 
necessary to comply with them technically. The present year [words indistinct] 
may be summarized as follows: if some U.S. military program comes into 
conflict with existing treaty limitations, then that accord will be scrapped rather 
than halt the armament process. Nothing practical is being done to reach new 
agreements in the field of arms limitation and the United States is eliminating 
already concluded treaties and agreements. This path will not bring any good to 
Washington, neither from the standpoint of the United States itself, nor from the 
standpoint of Soviet-American relations, nor in the development of the general 
world situation. As stated in a Soviet Government statement, the United States 
will not succeed in attaining military advantages by infringing upon the security 
of others. The Soviet Union will take the necessary practical measures to prevent 
the strategic military balance from being upset. The American side should have 
no illusions on this point.

• • • • • • •
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98. Australian Paper Submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament: Verification of Nonproduction of 
Chemical Weapons, June 4,1986^

Introduction

The future Convention will ban the development, production, stockpiling, 
transfer and use of chemical weapons. States Parties will, however, have the right 
to develop, produce, otherwise acquire, retain, transfer and use toxic chemicals 
and their precursors for purposes not prohibited by the Convention. It is 
recognized that it will be necessary to monitor the civilian chemical industry to 
ensure that chemical weapons are not produced or their precursors diverted for 
purposes in contravention of the Convention.

Considerable work has already been done in examining the general principles 
involved in establishing a suitable inspection regime and in identifying those 
chemicals whose diversion could pose a risk to the Convention (e.g. the papers 
CD/353,2 CD/439,3 CD/445, CD/500,^ CD/514, CD/575,^ CD/627^ and CD/ 
632^).

Consideration is currently being given in the Chemical Weapons Conmiittee 
to listing chemicals which will be banned or subject to a system of monitoring. 
Criteria have been put forward to determine which listed or designated chemicals 
will require a more or less stringent monitoring regime. The Netherlands paper 
CD/CW/WP.133 of 11 April 1986 makes a significant contribution to this 
process.

It is envisaged that the system of monitoring will consist essentially of the 
collection and exchange of data covering the production, consumption and use 
of listed chemicals. This will be particularly important in relation to dual-purpose 
chemicals which could either be diverted directly for purposes prohibited by the 
Convention or could be used as precursors in the manufacture of prohibited 
chemicals. A process of materials accountancy will need to apply throughout the 
lifetime of such chemicals.

In the case of those chemicals whose diversion would pose a high risk, the data 
describing production, consumption and end use will need to be verified by 
routine, random inspection. Data covering chemicals considered to pose less of 
a risk, and which may be produced by industry in very large amounts, should be 
subject to some type of “spot-check” to remove substantive doubts that may arise 
about compliance with the Convention or to provide reassurance to the interna
tional community that the provisions of the Convention are being observed.

■ CD/698.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 164-168.
 ̂Ibid., 1984, pp. 100-103.

"̂ I.e., the U.S. draft convention, printed ibid., 1984, pp. 269-299. 
^Ibid., 1985, pp. 158-163.
^Ibid., pp. 462-468.
Ubid, pp. 512-518.
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It is clear that it will be necessary to develop procedures for the inspection of 
plants in industry to verify the data which is submitted to the appropriate organ 
of the Consultative Committee. A significant contribution to the development of 
such procedures was made by the United Kingdom in its paper CD/575 of 6 
March 1985. The relationship between the different types of verification and the 
requirements for an inspectorate to perform them were analysed in a paper 
submitted by the Netherlands delegation (CD/445 of 7 March 1984).

Whether the inspection is part of a routine, random process or is in the nature 
of a spot check is unlikely to alter the format of the inspection. The criteria for 
the inspection are that it should be effective, cost-effective and should protect 
commercial confidentiality.

The appropriate Australian Government agencies have for some time been in 
consultation with the Australian chemical industry with a view to drawing up an 
inspection procedure which would meet these criteria. An inspection procedure 
was developed which was later tested in a “trial inspection” of an Australian 
chemical facility.

This paper sets out the results of that trial inspection.
The inspection was in the nature of a rehearsal for the type of general inspection 

which will be required by the Convention in order to verify non-diversion of 
chemicals from peaceful uses to the manufacture of chemical weapons. Its 
purpose was to explore procedures for the successful implementation of such 
inspections and to identify any practical problems with the conduct of them. A 
basic concern throughout the trial inspection was to devise procedures which 
would minimize interference with the routine operation and conmiercial security 
of the inspected facility.

The facility selected for the trial inspection was of medium size by Australian 
standards. It employed about 100 persons and occupied a site covering a little 
over 2 hectares in a built-up suburban area. The facility inspected did not produce 
any “high risk” chemicals in terms of the proposed Convention—although the 
parent company handled several phosphorus compounds—and was chosen 
because it had the capability— t̂hough not, in this case, the requisite safety 
features—to produce some chemical weapons precursors. In this sense it was 
fairly representative of the type of facility which, because of its capability, could 
be used to manufacture chemicals used for the production of chemical weapons, 
or the chemical weapons themselves, with relatively litde modification.

The objective of the trial inspection was not to “prove” that a regime of on-site 
inspections for the civil chemicals industry can be easily implemented. Rather, 
it was to examine whether it was possible to conduct an on-site inspection in a 
way that was acceptable to the operators of the facility, while still providing 
objective data sufficient to enable an inspection team to make a reasonable 
judgement whether or not the facility was being used for the manufacture of 
chemical weapons. This objective was achieved.

It is hoped that the experience gained from this inspection will assist in 
devising procedures of sufficient generality to cover different circumstances in 
different countries.
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The details of the trial inspection are presented below. Further analysis of the 
issues they raise will clearly be necessary. Other delegations might wish to 
conduct similar trials so that a better understanding may be reached both of the 
problems involved in the conduct of such inspections and of possible solutions. 
Further information on facilities involved in processes and production of 
particular commercial sensitivity would be especially useful in elaborating a 
global system for the inspection of selected chemical facilities.

The inspection form at

The following outline of the stages of the inspection is suggested as a basis for 
further study of possible arrangements for the Convention’s inspection regime:

1. Notice of inspection. The facility should be notified of the intention to 
inspect approximately 48 hours prior to arrival and advised of requirements for 
documentation relevant to the conduct of the inspection (see List A annexed).

2. (a) On arrival the team should make a tour of the facility either on foot or by 
bus (depending on the size of the facility) in order to identify its main subdivi
sions.

(b) Documentation relevant to the conduct of the inspection should be 
provided by the Management of the facility on the team’s arrival. The team 
should be provided with office space in order to study this. A management 
representative and some clerical assistance should be available. The documen
tation should be used:

(i) to check for consistency with data already in hand from the National 
Verification Authority and

(ii) to plan an inspection of those sections of the facility known or likely 
to be making or using designated chemicals.

3. Inspectors would check items 1-5 of List A to establish which chemicals 
designated by the Convention are made or used by the Company. The trend 
towards computerization of company records could facilitate this process. Where 
chemicals are traded, but not made or used by the facility, this should be evident 
from item 5 of List A. Products which are listed by trade or proprietary names 
should be identified from the facility’s “Product Handling and Safety Bulletin” 
or equivalent document. This document should also serve as a check on items 
1-5, taking into account that it may cover products made in quantities less than 
the given threshold.

4. Inspectors would request information on production and use of designated 
chemicals. This information should include:

—quantity handled in previous 12 months (or other reporting period as 
appropriate)

—location in the facility where the chemicals were made or used 
—end-products of use and quantity of end products 
—buyers if sold as such and quantity sold.

5. After consultation with the Works Manager the Inspectors should decide on 
the areas to be inspected on day two. This inspection plan would develop with 
reference to the Site Plan of the facility, in conjunction with relevant operating

Document 98



314 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

manuals. It should be remembered that a multi-purpose facility might make or 
use designated chemicals intermittently.

6. The physical inspection would take place on day two. All locations handling 
designated chemicals should be inspected. In the process plant inspectors should 
note:

—the capacity of the facility for the specified annual production taking into 
account possible intermittent production 

—the presence of safety equipment in excess of that expected from the 
declared use

—the presence of items of equipment listed in List B (annexed) which might 
indicate use of the facility for production of a non-declared product

7. Samples should be taken from quality control sampling points or other 
“safe” sampling points as deemed appropriate. The Operating Manual should 
provide information sufficient to cover all sampling. Three samples should be 
taken per sampling point and might be coded to preserve confidentiality (see 
below). One sample should be retained at the facility, one be retained by the 
Inspection Team, and one sent for analysis.

8. Inspectors should decide on the basis of all information available whether 
to inspect a part of the facility not indicated as involving designated chemicals. 
This option should be available since a clandestine production process might be 
hidden in another part of the facility.

9. Inspectors should examine all bulk storage areas including any small 
subsidiary areas. Samples should be taken on a random basis. Particular attention 
should be paid to re-labelled drums or drums located in areas with low accessi
bility.

10. Inspectors should check dispatch or shipping areas for consistency with 
items on List A.

11. In the case of large multi-purpose facilities inspectors might need further 
time to evaluate their findings and request additional information.

12. The final report on the facility would be made following the analysis of 
samples by appropriate laboratories.

13. The facility itself would be notified of the completion and results of the 
inspection.

Problems arising because of the size of very large facilities may to some extent 
be offset by their use of single-purpose processes which could not readily be 
changed to the production of designated chemicals.

Protection o f information confidential to the chemical facility

The guidelines should be such as to protect confidential information obtained 
during an inspection. It will be necessary to develop detailed procedures to ensure 
that facilities inspected will not be commercially disadvantaged by the inspection 
process. Thus all information obtained by technical inspectors should be pro
tected. In particular, documents such as operating manuals should not be 
removed from the plant, or copied. Reporting to the Consultative Committee 
should be in general terms, and should not reveal names of plants inspected or 
analytical details of samples taken. The Consultative Committee would only 
scrutinize detailed reports on a need-to-know basis.
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It is recognized that certain products or certain parts of facilities to be inspected 
might require a higher level of confidentiality than this. An organization might 
request that part of its operation be treated as commercial-secret. A special 
procedure could then be adopted to ensure that identification of the nature of the 
product with the name of the producer and the associated commercial arrange
ment would be available only to designated senior officers of the Technical 
Inspectorate. In such cases the inspectors would encode samples taken. The 
analyst would examine a coded sample of unknown origin. The analyst should 
be given details of the general class of the compound and any special handling 
procedures required. Complete information identifying the chemical, the facility 
and the country of origin would only be available to a small, senior group of 
technical inspectors.

If the samples taken from a facility are found to be consistent with their 
labelling and of no military significance the facility would be declared clear, its 
management advised, and no further action would be taken by the Technical 
Secretariat at that time. If any of the samples were to be identified as containing 
chemicals listed in the appropriate annexes to the Convention, then the Inspector’s 
report and the results of the analysis should be reviewed by a senior member of 
the Technical Secretariat. Should there be any doubt as to the possibility of 
diversion further details should be sought from the facility, or from the country 
of origin in order to resolve any ambiguity. A second inspection might be 
required.

Plans and strategies to ensure commercial confidentiality and also to ensure 
compliance with the Convention should be developed by the Technical Secretar
iat under the general direction of the Consultative Committee. The inspection 
format suggested here represents only one possibility.

Conclusion

It will be difficult to guarantee fully that there will be no illicit production of 
designated chemicals through a process of materials accountancy alone. For 
example, the diversion of a few per cent of an industrial country’s annual 
production of designated chemical, could result in a militarily significant 
quantity of a chemical agent or key precursor.

A system of materials accountancy and routine, random inspections of chemi
cal plants will, however, provide a strong deterrent to both the production of 
super-toxic lethal chemicals or their key precursors and to the diversion of “other 
lethal” chemicals for use in chemical weapons.

A n n e x  

L is t  A

L is t  o f  I n f o r m a t io n /D o c u m e n t s  R e q u ir e d  

• o n  t h e  F ir s t  D a y  o f  t h e  I n s p e c t io n

Material to be provided by the chemical facility.
1. List of all chemicals produced by the facility in the last 12 months in 

quantities greater than one tonne.
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2. List of chemicals purchased by the facility in the last 12 months in quantities 
greater than one tonne.

3. List of end users/buyers of chemicals in the last 12 months in quantities 
greater than one tonne.

4. List of chemicals not covered in 1-3 above but which are held in stocks in 
quantities greater than 10 tonnes.

5. List of all chemicals traded in quantities greater than one tonne, i.e., bought 
and resold but not processed.

6. Safety manuals, including Product Handling and Safety Bulletins or 
equivalent documentation.

7. Operating manuals for particular processes.
8. Basic flow sheet for the facility.
9. Map showing plant lay-out.

A n n e x

ListB

C h e m ic a l  E q u ip m e n t  W h ic h  M ig h t  B e  U se d  

TO P r o d u c e  D e s ig n a t e d  C h e m ic a l s

The possession of any of the following items individually is not suggestive of 
chemical weapons production. However, location of several items at one facility 
would indicate inspection may be necessary to verify that there are no CW 
activities at the facility.

1. Chemical process equipment (reactors, piping, distillation columns, etc.) 
constructed of Hastelloy or another alloy with a high nickel or tantalum content.

2. Chemical process equipment with linings suitable for use in a high corrosive 
environment (i.e. glass-, teflon-, or plastic-lined equipment).

3. Pumps or valves designed for use with hazardous chemicals (for example: 
double-seal, magnetic drive, or canned pumps, bellows or diaphragm valves).

4. Activated carbon filter units and scrubber units capable of handling large 
volumes of air from ventilation systems.

5. Equipment specially designed for fluorine, phosphorus, or sulphur analyses.
6. Inert gas generating units.
7. Double-walled piping.
8. Sensitive toxic detection and alarm systems.
9. Filling equipment for use with hazardous chemicals, including especially 

large glove boxes used to enclose filling machinery.
10. Incineration or scrubbing equipment for hazardous chemical waste treat

ment, such as Venturi scrubbers or Brinks mist eliminators.
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99. White House Statement: Resumption of the Confer
ence on Disarmament, June 5,1986^

The President met today with Ambassador Donald S. Lowitz, United States 
Representative to the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, which 
resumes its 1986 session on June 9. He expressed to Ambassador Lowitz the 
importance that he attaches to effective multilateral arms control measures as a 
means of strengthening United States security as well as enhancing the security 
of other nations.

The President stressed, in particular, that at his November meeting in Geneva 
with General Secretary Gorbachev of the Soviet Union the two leaders had 
reaffirmed their support for a global ban on chemical weapons,  ̂which the United 
States is seeking at the Conference on Disarmament, and that they had agreed to 
accelerate efforts to conclude an effective and verifiable agreement. The Presi
dent attaches great importance to this commitment and has, therefore, instructed 
the United States delegation to continue to seek mutually acceptable solutions to 
the outstanding issues in the negotiations on a chemical weapons ban, both in the 
Conference on Disarmament and in the accompanying bilateral talks with the 
Soviet Union.

At the President’s request. Vice President Bush addressed the Conference on 
Disarmament in 1983  ̂ and 1984."̂  On both occasions he introduced U.S. 
initiatives in the chemical weapons negotiations. The Vice President continues 
to take great interest in our efforts to successfully complete the negotiations on 
a treaty at an early date.

The President asked Ambassador Lowitz, in their meeting today, to continue 
to keep him fully informed on the progress of these negotiations as well as on 
other important issues under consideration in the Conference on Disarmament. 
He also requested that Ambassador Lowitz convey to the representatives of the 
other member states of the Conference his sincere hope that a spirit of dedication 
and vigorous work would result in a successful agreement on a comprehensive 
chemical weapons ban and his conviction that the Conference is fully capable of 
achieving such an agreement, which the peace-loving nations of the world 
greatly desire. He stated that, for its part, the United States again stands ready to 
intensify even further these negotiations when the Conference reconvenes and 
called upon the other members of this unique body—the sole arms control 
negotiating forum in which all regions of the world participate—to do likewise.

' Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 9, 1986, p. 755. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
^Ibid., 1983, pp. 82-89.
^Ibid, 1984, pp. 299-307.
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100. Letter From the Deputy Assistant to the Secretary 
of Defense for Atomic Energy and Chemical IVIat- 
ters (Welch) to The New York Times: Chemical 
Weapons Modernization, June 6,1986^

To the Editor:
Your June 3 editorial “Bad Bargain for Chemical Weapons” is rooted in error.
The key factual error is the suggestion that our European stockpile is to be 

withdrawn as a result of a United States-West German “deal.” That is simply 
wrong. Congress last year required by Public Law 99-145 that we destroy all 
existing chemical weapons, including those stored in Europe, by 1994, in 
conjunction with the production of binary munitions.

Another error is your assertion that the binary weapons entering production 
this fall have not been realistically tested. They have been extensively tested and 
in the same way we test nuclear weapons: fully enclosed tests of complete 
weapons and then live fire tests with only one component replaced by a simulant. 
We have done everything except unnecessary open-air testing, which results in 
release of nerve agent into the atmosphere.

For safety and environmental reasons. Congress placed limitations on such 
testing in Public Laws 91-121 and 91—441. You seem to imply you favor open- 
air testing of nerve agents. Given your positions on environmental and safety 
issues, it is hard to imagine you really believe this.

Clarification is also needed regarding your claim that today’s old chemical 
munitions constitute a credible deterrent capability. The deterrent capability you 
assume we have would require movement of tons of lethal chemical agent 
through, around and over our and others’ cities and states in times of crisis.

That will be unnecessary once we have destroyed those lethal munitions and 
replaced them with binary munitions using safe, separated components that will 
be stored in separate states and moved separately to a battle area.

Let’s not kid ourselves. Chemical deterrence today requires deep-strike, 
intermediate-range and short-range munitions. The value of the chemical muni
tions in Europe is mainly that they are all we have. Once we have adequate 
numbers of s^e, readily deployable and militarily effective binary munitions, 
those munitions in Europe will no longer be needed. The choice of a credible 
modernized chemical deterrent capability over the current unstable and poten
tially dangerous state of affairs was recommended by the commission headed by 
Ambassador Walter Stoessel, our senior military planners and Congress.^

We are going to produce a small, centrally stored, readily deployable binary 
stockpile to deter and, if necessary, respond to the worldwide threat of chemical- 
weapons use against U.S. forces. The Stoessel Commission recommended this. 
The U.S. has no plans to deploy binary munitions in peacetime to any foreign 
country. It should be an easy choice for you.

' The New York Times, June 18, 1986, A34.
^Documents on Disarmament, 7955, pp. 273-275, 344-345, 345-352.

Document 100



CONTADORA ACT, JUNE 6 319

We are pleased that you acknowledge the value of an effective chemical 
deterrent. Congressional approval of the binary modernization program fulfills 
that need and underscores the obvious logic supporting the simultaneous destruc
tion of the lethal unitary stockpile. An effective chemical-deterrent capability is 
essential in the absence of a verifiable worldwide ban on chemical weapons. If 
we are to have such a stockpile, we are better off with one that is small, safely 
transportable, safe to store and fully compatible with modem tactics and 
weapons.

101. Contadora Acton Peace and Cooperation in Central 
America [Extracts], June 6,1986^

PREAMBLE

The Governments of the Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras and Nicaragua:

1. AWARE of the urgent need to strengthen peace, co-operation, confidence, 
democracy and economic and social development among the peoples of the 
region, through the observance of principles and measures that would facilitate 
a better understanding among the Central American Governments;

2. CONCERNED about the situation in Central America, which is character
ized by a serious decline in political confidence; a profound economic and social 
crisis; a serious situation with refugees and displaced persons; frontier incidents; 
an arms build-up; arms traffic; the presence of foreign military advisers; the 
holding of international military manoeuvres in the territory of States of the 
region; the presence of military bases, schools and installations; other forms of 
foreign military presence; and the use by irregular forces of the territories of 
certain States to carry out destabilizing operations against other States in the 
region;

CONVINCED:

3. That the tension and the present conflicts may worsen and lead to widespread 
hostilities;

4. That the restoration of peace and confidence in the region may be achieved 
only through unconditional respect for the principles of international law, 
particularly the principle which concerns the right of peoples to choose freely and 
without external interlFerence the form of political, economic and social organi
zation that best serves their interests, and to do so through institutions which 
represent their freely-expressed will;

5. Of the importance of creating, promoting and strengthening democratic 
systems that are representative, participatory and pluralistic in all the countries 
of the region;

‘ A/40/1136 S/18184, pp. 14-19, 23-31, 35-42. The Act was submitted to Central 
American countries at the meeting in Panama City June 6 and 7,1986, of those countries 
and the countries of the Contadora Group and Support Group.
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6. Of the need to create political conditions designed to guarantee the security, 
integrity and sovereignty of the States of the region;

7. That the achievement of genuine regional stability hinges on the conclusion 
of agreements on security and disarmament;

8. That, in the adoption of measures aimed at halting the arms race in all its 
forms, account should be taken of the national security interests of the States of 
the region, with a view to the establishment of a reasonable balance of forces;

9. That, in order to establish the reasonable balance of forces, it is highly 
desirable to set maximum limits for military development and consequently 
reduce and control armaments, troops under arms and military installations, in 
accordance with the requirements of stability and security in the area;

10. That military superiority as an objective of the States of the region, the 
presence of foreign military advisers, the holding of international military 
manoeuvres in the territory of States of the region, the presence of military bases, 
schools and installations, other forms of foreign military presence, the presence 
of irregular forces and the traffic in arms endanger regional security and 
constitute destabilizing factors in the region;

11. That the agreements on regional security must be subject to an effective 
system of verification and control;

12. That the destabilization of the Governments in the region, taking the form 
of encouragement or support of the activities of irregular groups or forces, acts 
of terrorism, subversion or sabotage and the use of the territory of a State for 
operations affecting the security of another State, is contrary to the fundamental 
norms of international law and peaceful coexistence among States;

13. That the elaboration of instruments to permit the application of a policy of 
detente should be based on the existence of trust among States which would 
effectively reduce political and military tension among them;

14. RECALLING the provisions adopted by the United Nations concerning 
the definition of aggression and other acts prohibited by international law, in 
particular General Assembly resolutions 3314 (XXIX), 2625 (XXV) and 2131 
(XX) and the relevant resolutions of the Organization of American States;

15. TAKING INTO ACCOUNT the Declaration on the Strengthening of 
International Security, adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 
resolution 2734 (XXV), and the corresponding legal instruments of the inter- 
American system;

16. RE AITIRMING the need to promote national reconcihation in those cases 
where deep divisions have occurred within society, so as to permit the people to 
participate, in accordance with the law, in authentic political processes of a 
democratic nature;

CONSIDERING:

17. That, on the basis of the United Nations Charter of 1945 and the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights of 1948, various international organizations and 
conferences have elaborated and adopted declarations, covenants, protocols, 
conventions and statutes designed to provide effective protection of human rights 
in general, or of certain human rights in particular;
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18. That not all Central American States have accepted the entirety of the 
existing international instruments on human rights, and that it would be desirable 
that they should do so in order to have a universal regime in the interests of 
promoting the observance and guarantee of human, political, civil, economic, 
social, religious and cultural rights;

19. That in many cases inadequate domestic legislation interferes with the 
effective enjoyment of human rights as defined in declarations and other 
international instruments;

20. That it should be the concern of each State to modernize its legislation with 
a view to making it capable of guaranteeing the effective enjoyment of human 
rights;

21. That one of the most effective ways of securing the enjoyment of human 
rights embodied in international instruments, political constitutions and the laws 
of individual States lies in ensuring that the judiciary enjoys sufficient authority 
and autonomy to put an end to violations of those rights;

22. That, to that end, the absolute independence of the judiciary must be 
guaranteed;

23. That that guarantee may be achieved only if judicial officials enjoy security 
of office and if the judiciary is ensured budgetary autonomy so that it may be 
absolutely and unquestionably independent of the other authorities;

CONVINCED ALSO:

24. Of the need to strengthen equitable economic and social structures in order 
to promote a genuinely democratic system and permit full enjoyment by the 
people of the right to work, education, health and culture;

25. Of the high level of interdependence of the Central American countries and 
the prospects which economic integration offers;

26. That the magnitude of the economic and social crisis affecting the region 
has highlighted the need for changes in the economic and social structures that 
would reduce the dependence and promote the self-sufficiency of the Central 
American countries, enabling them to reaffirm their own identity;

27. Of the need to co-operate with each country in its efforts to accelerate its 
economic and social development, by actively providing assistance in accor
dance with its development needs and objectives;

28. That Central American economic integration should constitute an effective 
tool for economic and social development based on justice, solidarity and mutual 
benefit;

29. Of the need to reactivate, improve and restructure the process of Central 
American economic integration with the active and institutional participation of 
all the States of the region;

30. That, in the reform of the existing economic and social structures and the 
strengthening of regional integration, the Central American institutions and 
authorities are called upon to assume primary responsibility;

31. Of the necessity and appropriateness of undertaking joint programmes of 
economic and social development which would help to promote economic 
integration in Central America in the context of the development plans and 
priorities adopted by our sovereign States;
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32. That the basic investment needs for the development and economic 
recovery of the Central American countries and of the efforts undertaken jointly 
by them to obtain financing for specific priority projects make it imperative to 
expand and strengthen the progranmies of international, regional and subregional 
financial institutions intended for Central America;

33. That the regional crisis has provoked massive flows of refugees and 
displaced persons, and that the situation demands urgent attention;

34. CONCERNED about the constant worsening of social conditions, includ
ing the situation with regard to employment, education, health and housing in the 
Central American countries;

35. REAFFIRMING, without prejudice to the right of recourse to other 
competent international forums, the desire to settle their disputes within the 
framework of this Act;

36. RECALLING the support given by the Contadora Group to United Nations 
Security Council resolutions 530 and 562 and General Assembly resolutions 38/
10 and 39/4, as well as to resolutions AG/RES 675 (XIII-0/83) and AG/RES 
(XrV-84) adopted by the General Assembly of the Organization of American 
States; and

37. BEING READY to implement fully the Document of Objectives and the 
norms for the implementation of the undertakings made therein, adopted by their 
Ministers for Foreign Affairs in Panama on 9 September 1983 and 8 January 1984 
respectively, under the auspices of the Governments of Colombia, Mexico, 
Panama and Venezuela, which comprise the Contadora Group;^

Have agreed as follows:

CONTADORA ACT ON PEACE AND CO-OPERATION IN CENTRAL
AMERICA

P a r t  I 

COMMFTMENTS 

C h a pt e r  I 

GENERAL COMMITMENTS

Sole section. PRINCIPLES

THE PARTIES undertake, in accordance with their obligations under 
international law:

1. To abide by the following principles:
(a) The principle of refraining from the threat or use of force against the 

territorial integrity or political independence of States;
(b) The peaceful settlement of disputes;
(c) Non-interference in the internal affairs of other States;

 ̂I.e., the Document of Objectives. For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983,
pp. 788-791.
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(d) Co-operation between States in solving international problems;
(e) Juridical equality of States, respect for sovereignty, self-determination 

of peoples and the promotion of respect for human rights;
(f) The right to engage freely in international trade;
(g) The principle of refraining from discriminatory practices in economic 

relations between States by respecting their systems of political, economic and 
social organization;

(h) The fulfilment in good faith of obligations assumed under international 
law.

2. In pursuance of the foregoing principles:
(a) They shall refrain from any action inconsistent with the purposes and 

principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the Charter of the Organiza
tion of American States aimed against the territorial integrity, political independ
ence or unity of any State, and, in particular, from any such action involving the 
threat or use of force.

(b) They shall settle their disputes by peaceful means in accordance with the 
fundamental principles of international law embodied in the Charter of the 
United Nations and the Charter of the Organization of American States.

(c) They shall respect the norms embodied in treaties and other international 
agreements relating to diplomatic and territorial asylum.

(d) They shall respect the existing international boundaries between States.
(e) They shall refrain from militarily occupying territory of any other State in 

the region.
(f) They shall refrain from any act of military, political, economic or other form 

of coercion aimed at subordinating to their interests the exercise by other States 
of rights inherent in their sovereignty.

(g) They shall take such action as is necessary to secure their frontiers against 
irregular groups or forces operating from their territory with the aim of destabil
izing the Governments of other States.

(h) They shall not permit their territory to be used for acts which violate the 
sovereign rights of other States, and shall see to it that the conditions obtaining 
in their territory do not pose a threat to international peace and security.

(i) They shall respect the principle that no State or group of States has the right 
to intervene either directly or indirectly through the use of arms or any other form 
of interference in the internal or external affairs of another State.

(j) They shall respect the right of all peoples to self-determination free from 
outside intervention or coercion by refraining from the threat or the direct or 
covert use of force to disrupt the national unity and territorial integrity of any 
other State.

• • • • • • •

C h a p t e r  III

COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO SECURITY MATTERS

In conformity with their obligations under international law and in accordance 
with the objective of laying the foundations for effective and lasting peace, the
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Parties assume commitments with regard to security matters relating to the 
prohibition of international military manoeuvres; the cessation of the arms build
up; the dismantling of military foreign bases, schools or other installations; the 
withdrawal of foreign military advisers and other foreign elements participating 
in military or security activities; the prohibition of the traffic in arms; the 
cessation of support for irregular forces; the denial of encouragement or support 
for acts of terrorism, subversion or sabotage; and lastly, the establishment of a 
regional system of direct communication.

To that end, the Parties undertake to take specific action in accordance with the 
following:

Section I. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO MILITARY 
MANOEUVRES

16. To comply with the following provisions as regards the holding of national 
military manoeuvres, with effect from the signing of this Act:

(a) \^ e n  national military manoeuvres are held in areas less than 30 kilom
etres from the territory of another State, the appropriate prior notification to the 
other States Parties and the Verification and Control Commission, mentioned in 
Part II of this Act, shall be made at least 30 days beforehand.

(b) The notification shall contain the following information: (1) Name; (2) 
Purpose; (3) Participating troops, units and forces; (4) Area where the manoeuvre 
is scheduled; (5) Programme and timetable; (6) Equipment and weapons to be 
used.

(c) Invitations shall be issued to observers from neighbouring States Parties.
17. To comply with the following provisions as regards the holding of 

international military manoeuvres:
1. From the entry into force of the Act and for a period of 90 days, the holding 

of international military manoeuvres involving the presence in their respective 
territories of armed forces belonging to States from outside the Central American 
region shall be suspended.

2. After the 90 days, the Parties may, by mutual agreement and taking into 
account the recommendations of the Verification and Control Commission, 
extend the suspension until such time as the maximum hmits for armaments and 
troop strength are reached, in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 19 of 
this Chapter. If no agreement is reached on extending the suspension, interna
tional military manoeuvres shall be subject, during this period, to the following 
regulations:

(a) The parties shall ensure that manoeuvres involve no form of intimidation 
against a Central American State or any other State;

(b) They shall give at least 30 days’ notice of the holding of manoeuvres to the 
States Parties and to the Verification and Control Commission referred to in Part
II of this Act. The notification shall contain the following information: (1) Name;
(2) Purpose; (3) Participating States; (4) Participating troops, units and forces;
(5)Area where the manoeuvre is scheduled; (6) Programme and timetable;
(7) Equipment and weapons to be used.

(c) They shall not be held within a 50 kilometre belt adjacent to the territory 
of a State which is not participating, unless that State gives its express consent;
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(d) The Parties shall limit manoeuvres to one a year; it shall last not longer than 
15 days;

(e) They shall limit to 3,000 the total number of military troops participating 
in a manoeuvre. Under no circumstances shall the number of troops of other 
States exceed the number of nationals participating in a manoeuvre;

(f) Observers from the States Parties shall be invited;
(g) A State Party which believes that there has been a violation of the above 

provisions may resort to the Verification and Control Commission.
3. Once the maximum limits for armaments and troop strength have been 

reached in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 19 of this Chapter, the 
holding of international military manoeuvres involving the participation of 
States from outside the Central American region shall be prohibited.

4. From the entry into force of this Act, the holding of international manoeuvres 
with the participation exclusively of Central American States in their respective 
territories shall be subject to the following provisions:

(a) Participating States shall give at least 45 days’ notice of the holding of 
manoeuvres to the States Parties and to the Verification and Control Commission 
referred to in Part II of this Act. The notification shall contain the following 
information: (1) Name; (2) Purpose; (3) Participating States; (4) Participating 
troops, units and forces; (5) Area where the manoeuvre is scheduled; (6) 
Programme and timetable; (7) Equipment and weapons to be used.

(b) The manoeuvres shall not be held within a 50 Idlometre belt adjacent to the 
territory of a State that is not participating, unless that State gives its express 
consent;

(c) The conduct of manoeuvres shall be limited to 30 days a year. If several 
manoeuvres are held each year, each manoeuvre shall last not longer than 15 
days;

(d) They shall limit to 4,000 the total number of military troops participating 
in manoeuvres;

(e) Observers from the States Parties shall be invited;
(f) A State Party which believes that there has been a violation of the above 

provisions may resort to the Verification and Control Commission.
5. Commitments with regard to international military manoeuvres shall be 

subject to the provisions of paragraph 19 of this Chapter.

S ection 2. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO ARMAMENTS AND 
TROOP STRENGTH

18. To halt the arms race in all its forms and begin immediately negotiations 
permitting the establishment of maximum limits for armaments and the number 
of troops under arms, as well as their control and reduction, with the object of 
establishing a reasonable balance of forces in the area.

19. On the basis of the foregoing, the Parties agree on the following implem
entation stages:

FIRST STAGE:
(a) The Parties undertake not to acquire, after the entry into force of the Act, 

any more military materiel, with the exception of replenishment supplies, 
ammunition and spare parts needed to keep existing materiel in operation, and
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not to increase their military forces, pending the establishment of the maximum 
limits for military development within the time-limit stipulated for the second 
stage.

(b) The Parties undertake to submit simultaneously to the Verification and 
Control Commission their respective current inventories of weapons, military 
installations and troops under arms within 15 days of the entry into force of this 
Act.

The inventories shall be prepared in accordance with the definitions and basic 
criteria contained in the Annex to this Act;

(c) Within 60 days of the entry into force of this Act, the Verification and 
Control Commission shall conclude the technical studies and shall suggest to the 
States Parties, without prejudice to any negotiations which they have agreed to 
initiate, the maximum limits for their military development, in accordance with 
the basic criteria laid down in paragraph 20 of this section and in accordance with 
the respective timetables for reduction and dismantling.

SECOND STAGE:
After a period of 60 days from the entry into force of this Act, the Parties shall 

establish within the following 30 days:
(a) Maximum limits for the types of weapons classified in the annex to this Act, 

as well as timetables for their reduction.
(b) Maximum limits for troops and military installations which each Party may 

have, as well as timetables for their reduction or dismantling.
(c) If the Parties do not reach agreement on the above-mentioned maximum 

limits and timetables within such period, those suggested by the Verification and 
Control Commission in its technical studies shall apply provisionally, with the 
prior consent of the Parties. The Parties shall set by mutual agreement a new time
limit for the negotiation and establishment of the above-mentioned limits.

Should the Parties fail to reach agreement on maximum limits, they shall 
suspend execution of the commitments with regard to international military 
manoeuvres, foreign military bases and installations and foreign military advis
ers for which time-limits have been set in the Act, except in cases where the 
Parties agree otherwise.

The maximum limits referred to in subparagraphs (a), (b) and (c) and the 
timetables shall be regarded as an integral part of this Act and shall have the same 
legally binding force from the day following expiry of the 30 days established for 
the second stage or the day following their establishment by agreement among 
the Parties.

Unless the Parties agree otherwise, under subparagraph (c) the maximum 
agreed limits shall be reached 180 days after the entry into force of the Act or in 
a period established by the Parties.

20. In order to satisfy the requirements of peace, stability, security and 
economic and social development of the countries of the region and in order to 
establish maximum limits for the military development of the Central American 
States and to control and reduce their military levels, the Parties will agree on a 
table of values that will consider the following basic criteria and in which all 
armaments will be subject to control and reduction:

(1) Security needs and defence capacity of each Central American State;
(2) Size of its territory and population;
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(3) Length and characteristics of its borders;
(4) Military spending in relation to gross domestic product (GDP);
(5) Military budget in relation to public spending and other social indicators;
(6) Military technology, relative combat capability, troops, quality and quan

tity of installations and military resources;
(7) Armaments subject to control; armaments subject to reduction;
(8) Foreign military presence and foreign advisers in each Central American 

State.
21. Not to introduce new weapons systems that alter the quality or quantity of 

current inventories of war materiel.
22. Not to introduce, possess or use lethal chemical weapons or biological, 

radiological or other weapons which may be deemed to be excessively injurious 
or to have indiscriminate effects.

23. Not to permit the transit through, stationing, or mobilization in, or any other 
form of utilization of their territories by foreign armed forces whose actions could 
mean a threat to the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of any 
Central American State.

24. To initiate constitutional procedures so as to be in a position to sign, ratify 
or accede to treaties and other international agreements on disarmament, if they 
have not already done so.

Section 3. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO FOREIGN MILITARY 
BASES

25. To close down any foreign military bases, schools or installations in their 
respective territories, as defined in paragraphs 11,12 and 13 of the annex, within 
180 days of the signing of this Act. For that purpose, the p ^ ie s  undertake to 
submit simultaneously to the Verification and Control Conmiission, within 15 
days of the signing of this Act, a list of such foreign military bases, schools or 
installations, which shall be prepared in accordance with the criteria set forth in 
the above-mentioned paragraphs of the annex.

26. Not to authorize in their respective territories the establishment of foreign 
bases, schools or other installations of a military nature.

S ection 4. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO FOREIGN MILITARY 
ADVISERS

27. To submit to the Verification and Control Commission a list of any foreign 
military advisers or other foreign elements participating in military, paramilitary 
and security activities in their territory, widiin 15 days of the signing of this Act. 
In the preparation of the list, account shall be taken of the definitions set forth in 
paragraph 14 of the annex.

28. To withdraw, within a period of not more than 180 days from the signing 
of this Act and in accordance with the studies and recommendations of the 
Verification and Control Conmiission, any foreign military advisers and other 
foreign elements likely to participate in military, paramilitary and security 
activities.

29. As for advisers performing technical functions related to the installation 
and maintenance of military equipment, a control register shall be maintained in
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accordance with the terms laid down in the respective contracts or agreements. 
On the basis of that register, the Verification and Control Commission shall 
propose to the Parties reasonable limits on the number of such advisers, within 
the time-limit established in paragraph 27 above. The agreed limits shall form an 
integral part of the Act.

Section 5. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE TRAFFIC IN 
ARMS

30. To stop the illegal flow of arms, as defined in paragraph 15 of the annex, 
towards persons, organizations, irregular forces or armed bands trying to 
destabilize the Governments of the States Parties.

31. To establish for that purpose control mechanisms at airports, landing strips, 
harbours, terminals and border crossings, on roads, air routes, sea lanes and 
waterways, and at any other point or in any other area likely to be used for the 
traffic in arms.

32. On the basis of presumption or established facts, to report any violations 
to the Verification and Control Conmiission, with sufficient evidence to enable 
it to carry out the necessary investigation and submit such conclusions and 
recommendations as it may consider useful.

Sectign 6. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE PROHIBITION OF 
SUPPORT FOR IRREGULAR FORCES

33. To refrain from giving any political, military, financial or other support to 
individuals, groups, irregular forces or armed bands advocating the overthrow or 
destabilization of other Governments, and to prevent, by all means at their 
disposal, the use of their territory for attacks on another State or for the 
organization of attacks, acts of sabotage, kidnappings or criminal activities in the 
territory of another State.

34. To exercise strict control over their respective borders, with a view to 
preventing their own territory from being used to carry out any military action 
against a neighbouring State.

35. To deny the use of and dismantle installations, equipment and facilities 
providing logistical support or serving operational functions in their territory, if 
the latter is used for acts against neighbouring Governments.

36. To disarm and remove from the border area any group or irregular force 
identified as being responsible for acts against a neighbouring State. Once the 
irregular forces have been disbanded, to proceed, with the financial and logistical 
support of international organizations and Governments interested in bringing 
peace to Central America, to relocate them or return them to their respective 
countries, in accordance with the conditions laid down by the Governments 
concerned.

37. On the basis of presumption or established facts, to report any violations 
to the Verification and Control Commission, with sufficient evidence to enable 
it to carry out the necessary investigation and submit such conclusions and 
recommendations as it may consider useful.

Document 101



CONTADORA ACT, JUNE 6 329

Section 7. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO TERRORISM, SUB
VERSION OR SABOTAGE

38. To refrain from giving political, military, financial or any other support for 
acts of subversion, terrorism or sabotage intended to destabilize or overthrow 
Governments of the region.

39. To refrain from organizing, instigating or participating in acts of terrorism, 
subversion or sabotage in another State, or acquiescing in organized activities 
within their territory directed towards the commission of such criminal acts.

40. To abide by the following treaties and international agreements:
(a) The Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft, 1970;
(b) The Convention to prevent and punish the acts of terrorism taking the form 

of crimes against persons and related extortion that are of international signifi
cance, 1971;

(c) The Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of 
Civil Aviation, 1971:

(d) The Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Crimes against 
Internationally Protected Persons, including Diplomatic Agents, 1973;

(e) The International Convention against the Taking of Hostages, 1979.
41. To initiate constitutional procedures so as to be in a position to sign, ratify 

or accede to the treaties and international agreements referred to in the preceding 
paragraph, if they have not already done so.

42. To prevent in their respective territories the planning or commission of 
criminal acts against other States or the nationals of such States by terrorist 
groups or organizations. To that end, they shall strengthen co-operation between 
the competent migration offices and police departments and between the corre
sponding civilian authorities.

43. On the basis of presumption or established facts, to report any violations 
to the Verification and Control Commission, with sufficient evidence to enable 
it to carry out the necessary investigation and submit such conclusions and 
recommendations as it may consider useful.

Section 8. COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO DIRECT COMMUNI
CATIONS SYSTEMS

44. To establish a regional communications system which guarantees timely 
liaison between the competent government, civilian and military authorities, and 
with the Verification and Control Commission, with a view to preventing 
incidents.

45. To establish joint security commissions in order to prevent incidents and 
settle disputes between neighbouring States.

• • • • • • •

Part II

COMMITMENTS WITH REGARD TO EXECUTION AND FOLLOW-UP

L The Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Central American States shall 
receive the opinions, reports and recommendations presented by the execution

Document 101



330 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

and follow-up mechanisms provided for in this Part II and shall take by consensus 
and without delay the appropriate decisions to ensure full compliance with the 
commitments entered into in the Act. For the purposes of this Act, consensus 
means the absence of any express opposition that would constitute an obstacle to 
the adoption of a decision under consideration and in which all the States Parties 
are to participate. Any dispute shall be subject to the procedures provided for in 
this Act.

2. In order to ensure the execution and follow-up of the conmiitments 
contained in this Act, the Parties decide to establish the following mechanisms:

A. Ad Hoc Committee for Evaluation and Follow-up of Commitments con
cerning Political Matters and Refugees and Displaced Persons;

B. Verification and Control Commission for Security Matters; and
C. Ad Hoc Committee for Evaluation and Follow-up of Commitments con

cerning Economic and Social Matters.
3. The mechanisms established in the Act shall have the following composi

tion, structure and functions:
A. Ad Hoc Committee for Evaluation and Follow-up of Commitments con

cerning Political Matters and Refugees and Displaced Persons.
(a) Composition
The Committee shall be composed of five (5) persons of recognized compe

tence and impartiality, proposed by the Contadora Group and accepted by 
common agreement by the Parties. The members of the Committee must be of a 
nationality different from those of the Parties. The Committee shall have a 
technical and administrative secretariat responsible for its ongoing operation.

(b) Functions
The Committee shall consider the reports which the Parties undertake to 

submit annually on the ways in which they have proceeded to implement the 
conmiitments with regard to national reconciliation, human rights, electoral 
processes and refugees.

In addition, the Committee shall receive the communications on these subjects 
transmitted for its information by organizations or individuals which might 
contribute data useful for the fulfilment of its mandate.

The Committee shall elicit the information which it deems relevant; to that end, 
the Party to which the communication refers shall permit the members of the 
Committee to enter its territory and shall accord them the necessary facilities.

The Committee shall prepare an annual report and such special reports as it 
deems necessary on compliance with the commitments, which shall include 
conclusions and recommendations when appropriate.

The Committee shall send its reports to the Parties and to the Governments of 
the Contadora Group. When the period established by the rules for the submis
sion of observations by the States Parties has expired, the Committee shall 
prepare final reports, which shall be public unless the Committee itself decides 
otherwise.

(c) Rules of procedure
The Committee shall draw up its own rules of procedure, which it shall make 

known to the Parties.
(d) The Committee shall be established at the time of entry into force of the Act.
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B. Verification and Control Commission for Security Matters
(a) Composition
The Commission shall be composed of four commissioners, representing four 

States of recognized impartiality having a genuine interest in contributing to the 
solution of the Central American crisis, proposed by the Contadora Group and 
accepted by the Parties.

A Latin American Executive Secretary with technical and administrative 
duties, proposed by the Contadora Group and accepted by common agreement 
by the Parties, who shall be responsible for the ongoing operation of the 
Commission.

(b) Functions
For the performance of its functions, the Commission shall have an Interna

tional Corps of Inspectors, provided by the member States of the Conmiission 
and co-ordinated by a Director of Operations.

The International Corps of Inspectors shall carry out the functions assigned to 
it by the Commission, according to the procedures that the Conmiission deter
mines or establishes in its rules of procedure.

The International Corps of Inspectors shall have at its disposal all the human 
and material resources that the Commission decides to assign to it in order to 
ensure strict observance of the commitments on security matters. Its actions shall 
be prompt and thorough.

The Parties undertake to give the Commission all the co-operation it needs to 
facilitate and perform its task.

For the purpose of co-operating in the performance of the functions of the 
Commission, the latter shall have an Advisory Committee consisting of one 
representative from each Central American State and having the following 
duties:
1. To serve as a liaison body between the Verification and Control Conmiission 
and the Parties.
2. To help in the fulfilment of the duties assigned to the Verification and Control 
Commission.
3. To co-operate at the request of the Commission, in the speedy resolution of 
incidents or disputes.

—The Commission may invite a representative of the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations and a representative of the Secretary General of the 
Organization of American States to participate in its meetings as observ
ers.

— T̂he Commission may establish auxiliary bodies and seek the assistance 
and collaboration of any Mixed Commissions that may exist.

(c) Functions of the Commission
The function of the Commission shall be to ensure compliance with the 

commitments assumed concerning to security matters. To that end it shall:
—Verify that the commitments concerning military manoeuvres provided 

for in this Act are complied with.
—Ascertain that no more military materiel is acquired and that military 

forces are not increased, in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 
19 (a) of Chapter III of Part I of this Act.
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—Receive simultaneously from the Parties their respective current invento
ries of armaments and military installations and troops under arms, in 
accordance with the provisions of subparagraph (b) of the FIRST STAGE 
in paragraph 19 of Part I, Chapter III, of this Act.

—Carry out the technical studies provided for in subparagraph (c) of the 
FIRST STAGE in paragraph 19 of Part I, Chapter III, of this Act.

—^Ascertain that the Parties comply fully with the maximum limits agreed 
to or provisionally in effect for the various categories of armaments, 
military installations and troops under arms and with the reduction 
timetables agreed to or provisionally in effect.

—Ascertain that the replenishment supplies, anmiunition, spare parts and 
replacement equipment acquired are compatible with the inventories and 
registers submitted previously by the Parties and with the limits and 
timetables agreed to or provisionally in effect.

—Verify that no new weapon systems are introduced which qualitatively or 
quantitatively alter current inventories of war materiel and that weapons 
prohibited in this Act are neither introduced nor used.

—^Establish a register of all weapons transactions carried out by the Parties, 
including donations and any transfer of war materiel

—Verify fulfilment of the commitment by the States Parties to initiate and 
complete the constitutional procedures for signing, ratifying or acceding 
to the treaties and other international agreements on disarmament and 
follow-up actions directed to that end.

—^Receive simultaneously from the Parties the list of foreign military bases, 
schools and installations and verify their dismantlement, in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act.

—Receive the census of foreign military advisers and other foreign elements 
participating in military and security activities and verify their withdrawal 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Verification and Control 
Commission.

—Verify compliance with this Act in respect of traffic in arms and consider 
any reports of non-compliance. For that purpose the following criteria 
shall be taken into account:
(1) Origin of the arms traffic: port or airport of embarkation of the 
weapons, munitions, equipment or other military supplies intended for the 
Central American region.
(2) Personnel involved: persons, groups or organizations participating in 
the organization and conduct of the traffic in arms, including the partici
pation of Governments or their representatives.
(3) Type of weapon, munitions, equipment or other military supplies; 
category and calibre of weapons; country in which they were manufac
tured; country of origin; and the quantities of each type of weapon, 
munitions, equipment or other military supplies.
(4) Extraregional means of transport: land, maritime or air transport, 
including nationality.
(5) Extraregional transport routes: indicating the traffic routes used, 
including stops or intermediate destinations.
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(6) Places where weapons, munitions, equipment and other military 
supplies are stored.
(7) Intraregional traffic areas and routes: description of the areas and 
routes; participation of governmental or other sectors in or consent to the 
conduct of the traffic in arms; frequency of use of these areas and routes.
(8) Intraregional means of transport: determination of the means of 
transport used; ownership of these means; facilities provided by Govern
ments, governmental and other sectors; and other means of delivery.
(9) Receiving unit or unit for which the arms are destined: determination 
of the persons, groups or organizations to whom the arms traffic is 
destined.

—Verify compliance with this Act with regard to irregular forces and the 
non-use of their own territory in destabilizing actions against another 
State, and consider any report in that connection.
To that purpose, the following criteria should be taken into account:
(1) Installations, means, bases, camps or logistic and operational support 
facilities for irregular forces, including command centres, radiocommu
nications centres and radio transmitters.
(2) Determination of propaganda activities or political, material, eco
nomic or military support for actions directed against any State of the 
region.
(3) Identification of persons, groups and governmental sectors involved 
in such actions.

—Verify compliance with the commitments concerning terrorism, subver
sion and sabotage contained in this Act.

— T̂he Commission and the States Parties may request, as they deem 
appropriate, the assistance of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross in helping to solve humanitarian problems affecting the Central 
American countries.

(d) Rules and procedures 
— T̂he Commission shall receive any duly substantiated report concerning 

violations of the security commitments assumed under this Act, shall 
communicate it to the Parties involved and shall initiate such investiga
tions as it deems appropriate.

—It shall also be empowered to carry out, on its own initiative the 
investigations it deems appropriate.

— T̂he Commission shall carry out its investigations by making on-site 
inspections, gathering testimony and using any other procedure which it 
deems necessary for the performance of its functions.

—Without prejudice to its quarterly and special reports, the Commission 
shall, in the event of any reports of violations or of non-compliance with 
the security commitments of this Act, prepare a report containing recom
mendations addressed to the Parties involved.

—The Commission shall be accorded every facility and prompt and full co
operation by the Parties for the appropriate performance of its functions. 
It shall also ensure the confidentiality of all information elicited or 
received in the course of its investigations.
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—The Commission shall transmit its reports and recommendations to the 
States Parties and to the Governments of the Contadora Group on a 
confidential basis. It may make them public when it considers that that 
would contribute to full compliance with the commitments contained in 
the Act.

(d) Rules of procedure
—After the Commission is established, it shall draw up its own rules of 

procedure in consultation with the States Parties.
(e) Duration of the mandate of the Commissioners

— T̂he representatives of the member States of the Commission shall have 
an initial mandate of two years, extendable by common agreement among 
the Parties, and the States participating in the Commission.

(f) Establishment
—The Commission shall be established at the time when the Act is signed.

C. Ad Hoc Conmiittee for Evaluation and Follow-up of Commitments con
cerning Economic and Social Matters

(a) Composition
—For the purposes of this Act, the Meeting of Ministers for Economic 

Affairs of Central America shall constitute the Ad Hoc Committee for 
Evaluation and Follow-up of Commitments concerning Economic and 
Social Matters.

—The Committee shall have a technical and administrative secretariat 
responsible for its ongoing operation; this function shall be assumed by 
the Secretariat of Central American Economic Integration (SIECA).

(b) Functions
— T̂he Committee shall receive the annual reports of the Parties concerning 

progress in complying with the commitments concerning economic and 
social matters.

—The Conmiittee shall make periodic evaluations of the progress made in 
complying with the commitments concerning economic and social mat
ters, using for that purpose the information produced by the Parties and by 
the competent international and regional organizations.

—The Committee shall present, in its periodic reports, proposals for 
strengthening regional co-operation and promoting development plans, 
with particular emphasis on the aspects mentioned in the commitments 
contained in this Act.

4. Financing of the Execution and Follow-up Mechanisms
(a) The Execution and Follow-up Mechanisms referred to in Part II of the Act 

shall be financed through a Fund for Peace in Central America.
(b) The resources for that Fund shall be obtained in the form of equal 

contributions by the States Parties and additional contributions obtained from 
other States, international organizations or other sources, which may be managed 
by the Central American States with the collaboration of the Contadora Group.

• • • • • • •
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102. News Conference Remarks by President Reagan: 
U.S. Policy on the SALT Agreements [Extracts], 
June11,1986^

Q. Mr. President, your decision to tear up the SALT treaty by the end of the year 
has caused great consternation among the allies, among Members of Congress on 
both sides of the aisle, among others who fear that you are creating a more 
dangerous world. My question is: Is this decision irrevocable? And I’d like to 
follow up.

The President. Well, Helen, I have to say that I can understand why they 
would be distressed with the way the news has been carried. But let me go back 
to what the situation really is.

First of all, this treaty, which was signed 7 years ago, was never ratified—well, 
it was more than 7 years ago, I guess. But for 7 years there is supposed to have 
been this restraint and this observation of the—or observance of the treaty’s 
terms. And for 7 years this country has been doing that. The Soviet regime, for 
7 years, has been violating the restraints of the treaty.^

We found it necessary to—or advisable to do away with two Poseidon 
submarines as we launched the last Trident. But that, I had to make plain, while 
it did keep us within the constraints of the SALT agreement, that wasn’t the 
reason. Had there been no SALT agreement, we would have done away with 
those two submarines because—or dismantled them because of the cost and the 
military value of them, or lack of it.̂

But then what I said was that before we reached another point where this might 
be an issue at all, several months away, which has to do with the arming of the 
131 St B-52 with a new air-launch cruise missile; and in the interim period I said 
that we could not go on unilaterally observing the constraints while the Soviet 
Union violated them and gained even greater superiority over us; and that we 
were going to be bound from now on by the necessity of maintaining a deterrent. 
We’re not seeking to achieve superiority over them, but we’re certainly not going 
to let them go on increasing their superiority over us. But I said—because we have 
these several months before that moment comes up—that we were going to do 
our utmost—since they themselves have talked of arms reductions—that we 
were going to do our utmost to see if we couldn’t involve them in replacing this 
SALT treaty, which, first of all, was never ratified, as I said, but, second of all, 
would no longer be in power if it had been ratified, because it was stated for a 
limited period of time—that, if we could replace that with a realistic program of 
arms reduction, which has been my goal ever since I’ve been here. Now we have

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 16, 1986, pp. 780-781, 783. 
 ̂The President is referring here to the SALT II Treaty. For text, see Documents on 

Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Document 82.
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the first Soviet leader, to my knowledge, that has ever voluntarily spoken of 
reducing nuclear weapons. And we want to follow up on that.

Q. Well, it sounds like you are going to tear it up, Mr. President. Do you agree 
with Richard Perle, who branded as Soviet supporters Members of Congress who 
want to keep you within the limits of this treaty?

The President. I’m not going to make any comment on anyone who wants to 
keep this. But I did find it rather strange that some of the Senators who spoke very 
critically of me, without really understanding what it is that I’ve tried to explain 
about this—some of them were Members of the Senate when they refused to 
ratify the treaty to begin with.

The treaty was really nothing but the legitimizing of an arms race. It didn’t do 
anything to reduce nuclear weapons or the nuclear threat. All it did was regulate 
how fast and how much we could continue increasing the number of weapons. 
So, I was always hostile to that particular treaty because it did not reduce 
weapons, and that’s what we’re going to do. But again, as I say, the Soviets have 
an opportunity to meet us now with regard to some of the very things they ’ ve been 
proposing—arms reduction. And we will observe the constraints to the same 
extent that the Soviet Union does. But we can’t go on unilaterally observing this 
while they take off on their own with the violations that they’ve already made, 
and probably more to come.

• • • • • • •

Q. Mr. President, if I could pursue the questions on your decision on the SALT 
treaty: On one hand, you’re saying that the Soviets have continued to increase 
their superiority over us. On the other hand, you said that the treaty did not 
constrain either side in terms of the arms race and was one of the reasons you were 
not for it. It really can’t be both ways.

At the same time, we’ve had a massive defense buildup, the Reagan defense 
buildup. Which way is it? Have the Soviets been able to increase superiority over 
this period of time, or has the treaty not been able to stop them?

The President. No, it hasn’t been able to. The treaty actually set limits, as for 
example, that you could only have one new type of weapon now that you could 
develop that didn’t exist. And they have developed two instead of one. And this 
was a violation. It also set numbers and figures so that it was a restraint to the 
extent of just not an all-out arms race with no limit on the way you could progress.

But when you say about achieving, remember, we’re still playing catch-up. 
They were building when we were dismantling. And we feel that, as I’ve said 
before, there’s no way that we can allow them to reach for and get a superiority. 
And we don’t want a superiority over them. But also we simply want to maintain 
enough of a deterrent that even with whatever superiority they have it won’t be 
enough for them to take the chance on the followup action that could happen.

Q. If I could just follow that up: At the same time, your own arms control 
director, Mr. Adelman, has said that the Soviet violations have not had any great 
military significance. What is the possibility now, since the violations them
selves—which have been disputed by some people as to their significance—what 
is the possibility that by abandoning the treaty now, which is, as you just
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admitted, has some limited significance in providing some degree of predictabil
ity, that we won’t go into a complete arms race now? What’s to replace SALT at 
this point? And why make this decision now?

The President. Didn’t make it now. I said we’ve got several months here in 
which we’re going to try to involve them in the things they, themselves, have been 
talking about—and that is a definite arms reduction program. This is the only 
thing that makes sense in the world, and I’ve been talking about this since 1980. 
And I said I was sick and tired of agreements that just said, ‘Well, we’ll only go 
at this pace in our increasing the number of weapons.” Let’s get around to getting 
rid of them as much as we can.

• • • • • • •

103. Communique of the Warsaw Pact Political Con
sultative Committee [Extract], June 11,1986^

I.

The participants in the meeting expressed serious concern at the tense world 
situation which has emerged as a consequence of the intensifying arms race, 
particularly the nuclear arms race in connection with the steps of the United 
States and NATO. The United States and NATO are unwilling to embark on the 
road of curbing the arms race, preventing its extension to outer space and putting 
an end to nuclear tests. They evade to respond to initiatives of such great 
importance as the programme proposed by the Soviet Union for the complete 
elimination of weapons of mass destruction by the end of the twentieth century. 
The deployment of American medium-range missiles in Europe continues and 
the manifestations of the imperialist policy of force and flagrant interference in 
the internal affairs of other States are on the increase. The hopes of peoples for 
effective steps towards disarmament and the revival of detente, hopes raised by 
the Soviet-American summit meeting in Geneva and its accords of principle are 
still to come true.

The world has arrived at a stage of its development where reluctance to address 
the fundamental questions of our age is tantamount to jeopardizing the fate of the 
whole of civilization. Under the present circumstances no State or group of States 
can build its own security and well-being upon imposing its will on other 
countries and peoples by military force. Such policy, whether called “neoglobal- 
ism” or justified by the struggle against terrorism, or by any other pretext, offers 
no perspective. Such policy is fatal for mankind.

The fundamental task of our age is to safeguard peace, to halt the arms race and 
to proceed to concrete disarmament measures, especially in the nuclear field. The

 ̂CD/700 and Corr.l. The communique was issued in Budapest.
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possibility to solve this task is there, to break the growing tendency of the threat 
of war and to guide international relations back to the course of detente. It is 
possible and necessary for mankind to block the way to a nuclear catastrophe.

The participants in the meeting are firmly convinced that the security and 
peaceful conditions for development and progress of all countries and peoples 
can be reliably guaranteed only by political means through the joint efforts of all 
States. This position corresponds to the realities of the nuclear age and attests to 
the great sense of responsibility felt by the participants for the fate of their peoples 
and all mankind.

In the present situation there is no reasonable alternative to peaceful co
existence among States. Today it is necessary to observe, more strictly than ever, 
the principles of respect for national independence and sovereignty, the renun
ciation of the use of force and the threat of force, the inviolability of frontiers and 
territorial integrity, peaceful settlement of disputes, non-interference in internal 
affairs, equality, and other generally recognized norms of intemational relations.

II.

Reaffirming the timeliness of the goals and tasks defined in the Declaration of 
the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee held in Sofia on 25 [23] 
October 1985,  ̂the Warsaw Treaty member States consider it their duty to strive 
steadfastly and consistently for averting the nuclear threat, bringing about a 
favourable turn in the European and world situation, and developing fruitful co
operation among States. The allied socialist countries seek to create a compre
hensive system of intemational security which would embrace the military, 
political, economic and humanitarian fields alike. The foreign policy course of 
the fraternal countries, as embodied in the congress resolutions of their leading 
parties, is directed towards the creation of a world secure for all and free of 
weapons and war.

The participants in the meeting firmly advocate the continuation and deepen
ing of the political dialogue among States with different social systems, ensuring 
as fully as possible its concrete and successful character. This also applies to 
contacts between the Soviet Union and the United States started at the highest 
level in Geneva as well as to the continuation of both multilateral and bilateral 
talks among European countries.

III.

The States represented at the meeting are ready to establish the widest range 
of co-operation with other countries to end the arms race on Earth and to prevent 
its extension to outer space and to promote disarmament, and they appeal for 
joining efforts first of all in the following fields:

The cessation of nuclear tests. This would be a highly significant and easily 
achievable measure towards disarmament which would prevent the improve
ment of nuclear weapons and the creation of new types of such weapons. The road 
to achieving their goal leads through the mutual moratorium of the Soviet Union

^Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 757-764
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and the United States on nuclear explosions and the immediate start of negotia
tions on a complete ban on nuclear tests under the strictest supervision. The 
participants in the meeting welcome the renewed extension by the Soviet Union 
of its unilateral moratorium and call on the United States to follow suit. At the 
same time the participants call on other nuclear-weapon States to cease nuclear 
testing and to take steps toward the early conclusion of an agreement on a general 
ban on such tests.

The mutual and complete elimination of Soviet and American medium-range 
missiles deployed in the European region, on the understanding that Great 
Britain and France would not increase their nuclear arsenals in question and that 
the United States would not transfer its strategic and medium-range missiles to 
other countries. Should the American medium-range missiles deployed in 
Europe be fully dismantled, the Soviet enhanced-range tactical missiles would 
also be removed from the territories of the German Democratic Republic and the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

Specific agreements at the Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space 
weapons which would take into account the interests of both sides as well as those 
of all other States. The member States of the Warsaw Treaty reconfirm their 
commitment to the treaties and agreements signed in the field of arms control and 
disarmament and they consistently call on the United States to strictly adhere to 
the SALT agreements.^ Dangers are held out by “Star Wars”, the programme of 
space strike weapons, by the accession of other States to it, and by the elaboration 
of plans such as the “European Defense Initiative” in several West-European 
countries. Outer space must be used for peaceful purposes, for the benefit of all 
mankind.

The destruction of types of mass-destruction weapons like chemical weapons 
and the liquidation of the industrial base for their production by the end of this 
century. Efforts should be persistently intensified to ensure the successful 
completion of negotiations at the Geneva Conference on the conclusion of a 
corresponding agreement. States should refrain from any action likely to impede 
the complete prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons. The participants 
in the meeting take a firm stand against the further increase of arsenals of this type 
of mass-destruction weapons and their deployment in the territories of other 
countries and call on the NATO countries to refrain from the realization of plans 
for the production and deployment in Europe of binary weapons, a particularly 
dangerous type of chemical weapons.

Significant reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons at the global 
and regional level. The member States of the Warsaw Treaty recommend to start 
these kinds of reductions in Europe where the concentration of troops and 
armaments has reached a particularly dangerous scale. In this connection the 
meeting approved an Appeal to the NATO member States and to all European 
countries.

Implementation of effective supervision in all areas and stages of the reduction 
of armaments and disarmament by both national technical means and intema-

^For the SALT agreements, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197-205 and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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tional procedures, including on-site inspection. The States represented at the 
meeting are ready to agree on any supplementary measure of supervision.

The member States reaffirm their position that further efforts should be made 
on an international scale to eliminate foreign military bases and to withdraw 
foreign troops stationed in other countries.

Practical measures aimed at arms reduction and disarmament may release 
enormous material, financial and human resources for peaceful and creative 
purposes, including the elimination of economic backwardness in several parts 
of the world. The participants in the meeting attach great importance to the 
convening, in accordance with the relevant resolution of the United Nations, of 
an international conference on questions of disarmament and development.

The alarming international situation urgently demands that the existing fora of 
bilateral and multilateral arms control and disarmament negotiations should 
function effectively and not be used as a screen to justify the arms race.

IV.

The Warsaw Treaty member States regard the strengthening of European 
security and co-operation a central task of their foreign policies. They take a stand 
for lowering the level of military confrontation in Europe, for reducing military 
capabilities on the continent, and for steady progress in making the territory of 
Europe completely free of nuclear and chemical weapons. The establishment of 
zones free from these weapons of mass destruction in the Balkans and in the 
central, Nordic and other regions of the continent would facilitate strengthened 
stability and confidence. The proposals recently put forward by the German 
Democratic Republic and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic"  ̂as well as the 
People’s Republic of Bulgaria and the Socialist Republic of Romania and 
supported by the participants in the meeting are aimed at these goals.

TTie cause of detente in Europe would be served by the conclusion of mutually 
acceptable agreements at the Vienna talks on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in Europe.

The successful outcome of the first stage of the Stockholm Conference would 
contribute to the consolidation of security and confidence in Europe and would 
create more favourable conditions for moving on to elaborating disarmament 
questions on an all-European scale.

As long as the opposing military groupings in Europe exist, the proposal of the 
Warsaw Treaty member States remains valid to conclude a treaty with the NATO 
countries on the mutual renunciation of the use of armed force and on the 
maintenance of peaceful relations that would also be open to other countries. 
With a view to alleviating the current tense situation, the participants in the 
meeting are for the continuation and development of the dialogue between the 
Warsaw Treaty and NATO countries, including the establishment of direct 
contacts between the two organizations for the purpose of reaching appropriate 
agreements.

^Ibid., 1985, pp. 601-602, 821-822.
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In the prevailing international situation the States represented at the meeting 
consider it important for steps to be taken to improve the situation in the 
Mediterranean region and to make this region become a zone of lasting peace, 
security, good neighbourliness and co-operation. The simultaneous withdrawal 
of the naval forces of the Soviet Union and the United States from the Mediter
ranean could play an important role in this respect.

The socialist countries attach great importance to the meeting of the States 
participating in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe to be held 
in Vienna next November and stand ready to contribute to a balanced develop
ment of the all-European process in all fields covered by the Helsinki Final Act.^

The establishment of official contacts between the Council for Mutual Eco
nomic Assistance or individual CMEA-countries and the European Economic 
Community would open new possibilities for mutually advantageous co-opera
tion.

Calls for a revision of borders between European States and for a change in 
their socio-political systems are incongruous with the strengthening of trust, 
mutual understanding and good-neighbourly relations in Europe. The post- 
World War Two borders on the continent are inviolable. Respect for the present- 
day territorial and political realities is an indispensable condition for lasting 
peace in Europe and for normal relations between States of the continent. The 
activity of revanchist forces, first of all those in the Federal Republic of Germany, 
and the encouragement of revanchism wherever it may be, run counter to the 
interests of peace, security and co-operation in Europe, to the spirit and letter of 
the Helsinki Final Act.

Europe needs the revival of detente, and its advancement towards a more stable 
phase. This is the only way of guaranteeing stable security for all peoples of 
Europe, ending the division of the continent, and bringing about a Europe of 
peace, friendly co-operation, and good-neighbourliness. This is a realistic goal 
and it can be achieved through active joint efforts.

104. Appeal by the Members of the Warsaw Pact to the 
Members of NATO for a Program of the Reduction 
of Armed Forces and Conventional Armaments in 
Europe, June 11,1986^

The Warsaw Treaty member States, being aware of their responsibility to their 
respective peoples and to mankind for the peace of Europe and the world at large 
and seeking a radical change for the better in the current complicated intema-

 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ibid., 1975  ̂pp. 304-308. 
For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, no. 1888, September 
1, 1975, pp. 323-350.

‘ CD/700 and Corr. 1. The appeal was issued in Budapest.
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tional situation, are of the view that now, more than ever, there is a need for taking 
resolute action and concrete measures aimed at ending the arms race, proceeding 
to effective disarmament and averting the danger of war.

They support the programme proposed by the Soviet Union for the complete 
and comprehensive liquidation of nuclear and other types of weapons of mass 
destruction by the end of this century. They are convinced that the cessation of 
nuclear testing, the achievement of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of 
the extension of the arms race to outer space, a ban on and the liquidation of 
chemical weapons and other disarmament measures would be conducive to 
bringing about a more secure world for the peoples of Europe and the entire globe.

The allied States profess a complex approach to disarmament problems and 
that the liquidation of weapons of mass destruction be supported by significant 
cuts in armed forces and conventional armaments. Along with making Europe 
free of nuclear weapons, the problem of the reduction of armed forces and 
conventional armaments is acquiring an ever greater significance for the present 
and future of the European continent. It is on this continent that the two largest 
groupings of armed forces equipped with the most up-to-date armaments face 
each other and the destructive power of some systems of conventional armaments 
is growing equal to that of mass-destruction weapons. The allied States seek to 
ensure that concrete nuclear disarmament measures and cuts in conventional 
armaments and armed forces are followed by appropriate reductions in the 
military spending of the States.

Guided by these considerations, the Warsaw Treaty member States present 
these concrete proposals to all the other European States, to the United States of 
America and Canada. These proposals constitute a significant supplement to the 
programme for the elimination of weapons of mass destruction, but at the same 
time bear an independent character, and their realization would substantially 
reduce the danger of war in Europe.

I.

The Warsaw Treaty member States propose a substantial reduction in the land 
and tactical air forces of European States and in the corresponding forces of the 
United States and Canada stationed in Europe. Simultaneously with conven
tional armaments, tactical nuclear weapons with a range of up to 1,000 kilometres 
should also be reduced.

The geographical zone of reduction includes the whole territory of Europe, 
from the Atlantic Ocean to the Urals.

They propose that the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments 
in Europe be carried out gradually at agreed times, with the military balance 
maintained at ever lower levels and without jeopardizing the security of any of 
the parties. In addition, parallel to the troops under reduction their armaments and 
equipment inclusive of nuclear means would also be dismantled.

As a first step, a one-time mutual reduction is proposed to be carried out in such 
a way that the troop strength of the countries belonging to the opposing military- 
political alliances be cut by 100,000-150,000 troops on each side within a year 
or two. Cuts in tactical air forces as part of these measures would be a great 
significance. Immediately afterwards, given the willingness of the NATO
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countries to act likewise, the Warsaw Treaty member States are ready to carry out 
further significant reductions, as a result of which, the land forces and tactical air 
forces of both military alliances in Europe would, by the early 1990s, be reduced 
by some 25 per cent as compared with present levels. Such reductions would 
affect more than half a million troops on each side, thus the opposing armed 
forces in Europe would be reduced by over 1 million troops.

The allied socialist States stand for continuing the process of reductions in the 
armed forces and armaments of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty. Significant 
reductions in the armed forces and armaments of the two alliances would make 
it possible for all the other European countries to join this process.

They propose that the components of armed forces to be reduced be demobi
lized in the form of equivalent larger units, units and subunits, together with their 
troop arms and equipment. Troops would be discharged in accordance with 
established procedures in the given State.

Armaments and equipment subject to reduction could be destroyed or stored 
on national territories in accordance with agreed procedures. Nuclear warheads 
should be destroyed. Certain types of military equipment could, subject to 
agreement, be transferred for peaceful purposes.

Funds becoming available as a result of appropriate reductions in armed forces 
and conventional armaments cannot be allocated to the creation of new types of 
weapons or to other military purposes; they should be used for the needs of 
economic and social development.

The States signing the Agreement on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments would undertake not to increase their land forces and tactical strike 
air forces outside the zone of reduction.

II.

The Warsaw Treaty member States propose to work out such a system of 
reductions in armed forces and conventional armaments under which the process 
of reduction would result in a lessening of the danger of surprise attack and would 
contribute to the consolidation of strategic stability on the European continent. 
With this end in view, they propose to come to agreement at the very beginning 
of the process on a significant reduction in the tactical air forces of the two 
military-political alliances in Europe and on lowering the level of the concentra
tion of troops along the lines of contact between the two alliances.

For the same purpose, supplementary measures would be elaborated and 
implemented which were suitable for strengthening the conviction of the 
countries of the Warsaw Treaty and NATO and the other States of Europe that 
surprise offensive operations would not be launched against them.

They plan to reach agreement on limiting the number and size of larger military 
exercises and on exchanging more detailed information about the size of forces 
and equipment regrouped to Europe from other regions for the period of military 
exercises, and on other measures facilitating the increase of mutual trust.

The implementation of measures like the establishment of nuclear and chemi
cal weapon-free zones on the European continent, gradual reduction in the 
military activity of the two military alliances, the establishment of co-operation 
among their member States on questions of arms reduction and disarmament
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would facilitate the strengthening of confidence, the creation of more favourable 
conditions for the reduction of armed forces and armaments in Europe.

III.

The reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments would take place 
accompanied by reliable and effective verification through national technical 
means and international procedures including on-site inspection.

They propose to organize, together with measures of verification for the 
process of reduction, the observation of the military activities of troops remain
ing after reductions.

Appropriate forms of verification would be applied concerning measures 
strengthening mutual confidence and implemented in harmony with the agree
ments.

For purposes of verification the parties will exchange, at an agreed date, data 
on the total troop strengths of their land forces and tactical strike air forces 
stationed in the zone of reduction and separately on their components to be 
reduced and on those not affected by the reduction. They will exchange 
information concerning the designation of the formations to be dismantled, their 
troop strength, location, and the quantity of their main types of weapons agreed 
upon. The parties would notify each other of the beginning and completion of the 
reduction.

For purposes of verification, an international consultative committee will be 
formed with the participation of representatives of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty 
as well as of interested neutral and non-aligned and other countries of Europe.

On-site inspection of the reduction of armed forces and the destruction or 
stockpiling of armaments could be carried out, if necessary, with the involvement 
of representatives of the intemational consultative committee. For purposes of 
such supervision posts of control, composed of representatives of the intema
tional consultative committee, would be set up at major railway centres, airports 
and harbours.

IV.

The present proposals for the reduction of armed forces and conventional 
armaments in Europe could be the subject of concrete discussion in the second 
stage of the conference on confidence- and security-building measures and 
disarmament in Europe.

At the same time, keeping in mind the pressing urgency of taking measures to 
lower the level of military confrontation in Europe, the Warsaw Treaty member 
States would consider it possible to proceed without delay to explore the 
proposals presented here. To this end, they deem it possible to convene a special 
forum with the participation of the European States as well as the United States 
and Canada.

They are also prepared to widen the framework of the Vienna negotiations on 
the mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe through 
the inclusion of other European States and the corresponding modification of the 
terms of reference of those negotiations.
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While expressing their readiness to make use of all possible channels and for 
mutually lowering the level of military confrontation on an all-European scale, 
they reaffirm their interest in reducing armaments and armed forces in Central 
Europe and come out once again for a successful conclusion of the first stage of 
the Stockholm Conference.

In terms of the assessment of the real intentions of military-political groupings 
and individual States the question of military doctrines is no less important. The 
mutual suspicion and distrust accumulated over many years must be dispelled, 
the two sides must be thoroughly acquainted with each other's problems in this 
regard, too. For the sake of European and world security the military concepts and 
doctrines of military alliances must be of a defensive character.

The Warsaw Treaty member States declare with full responsibility that they 
will never, under any circumstances, initiate military actions against any State, 
whether in Europe or in another region of the world, if they themselves are not 
victims of aggression. Their proposals stem from their consistent policy aimed 
at the elimination of the military threat, the creation of a stable and secure world, 
from the defensive character of their military doctrine which presupposes the 
maintenance of armed forces at the lowest possible level and the reduction of 
military capabilities to a level indispensable for defence.

The member States of the Warsaw Treaty were guided by the same peaceful 
intentions when they presented their proposal for the simultaneous dissolution of 
the two military alliances.

The member States of NATO also profess the defensive nature of their alliance. 
Consequently there can be no obstacle to the mutual and significant reduction of 
armed forces and conventional armaments in Europe.

In presenting this Appeal, the Warsaw Treaty member States set no prelimi
nary conditions for starting the objective discussion of the proposals contained 
therein. They are ready to consider, in a creative spirit, other relevant proposals 
formulated either by the NATO member States, by the neutral and non-aligned 
or the other States of Europe.

105. Statement by the Principal Deputy Press Secre
tary to the President (Speal(es): l\/lutual and Bal
anced Force Reductions Talks, June 12,1986^

The Warsaw Pact statement regarding troop reduction was made at a Warsaw 
Pact meeting in Budapest yesterday.^ This has apparently been agreed to by 
Warsaw Pact leaders but has not been presented for a detailed Western review in 
any of the conventional arms control fora. That would be not yet in Vienna, where 
MB PR is being considered, or CDE in Geneva, or the Conference on Disarma
ment in Stockholm.

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 16, 1986, p. 787. 
 ̂Supra.
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We find the ideas, as reported, of interest and would welcome the opportunity 
to analyze concrete proposals embodying them. We would note, however, that 
the Warsaw Pact has not responded fully to a more modest, but more concrete, 
NATO proposal last November at Vienna for a first step toward conventional 
reductions. That proposal, last November, involved initial reductions of U.S. 
troops by 5,000 and Soviet troops by 11,500 with a 3-year, no-increase commit
ment on forces in the zone. Also, it called for a development of a verification 
regime over 3 years and the development of an agreed database on which future 
reductions would be calculated.^

106. Letter From Senator Gore to The New York Times: 
The SALT II Treaty, June 16,1986’

To the Editor:
Kenneth L. Adelman’s argument in defense of the President’s decision to 

abandon the second strategic-arms accord (Op-Ed, June 15) represents a stunning 
repudiation of the case once made by the Committee on the Present Danger in 
opposition to SALT 11.̂

The committee’s complaint was that the treaty failed to reduce the Soviet 
Union’s advantage in intercontinental-ballistic-missile throw-weight. Such an 
advantage, it was argued, would allow the Russians an option to break out of the 
treaty and, by quickly multiplying the number of warheads in their force, threaten 
us with a first-strike capability. This was the “fatal flaw” in SALT II that Mr. 
Reagan alleged in his campaign.

It now appears, according to Mr. Adelman, that we need never have worried 
about such a contingency. Why? Because scenarios involving large increases in 
the number of Soviet warheads are only “easily made on paper,” but would be 
time-consuming, expensive and not especially useful militarily. Where was Mr. 
Adelman when we could have used these moderate counsels? He was a member 
of the Committee on the Present Danger.

Nobody can predict what the Russians are going to do in the absence of SALT 
constraints. Mr. Adelman could not have done it when he was convinced SALT 
was bad because it might allow a major Soviet breakout. He can’t do it now that 
he thinks SALT is useless because a major Soviet breakout isn’t worth worrying 
about.

All we can do is note that SALT constrained the number of ballistic-missile 
launchers the Russians could have at a level substantially below the number they 
are capable of deploying. And all we can do is note that SALT blocked the

^Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 898-899, 906-910.
' The New York Times, June 25,1986, p. A-26. Copyright 1980 by The New York Times 

Company. Reprinted by permission.
^The SALT II agreement appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff. 

ACDA Director Adelman’s June 15 letter to The New YorkTimes is not printed here. See 
instead his June 18 letter to members of Congress, printed post. Document 108.
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Russians from deploying as many warheads on their heavy intercontinental 
missiles as they might have.

Within these constraints, Soviet modernization was permitted—but under 
conditions where each move required a tradeoff. And so, as Mr. Adelman agrees, 
the Russians had to dismantle and destroy launchers for at least 540 strategic 
weapons. One might also argue that they were forced to remove almost 800 other 
weapons from their launchers to swap them for replacements. Without these 
constraints, the Russians would have been at liberty to add on new weapons to 
old, rather than replace the old. Indeed, that was their practice before the SALT 
agreements.

According to Mr. Adelman, we would have been better off if the Russians 
never had to make any forced adjustments, and we need not worry about what will 
happen once they no longer have such an obligation. It is a huge gamble to make, 
with the national security at stake. In my view, until and unless the President 
brings back something from the negotiating table, he ought not to have bet the 
farm. Mr. Adelman advised him to shoot the works.

Moreover, I would feel less uneasy about Mr. Adelman’s recommendations if 
he—as director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency—were not prone 
to serious errors.

For example, Mr. Adelman claims the Russians have “exceeded the limit on 
missile launchers.” This is not true. If it were, the case for SALT compliance by 
the U.S. would be severely damaged. The Russians, however, have accurately 
kept SALT limits off different categories of missile launchers. Perhaps Mr. 
Adelman meant to refer to a dispute we have with them over whether they are 
slightly above the total of strategic nuclear-delivery vehicles they had on the day 
the treaty was signed. But that is a different issue, of far more limited importance.

Unfortunately, even if he corrected such errors, what remains is a gross mistake 
in U.S. policy, to which Mr. Adelman has enthusiastically contributed.

107. Report by the House Committee on Foreign Af
fairs: Resolution on Adherence to the Numerical 
Limits of the SALT Agreements, June 17,1986^

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 350) providing that the President shall continue to 
adhere to the numerical sublimits of the SALT agreements^ as long as the Soviet 
Union does likewise, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with 
an amendment and recommend that the concurrent resolution as amended do 
pass.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike out all after the resolving clause and insert the following:

’ Providing That the President Shall Continue To Adhere to the Numerical Sublimits 
of the SALT Agreements as Long as the Soviet Union Does Likewise : Report. . .

 ̂For the texts of the SALT agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
197-205 and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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SECTION 1. FINDINGS

The Congress finds that—
(1) The constraints on the growth of Soviet nuclear forces, especially those 

involving numerical sublimits, imposed by the SALT arms control agree
ments serve vital United States national security interests, especially in this 
time of fiscal austerity;

(2) a failure to adhere to the SALT agreements would result in a 
significantly increased threat to the United States by allowing the Soviet 
Union to increase significantly the number of warheads it could have under 
the SALT agreements and to substitute all of its single-warhead ICBMs and 
SLBMs with multiple-warhead missiles;

(3) the SALT agreements provide some important measures for monitor
ing Soviet nuclear force developments and for verification;

(4) the United States and the Soviet Union have not undercut the numerical 
sublimits of the SALT agreements;

(5) although allowing for modemization under which the Soviets have 
removed over 800ICBM missiles and replaced them with newer types, the 
SALT agreements have required the Soviet Union to dismantle over 260 
ICBM launchers, over 240 SLBM launchers, and 14 Yankee-class nuclear 
missile-carrying submarines;

(6) the Administration contends that the Soviet Union has violated some 
of the provisions of the SALT agreements that do not deal with numerical 
sublimits by taking such steps as deploying more than one new type of 
ICBM, exceeding the limit on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, and 
excessively encrypting telemetry;

(7) disputes over Soviet compliance with the SALT agreements could be 
resolved within the Standing Consultative Commission, by the on-going 
negotiations at Geneva, or by other means; and

(8) our European allies have expressed their special concern over the 
tentative decision to discontinue United States adherence to the SALT 
agreements in the future.

SEC. 2. CONTINUED ADHERENCE TO SALT NUMERICAL SUBLIMITS AND OVERALL 

NUMERICAL LIMIT.

The President shall continue to adhere to the numerical sublimits of the 
SALT agreements as long as the Soviet Union does likewise, and the 
President shall continue to adhere to the overall numerical limit of the SALT 
agreements as long as the Soviet Union does likewise.

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION

The purpose of the resolution is to provide that the President shall continue to 
adhere to the numerical sublimits of the SALT agreements as long as the Soviet 
Union does likewise and that the President shall continue to adhere to the overall
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numerical limit of the SALT agreements as long as the Soviet Union does 
likewise.

The SALT II agreement, signed by President Carter and General Secretary 
Brezhnev in 1979 but never approved by the Senate, contains the following 
numerical sublimits, to which House Concurrent Resolution 350 refers:

—820 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM’s) carrying multiple inde
pendently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRV’s);

—1,200 ICBM’s carrying MIRV’s and submarine launched ballistic mis
siles (SLBM’s) carrying MIRV’s;

— 1,320 ICBM’s carrying MIRV’s, plus SLBM’s carrying MIRV’s, plus 
heavy bombers equipped for air-launched cruise missiles capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers.

As a separate but related element, SALT II also provides for an overall strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicle (missiles and heavy bombers) numerical limit of 2,400.

The SALT I Interim Agreement, signed by President Nixon and General 
Secretary Brezhnev and approved by the Congress in 1972, provides for 
sublimits on SLBM launchers and ballistic missile submarines.

COMMTTTEE COMMENT

In favorably reporting House Concurrent Resolution 350, the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs expresses its strong concern about President Reagan’s May 27, 
1986, announcement that his administration would no longer be bound by the 
SALT arms control agreements and that the United States could possibly exceed 
the SALT numerical sublimits as early as this November.^

Based upon extensive examination and discussion of the SALT agreements, 
the conmiittee concludes that abandoning SALT at this time would cause adverse 
military, budgetary, and diplomatic problems for the United States. Moreover, 
abandoning the SALT agreements at this time could destroy the entire arms 
control process, which has been carefully nurtured over a 15-year period by 
Presidents Johnson, Nixon, Ford, and Carter.

Issues of Soviet noncompliance with the SALT agreements (particularly 
Soviet encryption of telemetry and the deployment of more than one “new type” 
of missile) are very serious concerns in need of further clarification and 
resolution through appropriate channels such as the Standing Consultative 
Commission (SCC). However, the committee finds that vital U.S. national 
security interests are served by continued Soviet adherence to the SALT 
numerical sublimits. This outweighs the adverse implications of abandoning the 
SALT agreements, thereby permitting Soviet noncompliance with all of the 
provisions of the agreements.

House Concurrent Resolution 350 provides that the President shall maintain 
the numerical sublimits of the SALT agreements, as long as the Soviet Union 
does not breach those sublimits, and to comply with the overall numerical limit 
of the SALT agreements as long as the Soviet Union does likewise. Conversely, 
the resolution does not require the President to adhere to any of the SALT

 ̂Document 82.
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numerical sublimits of the treaty if the Soviet Union has not complied with those 
sublimits. In addition, the United States is not bound by the overall numerical 
limit of SALT II if the Soviet Union has failed to comply with that overall 
numerical limit.

COMMITTEE ACTION

As part of the Foreign Affairs Committee’s oversight of arms control as an 
important issue of national security, the Subcommittee on Arms Control, 
International Security, and Science conducted hearings on “The Implications of 
Abandoning SALT” on April 15, 1986. The subcommittee heard from the 
Honorable Harold Brown, former Secretary of Defense, and currently distin
guished visiting professor of National Security Affairs, Johns Hopkins Foreign 
Policy Institute,"  ̂and the Honorable Ralph Earle, former Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, and chief U.S. negotiator to the SALT II talks.

On June 12 the committee heard from representatives of the Department of 
State and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency before marking up House 
Concurrent Resolution 350.^

The resolution was subsequently favorably approved after the committee 
adopted an amendment in the nature of a substitute by a recorded vote of 29 to 11.

KEY ISSUES AND COMMITTEE CONCLUSIONS

In reporting House Concurrent Resolution 350, as amended, the committee 
agreed to a number of findings. These findings, with an elaboration of the key 
issues, are as follows:

(1) The constraints in the growth of Soviet nuclear forces, especially those 
involving numerical sublimits, imposed by the SALT arms control agreements 
serve vital United States national security interests, especially in this time of 
fiscal austerity.

The following adverse implications for U.S. national security interest would 
result from abandoning the numerical sublimits imposed by the SALT arms 
control agreements:

—Between 1985 and 1990, the United States would lose the opportunity to 
force the Soviets to retire more existing strategic systems (approximately 
twice as many) than the United States would be required to retire if the 
SALT process were in force.

—^Due to greater capacity for producing strategic forces and the greater 
throw weight of its ICBM force, the Soviet Union could deploy a larger 
number of strategic weapons than the United States is currently capable 
of deploying. In the near term, such a development would place U.S. land- 
based forces at greater risk and create the very situation the administration 
has vigorously argued must be avoided.

 ̂Document 60.
 ̂Continued Compliance With the SALT Agreements: Markup.. .on H. Con. Res. 350.
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—Large increases in the number of Soviet strategic weapons would compli
cate U.S. efforts to secure its ICBM force through the deployment of a 
small single-warhead mobile missile.

—In a year that will most likely see a zero-growth budget in defense, the 
economic capability of the United States to respond to a Soviet buildup 
without SALT will be severely inhibited. With the Gramm-Rudman 
deficit reduction plan in effect the United States will be left with hard 
choices: To raise taxes, further cut social programs or reduce deployments 
of conventional weapons, or to let the Soviets race ahead of the United 
States without SALT.

—Any prospect of eventually deploying a Strategic Defense Initiative 
(SDI)-like antiballistic missile system would be seriously jeopardized and 
be made far more costly if both sides were allowed to expand freely their 
offensive nuclear arsenals.

—A decision by the administration to abandon SALT could play directly 
into the hands of the Soviet Union’s strongest suit, numerical strength, and 
undermine the United States offsetting technological edge.

In short, given both its projected strategic deployments and current force 
posture, the Soviet Union is better positioned to achieve a strategic advantage in 
a world without the SALT agreements. A world without SALT in which the 
Soviet Union enjoyed the option of pursuing such an advantage would clearly be 
anathema to U.S. national security interests.

Failure by either side to adhere to the SALT arms control agreements could 
also result in a complete breakdown in the regime of arms control and produce 
an unrestrained arms race. Such a development could eliminate the prospect for 
arms control in Geneva and elsewhere in the near and perhaps long term; call into 
question the continued viability of the ABM Treaty; foster the deployment of 
new and even more destructive nuclear systems; increase the uncertainty on both 
sides about the capabilities and intentions of the other; strain U.S.-Allied 
relations; exacerbate United States-Soviet relations, and ultimately increase the 
risk of an all-out nuclear war.

(2) A failure to adhere to the SALT agreements would result in a significantly 
increased threat to the United States by allowing the Soviet Union to increase 
significantly the number of warheads it could have under the SALT agreements 
and to substitute all of its single-warhead ICBM* s and SLBM's with multiple- 
warhead missiles.

Without SALT constraints, the Soviet Union could significantly increase the 
number of warheads in its strategic arsenal, and under various, though reason
able, assumptions, could more than double the number of warheads.

A Congressional Research Study (“U.S./Soviet Strategic Nuclear Forces: 
Potential Trends With or Without SALT”—11/5/84) concludes that the Soviet 
Union could more than double the number of warheads in its strategic arsenal 
from the December 1983 level of 9,771 to a December 1984 level of 20,694 
warheads.

The CRS study assumes that the United States and the U.S.S.R. would 
mutually abandon the no-undercut policy and that both countries would extend 
and accelerate production rates for certain weapons.
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Soviet programs could be extended in the following manner:
—^beginning in 1987,convert308SS-18’sfrom lOto 14 warheads resulting 

in an increase of 1,232 warheads from current levels;
—^produce 300 SS-24 missiles through 1994;
—beginning in 1990, double the deployment rate of Typhoon-class SSBN’s; 
—^produce 100 Bear H bombers through 1990;
—^produce 225 Blackjack bombers through 1994;
—deploy 250 ALCM-equipped bombers (100 Bear H ’ s and 150 Blackjacks) 

by the end of 1994.
The figures compiled in the CRS study, moreover, were corroborated by the 

CIA at a hearing on “Soviet Strategic Force Developments” before the Senate 
Committee on Armed Service’s Subcommittee on Defense (6/26/85). During the 
hearing, Lawrence K. Gershwin, National Intelligence Officer for Strategic 
Programs, National Intelligence Council, said the following about the potential 
growth of Soviet strategic forces: . .in the absence of arms control constraints,
[the Soviets] clearly have the capability for further expansion to between 16,000 
and 21,000 deployed warheads by the mid-1990’s.” Those figures were also 
endorsed by representatives from ACDA and the State Department during the 
markup of House Concurrent Resolution 350.

According to the Joint Chiefs on Staff (JCS) figures, the Soviet Union has over 
1,000 SALT accountable single-warhead missiles (not including the single
warhead SS-25) in its operational forces:

Absent the numerical sublimits of the SALT agreements, the Soviet Union 
would be free to replace all of its 1,118 single-warhead ICBM’s and SLBM’s 
with multiple warhead missiles. In the case of MIRV’ed ICBM’s, the Soviet 
Union (currently at 818 MIRV’ed ICBM’s, 2 short of the 820 SALT limit) is 
required to remove MIRV’ed ICBM’s on a one-for-one basis as it deploys newer 
MIRV’ed ICBM’s. Without SALT, no such constraint on Soviet ICBM’s would 
exist.

(3) The SALT agreements provide some important measures for monitoring 
Soviet nuclear force developments and for verification.

The SALT agreements are structured to facilitate adequate verification by the 
existing intelligence systems of the United States and the Soviet Union. For 
example, the launcher was chosen as SALT’s basic unit of account because it can 
be monitored by each country’s reconnaissance satellites. Similarly, the charac
teristic of MIRV’ed missiles can be verified in a manner to determine the number 
of reentry vehicles each type of missile carries and its characteristics. The SALT 
agreements contain provisions that limit the number of reentry vehicles a ballistic

SS-11....
SS-13....
SS-N -6.. 
SS-N -8.. 
SS-N-17

450
60

304
292

12

Total 1,118
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missile type can carry to the maximum number of MIRV’s carried during the 
missile’s testing phase.

SALT enhances verification by providing for a number of cooperative meas
ures to assist in the gathering of intelligence through national technical means— 
NTM—(that is, reconnaissance satellites and ground-based technical systems 
such as radars and radio antennas). To assist NTM monitoring compliance, the 
SALT agreements: Prohibit the deliberate denial (encryption) of telemetry 
(information emitted from a missile during testing) needed to verify compliance 
with the treaty; ban the use of deliberate concealment measures that impede 
verification; require the use of functionally related observable differences 
(FROD’s) to distinguish different types of systems; and require advance notifi
cation of certain ICBM tests.

The administration’s reports to Congress on Soviet noncompliance charge that 
the Soviet Union has engaged in a pattern of encryption that impedes verification 
of adherence to the treaty. There is a substantial amount of intelligence that exists 
to support this charge. Hov^ever, the committee finds that the SALT agreement 
enhances United States-Soviet strategic cooperation in a number of very critical 
areas.

For example, without SALT the Soviet Union could begin to cover silos of 
deployed missiles, hide the location of its new generation SS-24 and SS-25 
mobile missiles, and test at one time dozens of its ICBM’s from concealed 
launchers, which might appear as a real attack to American satellites and radars.

In addition, the ability of U.S. intelligence agencies to monitor compliance 
with other arms control agreements (such as the ABM Treaty) could be severely 
impeded if SALT were abandoned. The Soviet Union could easily adopt a 
number of concealment and camouflage techniques that would vastly complicate 
U.S. intelligence gathering capabilities. If the Soviet Union chooses to alter its 
current policy of noninterference with U.S. reconnaissance satellites, such a 
development could cripple U.S. space-based capabilities, on which the United 
States relies far more than the Soviet Union.

All of the relevant U.S. Government agencies—DOD, State Department, CIA, 
and JCS—certified that SALT was adequately verifiable when it was submitted 
to the Senate in 1979. Seven years later, the continued viability of SALT is borne 
out by the fact that it still enhances and facilitates our intelligence agencies’ 
gathering of pertinent data on Soviet strategic nuclear forces.

Any future arms control agreement, whether it uses launchers, warheads, or 
another unit of account, will certainly have to incorporate many of the verifica
tion and compliance techniques of the SALT agreements as well as many other 
provisions for verification and compliance worked out in the Standing Consul
tative Commission (SCC).

(4) The United States and the Soviet Union have not undercut the numerical 
sublimits of the SALT agreements.

SALT II provides for the following numerical sublimits:
—820 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM’s) carrying multiple inde

pendently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRV’s);
— 1,200 ICBM’s and submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBM’s) 

carrying MIRV’s;
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— 1,320 ICBM’s carrying MIRV’s, plus SLBM’s carrying MIRV’s, plus 
heavy bombers equipped for air-launched cruise missiles capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers.

SALT II also provides for the following reentry vehicle limits for MIRV’ed 
ICBM’s, SLBM’s, and air-to-surface missiles (ASBM’s): ICBM—10; SLBM— 
14; and ASBM— 10.

To date, neither the Soviet Union nor the United States has exceeded any one 
of these numerical sublimits. This fact was confirmed by administration wit
nesses at the Foreign Affairs Committee markup of June 12, 1986.

Approximate United States and Soviet totals for each category of SALT II 
limits on MIRV’ed systems are:*

United States U.S.S.R.

ICBM’s (820 = limit)..................................... 550 818
ICBM’s and SLBM’s (1,200 = limit)............. 1,198 1,154
ICBM’s/SLBM’s/ALCM’s (1,320 = limit) 1,305 1,204

*These totals do not reflect the President’s recent decision to dismantle two Poseidon 
submarines with 16 launchers each. [Note in source document.]

In addition, SALT I provides for these numerical sublimits:

SLBM launchers......................................  U.S. limit = 710
Soviet limit = 950

Modem SSBN’s .......................................  U.S. limit = 44
Soviet limit = 62

To date, neither the Soviet Union or the United States has undercut this SALT
I numerical sublimit.

Approximate United States and Soviet totals with respect to the SALT I 
sublimit are:

United States U.S.S.R.

SLBM launchers........................ .................  707 944
Modem SSBN’s ......................... .................  37 62

(5) Although allowing for modernization under which the Soviets have 
removed over 800 ICBM missiles and replaced them with newer types, the SALT 
agreements have required the Soviet Union to dismantle over 260 ICBM 
launchers, over 240 SLBM launchers, and 14 Yankee-class nuclear missile- 
carrying submarines.

According to administration figures, as a result of the SALT agreements, the 
Soviet Union has removed 510 SS-11 single-warhead missiles and 308 SS-9 
single warhead missiles for a total of 818. All of these missiles were replaced with 
newer Soviet ICBM’s: The SS-11 ’s were replaced with MIRV’ed SS-17’s, and 
SS-19’s and SS-9’s were replaced with MIRV’ed SS-18’s.
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Administration figures indicate that as a result of the SALT agreements, the 
Soviet Union has dismantled 279 ICBM launchers, including 190 SS-7’s, 19 
SS-8 ’s, and 70 SS-11 ’s. With respect to SLBM launchers, the Soviet Union has 
dismantled 245, including 21 single-warhead SS-N-5’s and 224 single warhead 
SS-N-6 ’s.

Administration figures also indicate that 14 Yankee-class submarines have 
been dismantled according to SALT procedures.

(6) The administration contends that the Soviet Union has violated some of 
the provisions of the SALT agreements that do not deal with numerical sublimits 
by taking such steps as deploying more than one new type of ICBM, exceeding 
the limit on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, and excessively encrypting 
telemetry.

For the past 2 years the President has been required to submit a report to 
Congress on Soviet compliance with existing arms control agreements. The 
report, entitled “the President’s Report on Soviet Non-Compliance” was first 
submitted in February 1985^and again in December 1985.’ Both reports key on 
two Soviet violations of SALT II: (1) Soviet violation of the provisions that 
permit each side to flight test and deploy just one new type of “light” ICBM; (2) 
Soviet encryption of telemetry. In addition to these two violations, the December 
1985 report states that the Soviet Union has deployed strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles (SNDV’s) above the 2,504 level deployed as of the signing of SALT II. 
The administration contends that these additional deployments are “in violation 
of its political commitment under SALT II.” A summary of the administration’s 
allegations of Soviet treaty violations follows:

ICBM new type limit.— T̂he President has reported that the Soviet Union 
violated article IV, paragraph 9 of SALT II by testing and deploying two new 
ICBM’s. The missile in question is the single-warhead SS-25, which can be 
deployed in a mobile mode. The Soviets claim that the missile is a permitted 
modification of its older SS-13. The administration, however, maintains that the 
throwweight of the SS-25 exceeds that of the SS-13 by more than the 5 percent 
allowed by the treaty for modifications, so that the SS-25 cannot be classified as 
a modified SS-13.

The administration further charges that, even if the United States were to 
accept the Soviet argument that the SS-25 is a modified SS-13, the reentry 
vehicle observed during test flights would be too light to be consistent with SALT 
II. It would violate a missile fractionation restriction in article IV, paragraph 10 
(Third Agreed Statement), which states that the reentry vehicle must be greater 
than 50 percent of the throwweight of the ICBM.

Encryption of telemetry.—^Article XV of the SALT II Treaty prohibits delib
erate concealment measures that impede verification of adherence to the treaty 
provisions by national technical means. This section of the treaty also prohibits 
the deliberate denial of telemetric information whenever such denial impedes 
verification of compliance with the provisions of the treaty.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 37-40,40-50.
" Ibid., pp. 935-953.
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The President has reported that the Soviet pattern of encryption has become 
more extensive and disturbing. In the December 1985 report on Soviet noncom
pliance, the President noted, in addition to the encryption issue, that the Soviets 
had violated deliberate concealment measures associated with testing, including 
those measures aimed at concealing the association betw^een ICBM’s and 
launchers during testing. The President further noted that deliberate Soviet 
concealment activities “impede” our ability to know whether a type of missile is 
in compliance with SALT II requirements * * * and make it more difficult for the 
United States to assess accurately the critical parameters of any future missile.”

Strategic nuclear delivery vehicle limit.—Article III of SALT II, had it entered 
into force, would have required each side to limit its aggregate SNDV’s (ICBM 
launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers) to 2,400. Article III also called 
for a reduction to 2,250 SNDV’s by January 1,1981. When the treaty was signed, 
the Soviet aggregate SNDV figure was 2,504. Compliance with the letter of the 
agreement would have required the Soviets to dismantle SNDV’s when the treaty 
came into force and additional SNDV’s by January 1981. When the preratifica
tion legal obligation lapsed and a “political commitment” was assumed in 1981, 
the Reagan administration did not expect the Soviets to reduce their SNDV total 
to the article III limits but did expect them to refrain from building up above 
2,504. The February 1, 1986, report on Soviet noncompliance, prepared by the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, currently places the best estimate of 
Soviet SNDV’s at approximately 2,520.*

While the committee recognizes that the administration’s allegations of Soviet 
noncompliance are serious and in need of resolution, it also recognizes that the 
issues at hand involve ambiguous “gray area” provisions in the treaty that are in 
need of further clarification and elaboration.

With respect to Soviet encryption of telemetry, the Soviet Union takes the 
position that encryption is permitted by SALT II so long as the ability to verify 
the treaty’s provisions remains unimpeded. The Soviet Union has requested from 
the United States telemetric information that it needs for verification purposes, 
contending that the United States has alternative methods for determining missile 
characteristics relevant in gauging compliance with the treaty. The United States 
has declined to reveal which telemetry is needed on the grounds that its 
intelligence gathering sources and methods would be compromised.

The dispute reflects the inherent ambiguity of the treaty’s provisions dealing 
with encryption, which will continue to be an area of contention until greater 
clarification of the provision is achieved through appropriate channels such as the 
s e e . It should also be pointed out that the treaty’s encryption provisions were 
crafted at the request of U.S. military representatives who opposed a total ban on 
encryption.

Similar ambiguities are associated with the SS-25. While the United States has 
concluded that the SS-25 appears to have a greater increase over the SS-13’s 
throw-weight than the 5-percent change permitted in SALT II, the Soviet Union 
has claimed that the SS-13’s throw-weight includes guidance systems and

® Document 10. The report was prepared by ACDA for the President.
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penetration aids in the third stage that the United States had failed to include in 
its estimate of throw-weight. This forms the basis of the Soviet charge that the 
United States has intentionally underestimated the SS-13’s throw-weight. The 
issue is further clouded by the fact that the definition of “throw-weight” agreed 
upon in SALT leaves considerable room for interpretation.

(7) Disputes over Soviet compliance with the SALT agreements could be 
resolved within the Standing Consultative Commission, by the ongoing negotia
tion at Geneva, or by other means.

To promote the objectives and implementation of the SALT agreements, the 
United States and U.S.S.R. established the Standing Consultative Commission 
(SCC), which considers questions concerning compliance and verification; 
changes in the strategic situation that have a bearing on the treaty; questions 
including unintended interference with NTM; procedures for replacement, 
conversion, and dismantling or destruction of strategic offensive arms; and 
proposals for increasing the viability of the treaty.

Prior to the current administration, the U.S. Government had been generally 
satisfied with Soviet compliance. When SALT II was presented to the Senate in 
1979, all of the relevant intelligence agencies rated Soviet compliance with 
SALT I as good. Although a number of questionable Soviet activities had been 
detected and presented to the SCC, the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations 
all concluded that every case had been adequately resolved. On the basis of 
additional information, each questionable activity was deemed acceptable, seen 
as a difference involving a “gray area” and clarified, or was stopped.

Current compliance issues might also be resolved in the course of the ongoing 
Geneva arms control negotiations, at a summit, or at meetings involving national 
security experts for both countries.

In addition to these steps, the United States could choose to employ other 
means after having exhausted all avenues of diplomacy and consultation. One 
such “means” was suggested by former Defense Secretary Harold Brown who at 
a recent hearing of the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security 
and Science stated that he favored moving more quickly on the Midgetman 
ICBM as part of an effective response to Soviet noncompliance rather than taking 
any action at this time that would breach the numerical sublimits of the treaty.

(8) Our European allies have expressed their special concern over the 
tentative decision to discontinue United States adherence to the SALT agree
ments in the future.

The President’s decision to jettison SALT has badly strained U.S. relations 
with its European allies. The European members of NATO have been virtually 
unanimous in criticizing the administration’s announcement that it would break 
away from the SALT agreements at the end of the year.

Responding to the President’s recent decision, Britain’s Prime Minister 
Thatcher said that “the SALT II Agreement should continue to be observed by 
both sides.” West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl also urged the President to 
stay within the boundaries of the treaty.

The sentiments of Prime Minister Thatcher and Chancellor Kohl were echoed 
in a recent NATO meeting of Foreign Ministers. During the meeting, allied 
representatives repeatedly warned that the President’s decision would have
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serious public opinion consequences in Western Europe and strengthen the case 
of those arguing that the United States has no genuine interest in arms control.

There are a number of reasons why the European allies regard the President’s 
willingness to exceed the SALT limits as highly detrimental to their security. 
First, they fear that the President has abandoned arms control and that an all-out 
arms race could ensue. Such an arms race increases tensions and raises the 
prospect of war which, the Europeans fear, would be fought in Western Europe. 
Second, increased tensions between East and West tend to polarize European 
societies, create political tensions, and undermine the necessary consensus for 
defense efforts. Finally, the Soviet Union, responding to an accelerated arms 
race, could choose to increase its intermediate-range (INF) SS-20 deployments, 
which Europeans find particularly threatening to their security and deterrent 
capabilities.

Furthermore, as a consequence of abandoning SALT, the European antinu- 
clear movement might gain new life and again directly challenge the West 
German and other allied governments. Opposition parties, which do not favor 
NATO INF deployments could be returned to power. European support for the 
SDI program could be undermined and the Soviet Union could score a major 
public relations coup among our European allies.

Based on these findings, the committee agreed to the provisions of the 
resolution stating that the President shall continue to adhere to the numerical 
sublimits of the SALT agreements as long as the Soviet Union does likewise, and 
the President shall continue to adhere to the overall numerical limit of the SALT 
agreements as long as the Soviet Union does likewise.

STATEMENT REQUIRED BY CLAUSE 2(l)(3) OF HOUSE RULE xi

Oversight findings and recommendations.—^Based on the oversight activities 
described in the “committee action” section of this report, the committee 
recommends passage of House Concurrent Resolution 350.
MINORITY VIEWS OF MESSRS. WILLIAM S. BROOMRELD, BEN

JAMIN A. GILMAN, ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO, TOBY ROTH, HENRY 
J. HYDE, GERALD B .H. SOLOMON, MARK D. SILJANDER, ED ZSCHAU, 
ROBERT K. DORNAN, CONNIE MACK, MICHAEL DeWINE, DAN 
BURTON, AND JOHN McCAIN
It is distressing that a majority of this Committee approved House Concurrent 

Resolution 350, providing that the President shall adhere to the overall numerical 
limits and sublimits of the SALT agreements. We are most concerned that this 
Committee has decided to legislate adherence to certain numerical provisions of 
the never-ratified, expired if ratified, fatally-flawed SALT II Agreement.

In this regard the President has cited, in his December, 1985 Arms Control 
Compliance Report to the Congress, that the Soviets have violated their arms 
control obligations by exceeding the numerical overall Strategic Nuclear Deliv
ery Vehicles (SNDVs) limit set by the SALT II Agreement. Specifically, the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in a March [February] 1986, unclassi
fied report on Soviet noncompliance, maintains that during the last year, the 
Soviet SNDV aggregate varied from near 2,504 to approximately 2,540. Accord
ing to the ACDA report:
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Upon entry into force of the SALT II Treaty each Party was to undertake 
to limit the number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs)—ICBM 
launchers, heavy bombers, and air-to-surface ballistic missiles—to an 
aggregate number not to exceed 2,400. Thereafter the aggregate was to be 
further reduced to 2,250 SNDVs. At the time of the signing of the SALT II 
Treaty the Soviet Union and the United States agreed in a Memorandum of 
Understanding that as of November 1, 1978 the Soviet Union’s aggregate 
number of SNDVs was 2,504.

Since the Treaty has never entered into force, the Soviets have never been 
under an obligation to reduce their SNDVs to 2,400 from the 2,504 listed in 
the Memorandum of Understanding that is a part of SALT II, nor have they 
ever been obligated to the later reduction to 2,250 also scheduled by the 
Treaty.

The question at issue is whether any increase in SNDVs above 2,504 is 
consistent with the Soviet Union’s political commitment to abide by the 
SALT II Treaty. While the SNDV aggregate varied from near 2,504 to 
approximately 2,540 during the last year, on November 30,1985 (the cutoff 
date for the March 1986 report) the best U.S. estimate of Soviet SNDVs was 
approximately 2,520.

The Preamble and Article I of the SALT II Treaty make clear that the 
fundamental objective of the Treaty is to place limits on strategic offensive 
arms. Article III places such limits on SNDVs and, when the Soviet Union 
made its political commitment to abide by SALT II, it committed itself not 
to act inconsistently with the fundamental objective of the Treaty.

Given this assessment, we believe that the Soviet Union has deployed SNDVs 
above the 2,504 cap in violation of at least its political commitment to the SALT
II overall numerical limit and that H. Con. Res. 350 fails to fully take this into 
account.

At the same time, the Committee, in adopting this resolution, has failed to more 
fully address the Soviet Union’s non-compliance with other important qualita
tive provisions of the SALT agreements. Apart from the overall numerical 
limitation problem, we believe that the Soviets have violated their commitment 
to SALT II in several significant areas, including deployment of a second new 
ICBM and encryption of missile telemetry. Moreover, we firmly believe that the 
Soviet Union continues to build a major new radar in violation of the ABM T reaty 
and we are concerned over the widespread Soviet violations of other agreements, 
including the Helsinki Final Act.  ̂We are especially chagrined over the Cher
nobyl disaster, which serves as an unnerving reminder of yet another Soviet 
cover-up.

We believe that The Executive Branch, despite numerous efforts to reverse 
Soviet activities, including the use of the Standing Consultative Commission, has 
made clear in arms control compliance reports to the Congress that the Soviets

 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, vol. 
LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.
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haven’t kept their word with us. The President stated in his December, 1985, 
compliance report to the Congress that the SS-25 mobile ICBM is a clear and 
irreversible violation of the Soviet Union’s SALT II commitment and has 
important political and military implications. We believe that testing and 
deployment of this missile violates a central provision of the SALT II Agreement, 
which was intended to limit the number of new ICBMs. The Agreement permits 
only one new type of ICBM for each party and the Soviet Union has informed the 
United States that their one new type of ICBM is the SS-24. The President has 
also reported to the Congress that the Soviet use of the former SS-7 ICBM 
facilities in support of the deployment and operation of the SS-25 is a SALT I 
violation.

In his December report, the President also stated that Soviet use of encryption 
impedes U.S. verification of Soviet compliance and thus contravenes the 
provision of the SALT II Treaty that prohibits use of deliberate concealment 
measures, including encryption, which impedes effective verification of compli
ance by national technical means. Moreover, since the SALT I Agreement of 
1972, we have been informed by the President that Soviet encryption practices 
have become more extensive.

It is unfortunate that the Committee could not recognize and cite these Soviet 
violations in the operative sections of the resolution. In adopting this resolution, 
this Committee would rather ignore the political and military impacts of Soviet 
violations—and ways to address the violations—while keeping the U.S. in strict 
technical compliance with arms control agreements, which the Soviets aren’t 
even abiding by.

The timing and substance of this resolution is pure politics and in the 
Committee’s rush to judgment, it decided to enshrine a violated and ambiguous 
“non-treaty”, which legitimizes an arms buildup, rather than seeking to support 
U.S. efforts to achieve deep, mutual and verifiable arms reductions. We believe 
that arms control, if done properly, can help provide the United States and the 
American people with a sense of security. Arms control, however, must be a two- 
way street and it must involve proposals which seek significant and verifiable 
reductions below SALT II levels.

It seems to us that the majority of the Committee somehow believes that if we 
don’t strictly abide the SALT II limitations, we will be abandoning arms control 
forever. We remind everyone that there is no obituary for nuclear arms reduc
tions. In this regard, the United States has made arms control proposals in Geneva 
which involve the achievement of real reductions in the levels of nuclear 
weapons. Several rounds of nuclear arms reduction negotiations have already 
been completed—and serious discussions have taken place. Some sensible arms 
reduction proposals have been advanced by both sides—below SALT II levels. 
The Soviets are working toward the concept of reductions and recently tabled a 
new START proposal at the Geneva talks. While the Soviet proposals, like ours, 
must be further discussed, each side’s approach provides common ground for 
continuing the talks in Geneva with the intent of achieving real reductions— 
below the numerical limitations of the unratified SALT II agreement.

Achieving such reductions has been, and continues to be, the President’s 
highest priority. What concerns us is that the legislation adopted by the Commit
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tee prescribes SALT II levels as the valium of the nuclear age. In particular, the 
resolution has not taken into account the seriousness of Soviet violations, while 
providing no hope for substantive reductions below SALT II numerical limita
tions. Finally, we believe that this resolution, which emphasizes limit and 
sublimit compliance and ignores ways by which our nation can respond to 
qualitative Soviet violations, deprives the United States of the ability to act 
flexibly in making any future arms control and security decisions. What we see 
in this resolution is less sensible policy—and more superfluous politics.
B il l  B r o o m f ie l d , B en  G il m a n , B o b  L a g o m a r s in o , T o b y  R o t h , H e n r y  H y d e , 

J er r y  S o l o m o n , M a r k  S il ja n d e r , E d  Z s c h a u , R o b e r t  K. D o r n a n , C o n n ie  M a c k , 

M ic h a e l  D eW in e , D a n  B u r t o n , a n d  J o h n  M c C a in .

108. Letter From ACDA Director Adelman to Members 
of Congress: The SALT II Treaty and Interim Re
straint, June 18,1986^

For nearly 5 years, as a framework for interim restraint while negotiations 
proceeded on real reductions, the President promised first not to undercut the 
flawed SALT II Treaty^ if the Soviets exercised comparable restraint,^ and later 
“to go the extra mile” in the face of clear and critical Soviet violations of the 
treaty."̂  In view of Soviet failure to respond, the president has finally decided that 
it is no longer appropriate to base our force planning on the terms of the unratified 
and expired SALT II agreement which the Soviet Union continues to violate.^ 

I write to urge you to give your full support to the President’s decision on 
Interim Restraint and SALT, and I urge you to reject, as contrary both to our 
national security and to our negotiations in Geneva, the proposed House 
Resolution that would hold the President to the SALT sublimits conditional upon 
future Soviet behavior.^

The President’s decision comes at the end of a long and sometimes rancorous 
national debate on the merits of the SALT accords. It also follows upon serious 
and lengthy efforts on the U.S. government’s part to bring the Soviet Union back 
into compliance with its arms control obligations—efforts to which the Soviet 
Union has offered no constructive response. These efforts have so far proved to 
be largely in vain.

Throughout this debate, all Americans have been united in at least one hope: 
that Soviet behavior would improve. Now both sides can agree perhaps on at least 
one fact: no such improvement has been seen.

* ACDA files.
 ̂For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189-198. 
 ̂Ibid., 1982, p. 332.
 ̂Ibid., 1985, pp. 333-335.
 ̂Documents 82-84.
 ̂See Document 107.
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I strongly believe the President’s decision to be the best course both for our 
national security and for the future of arms control. However, there have been 
initial objections and questions, which I would like to answer here.

(1) Will ending SALT permit a large expansion of Soviet forces beyond 
that already envisioned under SALT? A careful look at the evidence suggests 
the answer is clearly no.

The “warm production lines” that critics say would produce more missiles 
in the absence of SALT limitations would in fact be used to produce the 
SS-18 replacement and the SS-X-24 already projected under SALT, and 
the SS-25 in violation of SALT IL

• Even under SALT, the Soviets can increase their stock of total warheads 
from roughly 9,000 to 12,000 by 1990. Under SALT the Soviets are already 
expected to build over 700 new missiles by 1990. Without SALT further 
increases would be marginal at most.

• With Soviet defense spending running at 15% to 17% of GNP, even these 
increases will likely butt up against resource constraints (e.g., skilled 
manpower and high-grade materials).

• Current projections with SALT already take into account additional war
heads on replacements to the SS-17 and SS-19. Many putative increases in 
warheads (e.g., putting 20+ warheads on the SS-18) predicted in the absence 
of SALT are improbable for military and technical reasons, especially in the 
short run.

• With or without SALT, retirements of old systems will probably continue for 
reasons of military efficiency and effectiveness. (For example, some new 
SS-X-24 missiles will be deployed in existing silos.) The Soviets may 
choose to retire some older systems more slowly without SALT. But the 
relatively small number of older, less capable systems at issue here are a 
minor concern when set beside the vast increase in new Soviet weapons 
projected, once again, with or without SALT.

• There is generally much less short-term flexibility in both nations ’ strategic 
planning than the critics’ worse-than-worst-case projections suggest. And 
there is no guarantee, given the current Soviet compliance record, that the 
Soviets will not violate the treaty further when it becomes expedient to do so.

A central point that critics of the President’s decision seem to be missing is this: 
the vast buildup of Soviet forces now predicted by some in the absence of SALT 
is already occurring under SALT. SALT is providing no better than an illusion of 
restraint. Ironically, many of the disturbing projections now cited to describe 
Soviet behavior without SALT were originally developed assuming SALT limits 
would stay in place. Closing our eyes to this situation only permits the Soviet 
Union to redefine what is acceptable behavior under SALT. This cannot be 
viewed as an effective restraint except upon ourselves and the confidence we 
have in Soviet compliance with future agreements.

(2) Are the violations of SALT II serious and clear-cut? They are.
In 1979, treaty defenders hailed the restraints on telemetry encoding and on the 

second new type of ICBM as central treaty provisions. So important was the 
telemetry provision that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee approved 15-0 
an understanding to the Resolution of Ratification specifying that “any practice
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. .. including but not limited to the failure to transmit relevant telemetric infor
mation” which impeded verification would, if raised and not resolved in the 
Standing Consultative Commission, be grounds for the U.S. “to exercise all other 
available remedies, including but not limited to the right to withdraw from the 
Treaty.”^

Obviously, the telemetry provision was taken very seriously at the time: 
indeed, a major selling-point of SALT II was that it would permit us to know more 
about Soviet forces than we could without it; that is no longer true. Now this 
provision is said by some to be “peripheral.” We cannot accept this.

By the same token, the SS-25 accounts for a major portion of the current Soviet 
ICBM buildup. Its throw-weight is roughly twice that of the SS-13, well beyond 
the treaty-permitted 5%. These violations, in combination with the Soviet 
violation of the overall SNDV limit, are very clear and bear on what were 
originally understood to be central provisions of the Treaty.

(3) Does the Administration have a workable formula for encouraging 
mutual restraint and serious negotiations—an alternative to unilateral 
compliance with a treaty that the Soviets are violating? We do.

In addition to affirming that the United States will exercise “utmost restraint” 
in our force decisions, the President has pledged not to increase warheads and 
SNDVs above the Soviet levels. This is a serious pledge. By gearing our force 
decision to the reality of the Soviet threat, we are providing real costs for a Soviet 
buildup and real rewards for Soviet reductions and restraint. We are also 
providing the Soviets with an incentive to get down to serious bargaining about 
real reductions in weapons.

On the other hand, to continue to observe unilaterally an unratified treaty that 
the Soviets are seriously contravening merely reinforces the dangerous idea that 
Soviet violations can and will be tolerated. Such a course would entail serious 
costs and risks of its own: it would countenance further Soviet violations and 
undercut the basis for future arms control agreements.

Congressional action in opposition to the President unfortunately cannot slow 
the Soviet buildup. Nor can it bring the Soviet Union into compliance with 
existing arms control treaties.

What Congress can do is remove from the President’s hands a major incentive 
for restraint and serious bargaining by the Soviet side. It is our profound 
conviction that this will be the consequence of the Resolution now before the 
House.

Free and vigorous debate over public policy issues is a democracy ’ s life-blood. 
But the moment eventually comes—especially in foreign policy—when a 
decision must at last be made, when democracy’s chorus must speak firmly with 
one voice. Now is such a moment. It is critical in facing and negotiating with the 
Soviet Union that this nation be able to present a strong, united front. It is 
impossible that every detail of every policy satisfy every citizen. And in dealing 
with a foreign adversary, the time comes when we must set aside our long and 
bitter differences on this issue and stand together behind the President.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 644.
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199. Letter From President Reagan to the Leaders of 
Congress: Soviet Noncompliance Witli the SALT 
Agreements, June 19,1986^

The FY 1986 Department of Defense Authorization Bill (Senate Report 
99-118, pp. 466/7) requested a report to the Congress addressing both policy and 
programmatic responses, including possible weapons system developments and 
procurements, designed to reduce the implications of Soviet noncompliance for 
U.S. national security. Additionally, the FY 1986 Department of Defense 
Authorization Act (Title X, Section 1001) also requested a report containing a 
comprehensive range of projections of comparisons of U.S. and Soviet strategic 
force dismantlements, inventories, and negotiation responses, in terms of adher
ence to existing strategic arms control agreements, etc., as well as any measures 
proposed as necessary to protect the security of the United States in responding 
to Soviet noncompliance.

During the past several months, my senior advisors and I have considered the 
implications of Soviet noncompliance for U.S. and Allied security, as well as the 
Soviet strategic arms buildup, and Soviet behavior at the Geneva negotiations. 
We consulted with key Allies and members of Congress. We also took account 
of the sense of the Congress expressed in the above legislation concerning 
changes in U.S. interim restraint policy.

To fulfill the first legislative request above, I am forwarding my major 
statement of May 27,  ̂as well as an accompanying White House factsheet 
reflecting the Administration’s assessment of the implications of Soviet behavior 
and of the corresponding requirements for programmatic U.S. responses.^

To satisfy the second legislative request cited above, I am also providing a 
separate classified report concerning Soviet and U.S. force dismantlements and 
projections with and without SALT I and II ̂  limits. This report makes clear that 
SALT II and I codified a very major arms buildup including a quadrupling of 
Soviet strategic weapons (warheads and bombs) since SALT I was signed in 1972 
and a near doubling of Soviet ballistic missile warheads from about 5,000 to more 
than 9,000 since SALT II was signed in 1979.

The report further finds that the SALT I and II agreements, even if fully 
complied with, would not prevent a very substantial further expansion of Soviet 
capabilities. We believe that, absent SALT II, the Soviets would not necessarily 
expand their forces significantly beyond the increases already projected with 
SALT II since the Soviet forces are very large and would appear, in our judgment, 
more than enough to meet reasonable military requirements.

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 23, 1986, pp. 830-831. 
Identical letters were sent to the Speaker of the House (O’Neill), the President of the 
Senate (Bush), the chairman of the Senate Committee on Armed Services (Goldwater), 
and the chairman of the House Committee on Armed Services (Aspin).

 ̂Document 82.
 ̂Document 84.
Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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My belief that U.S. restraint requires Soviet reciprocity has long been clear. I 
announced in 1982 that in spite of the serious flaws in the SALT agreements, the 
U.S., in an effort to foster mutual restraint conducive to negotiating arms 
reductions agreements, would not undercut the SALT agreements so long as the 
USSR exercised equal restraint.^ In three comprehensive reports to the Congress, 
I have detailed the facts and adverse implications of Soviet noncompliance for 
our security and the integrity of the arms control process.

In June of last year, I went the extra mile.  ̂Regrettably, the Soviets did not alter 
their behavior. Given this situation, I determined that, in the future, the United 
States must base decisions regarding its strategic force structure on the nature and 
magnitude of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forces, and not on standards 
contained in the SALT structure which has been undermined by Soviet noncom
pliance, and especially in a flawed SALT II treaty which was never ratified, 
would have expired if it had been ratified, and has been violated by the Soviet 
Union.

The full implementation of the Strategic Modemization Program is critical 
both to meeting our future national security needs and to appropriately respond
ing to Soviet noncompliance. However, we will exercise utmost restraint. As we 
modernize, we will continue to retire older forces as national security require
ments permit. We do not anticipate any appreciable growth in the size of U.S. 
strategic forces. Assuming no significant change in the threat, we will not deploy 
more strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or more strategic ballistic missile 
warheads than does the Soviet Union.

As a result of my decision to retire two POSEIDON submarines, the United 
States will remain technically in observance of the terms of the SALT II Treaty 
for some months. We continue to hope that the Soviet Union will use this 
additional time to take the constructive steps needed to alter the current situation. 
Should they do so, we will take this into account.

I want to emphasize that no policy of interim restraint is a substitute for an 
agreement on deep and equitable reductions in offensive nuclear arms, provided 
that we can be confident of Soviet compliance with it. Achieving such reductions 
continues to receive my highest priority. This is the most direct path to achieving 
greater stability and a safer world.

110. Newspaper Article by AGDA Director Adelman: 
Antisatellite Testing, June 20,1986^

In coming days the United States Congress will again decide whether to help 
or harm prospects for real arms control in Geneva. That is a key issue as Congress 
chooses whether to continue its year-long unilateral ban on US testing of 
antisatellite systems (ASAT).

 ̂Ibid., 1982, p. 332.
Ibid., 1985, pp. 333-335.

 ̂The Christian Science Monitor, June 20, 1986.
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Continuing the ban would contribute nothing to US arms control efforts or its 
security. Rather, it would simply perpetuate a Soviet monopoly in operational 
ASAT capability while the Soviets pressed forward with other systems and 
technologies that could further threaten US space assets.

Congressional proponents of the ban reason:
1. That the current Soviet co-orbital ASAT is primitive and ineffective.
2. That continued testing of the American ASAT system will only spur the 

Soviets to develop more-advanced and effective ASAT weapons.
Test ban proponents sometimes add that the US will benefit disproportionately 

from a negotiated ASAT treaty, on grounds the US is more dependent than the 
Soviets on satellites. All this leads to the incongruous argument that a Soviet 
monopoly in operational ASAT capability is somehow preferable to a US effort 
to develop a deterrent against it.

What’s wrong with this line of reasoning?
• There is no basis whatever to believe that the Soviet ASAT system is 

ineffective. It’s not a “dog of a system,” as some in Congress contend. On 
the contrary, the observed reliability and probability of success of the 
operational Soviet ASAT show it to be quite effective. Claims that the Soviet 
system is unreliable are based on juggled statistics that lump iogQthtx flight 
tests of the currently operational Soviet system with developmental tests of 
a newer version.

• The Soviets are already pursuing more-advanced weapons with ASAT 
capabilities—principally high-energy lasers. They do so with scant regard 
to unilateral US actions on ASAT or to the current state of arms negotiations. 
In other words, developments that critics argue will follow from US 
resumption of ASAT testing are already taking place.
A broad ASAT agreement would almost certainly prove unverifiable and 
dangerously porous. The Soviet co-orbital system is smaller than a 
Volkswagen; the Soviet booster used to launch the co-orbital system is the 
same booster used by the Soviets for other space missions. It’s small and 
easily concealable.

The US does not know how many Soviet interceptors have been manufac
tured and stored. The US would not know whether existing systems had 
actually been destroyed or were still being produced secretly. The Soviets 
could easily maintain a covert ASAT capability within the terms of a 
comprehensive ban on testing or deployment. In addition, with minimal 
development and testing, almost any intercontinental ballistic missile or sea- 
launched missile could attack satellites with nuclear warheads. So could 
antiballistic missile interceptors like the Galosh missiles that comprise the 
Moscow ABM system. Upgraded Galosh launchers may be reloadable; this 
only intensifies their potential utility as ASAT weapons.

• Directed-energy weapons and other advanced technologies could be used in 
ASAT applications, although the US may not detect such tests.

Effective verification is critical here, since the satellites that serve US and 
allied security are so few. Cheating even on a very small scale could pose a 
disproportionate risk.
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In short, to ensure the safety of US satellites, we must be able in the last resort 
to deter attack by threatening retaliation in kind. We relied on deterrence to 
prevent use of chemical weapons by each side in World War II; the US relies on 
deterrence to prevent use of nuclear weapons today. An ASAT capability can 
deter Soviet attack on US satellites in the same way.

Should deterrence fail, a US ASAT capability is essential to counter the 
targeting satellites that would allow the Soviets to pinpoint US and allied forces.

Differences between US and Soviet dependence on satellites are often exag
gerated. The Soviet Union, too, is heavily and increasingly dependent on them.

Satellites are not only vital in the event of nuclear war. They could be still more 
important in conventional conflict. It is critical that the US be able to deter an 
ASAT attack without crossing the nuclear threshold. This requires that the US 
have a conventional ASAT system at the earliest possible time.

A final point: Unilateral concessions do not yield progress in arms control. 
Indeed, the overall impact of the congressionally mandated ban on ASAT testing 
has been to weaken the US bargaining position in the Geneva talks. And whatever 
one may think of the prospects for an adequate regime to control ASAT systems, 
US national security is hardly served by a law that freely cedes to the Soviets a 
monopoly in the capacity to destroy satellites in space. It is time for Congress to 
take a more considered look at the ASAT issue’s complexities.

111. Netherlands Paper Submitted to the Conference 
on Disarmament: Verification of the Nonproduc
tion of Chemical Weapons, June 20,1986^

Introduction

In a Convention banning chemical weapons both routine inspection and 
challenge inspection will find a place. As a challenge inspection is a politically 
loaded instrument with relatively serious implications it is desirable that the 
system of verification is based as much as possible on routine inspection. It is, 
however, sometimes suggested that a system of routine inspection for verifica
tion of non-production of chemical weapons in the civil industry would be 
impracticable as it would require too many inspectors and would have to be so 
intrusive as to seriously endanger the functioning of the chemical industry 
involved. In an earlier document (CD/445) we came to the conclusion that, on the 
assumption that 550 plants worldwide would be subject to routine random on-site 
inspection, an inspectorate consisting of 50 inspectors and 90 supporting staff 
would be sufficient. We hope that the Workshop has contributed to a better 
understanding of possibilities to perform routine inspection in a way that is 
effective from a point of view of verification and not hampering the civil 
chemical industry in an unacceptable manner.

 ̂CD/706.
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Purpose

The purpose of the Workshop was twofold. Its first purpose was to show CD 
delegates responsible for the negotiations of a future convention what a modem 
chemical multi-purpose plant looks like and how the authorities of the central and 
local governments in the Netherlands exercise their control functions. In the 
second place an experimental inspection was carried out to test in practice some 
verification procedures.

It should be stressed that the scope of the Workshop was limited. During the 
experimental inspection the emphasis was on the verification of phosphorus 
containing chemical compounds and especially on chemicals containing the P- 
methyl or P-ethyl bond. Therefore important supertoxic lethal chemicals like 
mustard gas and the nerve agent tabun fell to a large extent outside the scope of 
the experimental inspection. Another limitation was the fact that the experimen
tal inspection was only limited to a qualitative assessment of the production of 
the plant (which means that we tried to find a simple answer to the question 
whether or not the plant was producing chemicals prohibited under a CW 
Convention), leaving the problems of a quantitative assessment for the greater 
part aside (which means that we did not attempt to answer the question whether 
or not past or present stocks of chemicals were fully utilized for purposes not 
prohibited under a CW Convention). Still another limitation was the fact that the 
subject of the inspection was a multi-purpose plant using a batch type process.

Programme

The Workshop organized by the Netherlands Government was attended by 
participants representing 45 nations. The programme consisted of three main 
parts:

—di general introduction on questions relating to the verification of non
production

—an introduction and report on an experimental inspection
—a visit to the civil chemical plant where the experimental inspection had 

taken place.
The Australian Govemment kindly agreed to present a report on a trial 

inspection of an Australian chemical facility at the Workshop. Several of the 
introductions that were given during the Workshop have been distributed in a 
more comprehensive form to the delegations participating in the Workshop. The 
following documents are or will be published as documents of the Conference on 
Disarmament:

—^Report on a trial inspection of an Australian chemical facility (CD/698).^
—Scenario for an experimental inspection (CD/CW/WP.141).
—Observations on the scenario for an experimental inspection (CD/CW/ 

WP.142).
—An approach to the verification of non-production substances, subject to 

monitoring in a CW Convention (CD/CW/WP.133).

 ̂Document 98.
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—Existing arrangements for monitoring the civil chemical industry in the 
Netherlands (CD/CWAVP.143).

—Verification of phosphorus-containing nerve agents in waste water (CD/ 
CW/WP.144).

Preliminary conclusions

The experimental inspection was in fact a process that took more than half a 
year and involved experts from the Prins Maurits Laboratory of the Central 
Organisation for Applied Scientific Research (TNO) in Rijswijk, the company 
where the experimental inspection took place, the Central Environmental Protec
tion Department of the Rhine Estuary Region as well as from the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs.

The results of these brainstorming sessions have been recorded in the scenario 
for an experimental inspection. This scenario has led to a number of observations 
and suggestions which are recorded in separate documents (CD/CW/WP. 141 
and CD/CW/WP.142).

Apart from these more or less detailed observations and suggestions, the 
Netherlands would like to present a few tentative conclusions of a more general 
nature. These observations do not necessarily reflect the final position of the 
Netherlands Government, but may serve as a contribution to the negotiations on 
an adequate system of verification of non-production.

1. The chemical industry is accustomed to inspections

Not only the results of the SIPRI-Pugwash symposium organized in Stock
holm in October 1985, but even more clearly the preparations for the Workshop 
have led us to the conclusion that the perspectives for co-operation with the 
chemical industry in finding adequate ways and means of verifying non
production of chemical weapons, appear to be favourable. In the Netherlands, 
part of this willingness is due to the fact that the chemical industry is already used 
to a rather intrusive system of inspection. From that point of view one inspection 
more should not make a great difference. However, it is recognized that a 
satisfactory solution must be found for the protection of sensitive information, in 
particular on production data and on the destination of sales.

An important difference between the existing systems of national inspection 
and the proposed verification of non-production is that the second form of 
inspection is at an international level. So far the experience with international 
inspections is rather limited (IAEA is a favourable exception). However, what 
seems to be possible at the national level—where competing chemical and 
pharmaceutical industries are controlled by the same inspectors should in our 
view be feasible internationally, provided adequate safeguards for the protection 
of sensitive information are devised. We attach importance to the participation 
or association of both chemical and legal experts in the negotiations to establish 
a regime that is both acceptable to the industry and effective from a viewpoint of 
verification.
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2. Familiarization visits are essential

In the past we, like many other delegations, assumed that a routine inspection 
could start with a visit to the office of the plant manager to get acquainted with 
the lay-out and other properties of the plant to be inspected. During the 
experimental inspection we found that this would take too much time to make 
routine inspection effective. We believe therefore that as soon as a CW conven
tion comes into force, inspectors should start familiarizing themselves with the 
plants that will be subject to routine random on-site inspection. The information 
that is already available in different branches of the Government of a party for 
purposes of national inspections can probably be used for the purpose of these 
familiarization visits.

3. No single scenario for all routine inspections

In order to make routine random on-site inspections not more intrusive than is 
strictly necessary, but nevertheless effective, the peculiarities of a plant to be 
inspected (like size, capabilities, current stocks, etc.) will have to be taken into 
account. None the less it is possible to draw up a checklist of points that can be 
relevant and to develop verification techniques that can be used as building 
blocks of an actual inspection. To work out an effective inspection procedure in 
every single case will be the responsibility of the inspection team. Much will 
therefore depend on the skill and knowledge of the inspectors.

4. Waste water analysis can help but not always to the same degree

In the experimental inspection extensive use was made of a method for the 
detection of small quantities of fingerprint chemicals in waste.

Reports on this method have been published as documents CD/306 and CD/ 
307. The latest state of the art was reported at the Workshop and will be made 
available as a Working Paper of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. 
The method described proved to be a great help but did not provide simple 
answers to all questions during the experimental inspection. The starting material 
and the raw final product of the production process that was the subject of the 
experimental inspection contained very small amounts of phosphorus methyl 
compounds. This was demonstrated by analysing the waste of the plant. However 
outside the premises of the industrial complex the presence of these impurities 
could not be established. It would be interesting to investigate whether by the 
same method P-methyl traces can be detected outside a plant that is producing P- 
methyl compounds. We were not able to do this, since a plant of that kind does 
not exist in the Netherlands.

Other countries might wish to develop this and other methods further.

5. Highly qualified inspectors are needed

In order to be able to recognize which parts of a plant are relevant for chemical 
weapon production, the inspectors will have to be very highly qualified, both in 
the field of the chemistry relevant to chemical weapon production and in the field 
of chemical engineering in general. As was pointed out in the Netherlands
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document CD/445, the number of inspectors necessary for an adequate system 
of routine random on-site inspection does not have to be large (less than 50), but 
they will have to be highly qualified and paid accordingly.

6. Non-production verification is possible at acceptable costs

The experience obtained by the experimental inspection has strengthened our 
view that also in other production plants an adequate system of verification can 
be elaborated. Although as yet insufficient data are available, we venture to 
believe that this can be realized at reasonable costs. Although a system of routine 
random on-site inspection will not make an effective challenge inspection system 
superfluous, it will diminish the need to resort to challenge inspections.

Follow-up

The Netherlands hopes that other delegations will take into consideration the 
suggestions made by the Netherlands at the Workshop. There is no denying that 
a lot of work still has to be done to develop efficient methods for non-production 
verification. We could, perhaps, focus on general rules and guidelines which on 
the one hand ensure an effective system of inspection and on the other hand would 
take into account legitimate concerns of the chemical industry on the protection 
of intellectual property. Technical methods also remain to be elaborated but the 
convention does not have to wait for finalization of the work in this. Details can 
be worked out in separate verification manuals, to be attached to the final 
Convention. In our view it should be possible to establish the general principles 
and the basic provisions of a regime for verification of non-production within a 
reasonable timeframe.

112. Statement by President Reagan: Nuclear and Space
Arms Talks, June 26,1986^

Today marks the close of round five in the U.S. and Soviet nuclear and space 
talks in Geneva (NST). The U.S. goal in these negotiations is to obtain Soviet 
agreement to deep, equitable, and effectively verifiable reductions in the nuclear 
arsenals of the U.S. and the Soviet Union in a manner that strengthens strategic 
stability.

For the past 7 weeks, the U.S. negotiating team in Geneva has worked hard in 
pursuit of this goal by explaining and elaborating on the concrete proposals 
which the U.S. is offering in all three areas of these negotiations. These U.S. 
proposals include:

—In the strategic arms (START) negotiating group, a formula for equitable 
and verifiable reductions of 50 percent in offensive nuclear forces;

—In the intermediate [-range] nuclear forces (INF) negotiating group, a 
concrete, phased approach for eliminating the entire class of U.S. and 
Soviet land-based IW  missiles;

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 30, 1986, p. 876.
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—In the defense and space group, an offer to engage in a dialog on managing 
the transition to a more stable basis for deterrence though increased 
reliance on defensive systems, rather than offensive nuclear arms, and an 
“open laboratories” initiative to assure each side of the defensive nature 
of the other side’s strategic defense research.

The American negotiators have presented these proposals in the spirit of last 
November’s Geneva summit. At the summit. General Secretary Gorbachev and 
I promised to seek 50-percent reductions in offensive nuclear arms, appropriately 
applied, as well as an interim INF agreement.^ Much to our disappointment, until 
recently the Soviets have shown no interest in seriously following up at the 
negotiating table.

In the past 2 weeks, however, the Soviet negotiators at Geneva have tabled new 
proposals. I am hopeful that these proposals signal the beginning of a serious 
Soviet effort to join with us in actually reducing offensive nuclear arms. If the 
Soviet Union is now genuinely seeking progress, we may have reached a turning 
point in our efforts to build a safer and more peaceful world. I deeply hope that 
this is indeed the case.

We approach these negotiations with realism and determination. While we 
clearly cannot accept these Soviet proposals without changes, we are studying 
Soviet ideas on reductions very carefully to see how they might help to move us 
toward our goal of deep, equitable, and verifiable arms cuts. At the same time, 
we believe that if progress can be made in one of the three NST negotiating areas, 
it should not be held up—as the Soviets are still insisting—spending agreement 
in another area.

We know there is much hard bargaining ahead, but for our part, the United 
States is determined to do everything we can to achieve these deep reductions. 
If recent events indicate that the Soviet Union is now ready to work together with 
us in this urgent endeavor, we can begin now to ensure a safe and more stable 
peace for future generations.

113. Press Statement by the Head of the U.S. Delega
tion to the Nuclear and Space Arms Talks (Kam- 
pelman), June 26,1986^

The fifth round of the negotiations on nuclear and space arms has just ended. 
We hope it has in some areas opened the way to a serious dialogue which will 
narrow our differences and lead to agreement.

The U.S. began the round with proposals on the table in all three of our 
negotiations groups. Our proposal of November 1 for a 50 percent reduction in 
strategic nuclear arms^ remains on the table and, in accordance with the 
November 21 agreement of President Reagan and General Secretary Gor-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
 ̂ACDA files. The statement was made after the close of Round V of the talks. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 794-796.
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bachev,^ the U.S. has been seeking such reductions and early progress in areas 
of common ground. In this round, the Soviets did introduce a new option calling 
for lesser strategic arms reductions.

Our proposal of February 24 for the complete elimination of longer-range 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles is on the table along with an earlier Soviet 
proposal."  ̂We hope to see a more determined Soviet effort in the next round to 
join us in seeking to bridge our differences.

In the defense and space area, we have in this round received modified Soviet 
proposals responsive to some of our concems which we hope will turn out to be 
constructive.

The latest Soviet proposals, introduced just a few days ago, are now being 
seriously considered and studied by us. It is appropriate that I now recall for you 
President Reagan’s comments on this question in his speech at Glassboro. While 
repeating his firm commitment to conducting treaty-compliance research strate
gic defenses, he said:

We cannot accept these particular proposals without change, but it appears 
that the Soviets have begun to make a serious effort.

If both sides genuinely want progress, then this could represent a turning 
point in the effort to make ours a safer and more peaceful world. We believe 
that possibly an atmosphere does indeed exist that will allow for serious 
discussion.^

I do not want to minimize the very real and important substantive differences 
that remain between us. But at least in some areas we may now have fresh 
opportunities for serious and constructive discussion.

The American delegation is now planning to return to Washington for a period 
of active consultation and to participate in the preparation of a constructive 
response to the Soviet proposals. Our next round here in Geneva begins on 
September 18.

114. Press Statement by the Soviet Delegation to the 
Nuclear and Space Arms Talks, June 26,1986^

On 26 June, Max Kampelman, head of the U.S. delegation at the Soviet-U.S. 
talks on nuclear and space weapons, made a statement for the press in which is 
summed up the results of the recently completed fifth round of talks. The 
evaluations he expressed do not correspond to the actual state of affairs at the 
talks, and, therefore present it in a distorted form.^

3 Ibid., pp. 866-870.
 ̂Document 21.
 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, vol. 22, No. 25 (June 23, 1986), 

p. 838.
‘ Moscow TASS Intemational Service in Russian, June 26,1986; FBIS Daily Report, 

June 27, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. AA1-AA2.
 ̂Supra.
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The fact is that for the whole round there were no changes in the position of the 
U.S. delegation to facilitate the achievement of mutually acceptable accords on 
questions of preventing an arms race in space and halting it on earth. The U.S. side 
simply did not contribute any kind of positive proposals. It continued to block 
progress at the talks, adhered to its former unconstructive positions, which cannot 
serve as the basis for an agreement, and evaded a businesslike review of the 
proposals of the Soviet side. In particular, this concerns the problem of medium- 
range nuclear weapons, on which the United States continues up to the present 
to adhere to its position of 5 years standing, which long ago became obsolete.

In all three groups at the talks the USSR delegation has undertaken new and 
serious steps aimed at achieving very rapid progress. In the group on space 
weapons, in the group on strategic weapons and in the group on medium-range 
nuclear weapons, the Soviet delegation put forward proposals that were detailed, 
balanced and took account of the interests of both sides and that could form a good 
basis for solving, in the very near future, the problem of ending the arms race in 
all spheres and of radical reduction of nuclear weapons.

Thus, on the questions of strategic offensive weapons, the Soviet side fully 
keeps on the negotiating table its proposal for 50 percent reductions in the 
corresponding nuclear weapons of the USSR and the United States. We give 
preference to such a radical solution and we are ready to try to reach an agreement 
on it immediately, now.

However, at this round of the talks the U.S. side has continued stubbornly to 
stand on its old proposals of 1 November, last year, which only announce the aim 
of 50 percent reductions but which in fact envisage a sharp increase, by several 
thousand units, in the number of nuclear charges the United States has at its 
disposal at the present time.^

Taking this into account and in the interests of getting out of the impasse that 
has been created by the actions of the United States, the Soviet side, during the 
past round, put forward an intermediate option for reducing strategic offensive 
armaments providing for somewhat less than the 50 percent formula, but 
nevertheless for equivalent deep reductions in the nuclear arsenals of the sides. 
Such reductions could be implemented provided an accord is reached on not 
quitting the ABM Treaty"̂  for a minimum of 15 years. We regard it as a step 
toward implementing reductions of 50 percent in the corresponding nuclear 
armaments of the USSR and the United States.

Major proposals were submitted by the Soviet side on issues also relating to 
verification. We are in favor of a strict and adequate verification of the fulfillment 
of the undertaken commitments, if necessary right up to on-site inspection. 
Indeed it has become clear that the U.S. side is only talking of verification.

In practice it has been in every way avoiding an objective examination of this 
issue too.

We are forced to note with regret that all the efforts made by the Soviet 
delegation to move the negotiations out of their present deadlock have not yet

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 794-796.
For the text of the Treaty, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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received support from the U.S. delegation, and all the responsibility for the 
absence of positive results at the negotiations on nuclear and space armaments 
lies fully with the U.S. side.

115. Pakistani Paper Submitted to tlie Conference on 
Disarmament: Proposal Regarding an International 
Instrument To Supplement the Anti-Ballistic Mis
sile Treaty, June 26,1986^

1. It is evident that the need to prevent an arms race in outer space is not the 
exclusive preserve of the two major space Powers or of those countries that 
possess the capabilities to utilize outer space. The non-aligned, neutral and 
developing countries also have a major interest in preventing the weaponization 
of the zone, so that it may be preserved for peaceful and equitable uses.

2. The present and planned activities of the space Powers will not only entrench 
the inequitable use of outer space but also compromise its declared status as a 
zone of peace. The introduction of anti-satellite weapons, missile defence 
systems, in any guise, early warning or space-tracking radars and surface to air 
missiles usable in an ABM mode, would substantially erode the existing 
international agreements relating to outer space, in particular the Outer Space  ̂
and Anti-Ballistic Missile^ treaties. More importantly other arms control and dis
armament agreements between the two major Powers, related to the ABM treaty, 
may also not survive. The consequences are likely to be grave for stable relations 
between the two major Powers as well as for global security.

3. The entire international community has a manifest interest in seeking to 
amplify and improve the contemporary legal regime relating to outer space, in 
keeping with existing and anticipated requirements. Concentrated efforts should 
be made, especially through multilateral negotiations, to strengthen these juridi
cal norms.

4. Along with other relevant bilateral and multilateral forums, the Conference 
on Disarmament should be enabled to commence early negotiations on compre
hensive international agreement or agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an 
arms race in outer space, as well as to promote multilateral co-operation in the 
peaceful and equitable uses of this zone.

5. Pending the realization of these global arrangements, the Conference on 
Disarmament should evolve interim confidence-building measures along the 
lines of existing proposals such as the establishment of an International Space 
Agency; the adoption of a moratorium on the development, testing and deploy
ment of ASAT weapons; and establishment of the immunity of space objects. In 
the same context, the Conference should call upon the space Powers to share

' CD/708.
 ̂ For the text of the Outer Space Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, 

pp. 38-43.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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information regarding their current and prospective activities in space and to 
indicate their understanding of and adherence to relevant treaty obligations.

6 . In consonance with the foregoing considerations, the delegation of Pakistan 
would propose, as an interim measure and until the conclusion of a comprehen
sive treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space, the adoption of an international 
instrument to supplement the ABM treaty with a view to ensuring that the self- 
restraint accepted by the two Great Powers in the ABM treaty is not negated by 
acts of omission or commission by either or both of these Powers or by other 
technologically advanced States. Such an instrument should incorporate the 
following five elements:

(a) Recognize and reconfirm the importance of the United States-USSR ABM 
treaty in preventing the escalation of an arms race, especially in outer space;

(b) Note the commitment of the two Powers to continue to abide strictly by the 
provisions of this treaty, in particularly its Article V under which they have 
undertaken not to develop, test or deploy ABM systems or components of such 
systems that are sea-based, air-based, space-based or mobile land-based;

(c) Provide a clear interpretation of the research activities permissible under 
the ABM treaty, not only for the two parties but also for other technologically 
advanced States, so as to facilitate an impartial interpretation of ambiguous 
aspects of the treaty such as the definition of “research” and the “use of other 
physical principles”;

(d) Include a commitment by other technologically-advanced States not to take 
their own research beyond the limits accepted by the United States and the USSR; 
and

(e) Include a mechanism to provide for the redress of such activities that are 
contrary to the limitations contained in the ABM treaty.

7. The delegation of Pakistan hopes that this proposal will be given early and 
appropriate consideration in the CD and, in particular, by the Ad Hoc Committee 
on the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

116. Statement by the U.S. Representative (Lowitz) to 
the Conference on Disarmament: Chemical Weap
ons, June 26,1986^

Mr. President, in my statement today I want to review the negotiations on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. As we have passed the mid-point in the 1986 
session of the Conference, it is timely to assess the current status of our work and 
to consider suggestions for accelerating the negotiations. Several issues that are 
particularly important at this stage of the negotiations also deserve our attention.

It is sobering to realize that negotiations to ban chemical weapons have been 
under way in bilateral or multilateral form for 10 years without the conclusion of 
a convention. It is even more sobering to realize that during this same period the 
threat to international security posed by chemical weapons has gotten much

• CD/PV.365, pp. 2-8.
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worse. More countries possess chemical weapons today than in 1977. Since 
negotiations began 10 years ago, chemical weapons have been used repeatedly 
in combat in violation of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.^

It is true that agreement has been reached on a number of substantial aspects 
of a comprehensive ban during the past decade. The general scope of the 
convention was settled rapidly. And work has gradually advanced on the nature 
of verification arrangements. The 1985 report of the Ad hoc Committee on 
Chemical Weapons, contained in CD/636, records the progress we have made in 
this Conference.^ I should add that it reflects the tireless dedication of the 
successive chairmen of the Ad hoc Committee, which is exemplified by the 
efforts of our present Chairman Ambassador Cromartie; of the Chairmen of the 
Working Groups established under the Committee’s aegis; and of the many 
delegates who have contributed to the Committee’s work.

But CD/636 also makes it painfully clear how much work remains to be 
accomplished. There continue to be significant gaps in the body of the draft 
convention, particularly in areas relating to verification of compliance. More
over, the annexes that will contain the detailed arrangements for implementing 
the convention’s provisions exist only in fragmentary form.

However, there are some encouraging developments. Several delegations 
have contributed to efforts to develop effective verification provisions. The 
Workshop sponsored by the Netherlands earlier this month, and the working 
papers introduced by the delegation of Norway on 24 June concerning investi
gation of use of chemical weapons,"  ̂ are the most recent examples. These 
represent precisely the types of careful and serious efforts that are needed to 
ensure that the future convention will be effective.

Over the last year there have also been some signs that the negotiations are 
beginning to intensify. The leaders of the United States and the Soviet Union have 
stressed their strong support for the negotiations. In the Conference on Disarma
ment, important areas of the negotiations have become more active.

But my delegation believes that the Conference can do even better. In light of 
the urgency of our task, it should be possible further to accelerate our negotia
tions. What we need is a clear, coherent strategy for doing so. Without one, even 
an abundance of political goodwill is unlikely to lead to a completed convention.

What strategy does the United States propose? In the view of my delegation, 
the following elements are essential:

First, States must work to restore and strengthen the foundations of the future 
agreement. Compliance with and respect for the 1925 Geneva Protocol must be 
maintained, or there will be no sound basis on which to erect a comprehensive 
and enduring prohibition. States must also co-operate in curtailing the spread of 
chemical weapons, which moves us further ft*om our goal, and makes it even 
more difficult to reach multilateral agreement.

Second, States must moderate their rhetoric. States should not seek to question 
the sincerity of other members of the Conference and continually misrepresent

 ̂For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764—765. 
Ubid.,1985,pp. 531-533.
^CD/600, CD/601.
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the facts. Recent instances of this counterproductive approach may be found in 
statements of several delegations in the plenary, in the Committee, and in the 
press. Such instances waste valuable negotiating time, including time spent to set 
the record straight.

For example, it should not be necessary for my delegation to point out that the 
United States has no plans to store binary chemical weapons in Europe. This is 
a well-known and long-established fact. Yet there are those who Imowingly 
misrepresent our intentions.

Nor should it be necessary to explain, again, that binary chemical weapons are 
designed to improve safety, not to increase the dangers or lethality of these 
already terrible enough weapons; and that unitary weapons will be destroyed as 
binary weapons are produced. Nor should it be necessary to remind others of 
which State maintains the world’s largest stockpile of chemical weapons.

We will set the record straight when United States policies are misrepresented, 
but we believe that the task of negotiating would be better served if such 
misrepresentations were never made.

In this regard, I note that charges continue to be made that certain proposals 
presented to the Conference were designed to be rejected. On 20 June such a 
charge was made in Working Group C by the head of one delegation, who said 
that the proposals in question were based on a demagogic philosophy—in other 
words, that they were designed to stir people up by appeals to emotion and 
prejudice. Such language is not the language of negotiation. It does not advance 
the negotiations. It only sours the atmosphere. My delegation deplores it.

Third, States should not be diverted from the objective of a complete ban by 
short-term political considerations. Proposals are advanced from time to time for 
a variety of interim agreements, as if a complete prohibition were not attainable 
in the foreseeable future. In our view, negotiations on formal interim agreements 
would rapidly overshadow negotiations on a complete ban. They would deplete 
the political and technical resources required to finish the convention on which 
the Conference is working. Most importantly, interim arrangements would not 
solve the problem. It would continue to be necessary, on an urgent basis, to 
complete the very task under way in this Conference. Mr. President, we must 
keep our attention focused on our real objective.

Fourth, States must have a clear sense of the status of the negotiations. They 
need to recognize that a substantial amount has been achieved and that there are 
encouraging developments. At the same time, they must recognize both that 
considerable work remains ahead, and that the pace is too slow. A widely-shared 
appreciation of where the negotiations stand should be an impetus to increased 
efforts in this Conference.

Last, the negotiations should centre on resolving the major problems. As 
pointed out by the distinguished representative of Japan in his plenary statement 
of 3 April, negotiating issues differ greatly in importance. Some are fundamental 
to the general structure of the convention; others are matters of detail. This is not 
to denigrate the task of careful elaboration of the multitude of details essential to 
a comprehensive convention. But lesser questions cannot be answered if larger 
issues upon which they depend have not been addressed first. Putting off the hard.
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central issues will only delay both their resolution and the completion of the 
complete convention.

Let me take up this last point in my strategic outline, that concerning the 
resolution of major problems. What are the key negotiating issues before us? In 
my delegation’s view there continue to be four issues of particular importance at 
this stage. These issues are nearly identical to those outlined in my statement of 
28 March 1985.  ̂That these issues have remained the most important unresolved 
problems, despite some progress and an entire year of work, is another sober 
reminder of the slow pace of the negotiations.

These issues are as follows: (1) declaration and monitoring of chemical 
weapons stockpiles; (2 ) elimination of chemical weapons production facilities;
(3) prevention of the misuse of the chemical industry for chemical weapons 
production; and (4) challenge inspection. I will comment on each in turn.

Unfortunately, there has been little progress in the last several years in 
resolving differences concerning the declaration and monitoring of chemical 
weapons stockpiles. Agreement was reached several years ago that the compo
sition of stockpiles should be declared promptly and in detail. Useful work was 
accomplished last year in developing a format for such declarations. However, 
other important aspects of the verification regime for stockpiles remain unre
solved. The United States has proposed that the locations of stockpiles also be 
declared promptly, so that the accuracy of the declaration can be confirmed and 
the stockpiles can be monitored by the inspectorate until they are destroyed.

The delegation of the Soviet Union frequently contends that declaration of 
locations of forward-deployed stockpiles would reveal military secrets. This had 
been universally interpreted to refer to stockpiles in other countries. Such an 
argument is difficult to understand, in view of General Secretary Gorbachev’s 15 
January statement that States should agree not to deploy chemical weapons in the 
territories of other States and that the Soviet Union has always strictly abided by 
this principle in its practical policies.^

On the other hand, other statements by Soviet spokesmen convey the impres
sion that the Soviet Union considers the simple fact that it has chemical weapons 
to be an important military secret. How else can one interpret the claims, made 
by Major General Anatoly Kuntsevich in a press conference in Moscow on 20 
May, that the Soviet Union has no chemical weapons stockpile?

My delegation finds it very disturbing that the Soviet Union is unwilling to 
acknowledge, during negotiations on a chemical weapons ban, that it possesses 
chemical weapons. Why is this fact being denied? A simple acknowledgement 
of what everyone knows to be the real situation would help considerably to build 
the confidence that is so important to completing the Convention.

Let me reiterate the United States position on the issue of stockpiles. A 
chemical weapons convention, to be effective, must require prompt declaration 
of the locations of chemical weapons stockpiles, as well as on-site inspection to 
confirm the declaration and to ensure that the stockpiles remain inactive until 
they are destroyed. Such an approach has already been developed for chemical

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 216-223.
 ̂Document 5.
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weapons production facilities. We welcome, and will carefully consider, alter
native proposals from other delegations that would provide the requisite level of 
assurance about stockpiles. But we cannot allow this issue to be set aside and 
ignored.

On the issue of chemical weapons production facilities, differences seem to 
have narrowed through the common approach that appears to have been reached 
on prompt declaration of such facilities, on-site intemational verification, and 
elimination over a 10-year period. However, agreement has not been reached on 
exactly what must be destroyed. The definition of the term “chemical weapons 
production facility” cannot be fully determined until the scope of the destruction 
process is agreed upon, and we have not yet finally resolved either matter. These 
important issues need to be settled.

The comments on chemical weapons production facilities by the distinguished 
representative of the Soviet Union in his plenary statement of 22 ApriP appear 
to be an elaboration on the statement made on 15 January by General Secretary 
Gorbachev. It was disappointing, however, that it did not fulfil the expectation 
raised by Mr. Gorbachev’s statement in East Berlin on 18 April,^ that the Soviet 
delegation in Geneva would offer proposals to resolve the remaining differences 
in the chemical weapons negotiations.

Nonetheless, we consider Ambassador Issraelyan’s statement of the Soviet 
position on chemical weapons production facilities to be a constructive and 
positive development. While important aspects remain to be clarified and 
resolved, it is our hope that an article on chemical weapons production facilities 
can be put in draft from before the end of this session.

Work on ways to prevent misuse of the chemical industry for chemical 
weapons production has been given a major impetus by the Netherlands Work
shop. Also during this Workshop, the Australian Government reported on an 
experimental inspection conducted by Australian experts. The United States is 
deeply grateful to the Netherlands for its sponsorship of the Workshop and to 
Australia for its research project. These efforts have given us and others 
important insights into the “non-production” issue. We support the conclusion of 
both the Netherlands and Australia that an effective verification system can be 
developed that will take into account the legitimate interests of the chemical 
industry.

The Netherlands Workshop^ and the report by Australia*® and the report by 
Australia on its own studies represent the most recent in a long series of 
contributions by Western delegations to resolving the “non-production” issue. It 
is noteworthy that Western countries with advanced chemical industries have 
taken the lead in drawing attention to the need for effective monitoring of the 
chemical industry, and in presenting concrete proposals to accomplish such 
monitoring.

 ̂Document 64.
* Document 62.
 ̂Document 111. 
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Since the Netherlands Workshop, discussions on the “non-production” issue 
in Working Group A have intensified. There are signs of a co-operative, problem
solving approach on the part of those involved. This is encouraging.

However, the position of the Soviet Union and other members of the Group of 
Socialist States has not yet been clearly defined, despite their many expressions 
of concern about the misuse of the chemical industry for chemical weapons 
production. The 10 June plenary statement of the Soviet delegation says only that 
“the Convention should envisage measures ensuring its strict observance and 
implementation by each State Party, irrespective of whether State-owned or 
private enterprises or transnational corporations are involved, first of all the 
prevention of the use of the commercial chemical industry for the development 
and production of chemical weapons”. * ‘ But this is no more than what the Soviet 
delegation was saying on 22 April,'^ before the Netherlands Workshop. It would 
be difficult to dispute this broad, general principle. The Conference needs to 
know—specifically—how the Soviet delegation believes this principle should 
be implemented in practical terms. Does it accept the approach outlined by the 
Netherlands delegation in CD/CWAVP. 133, by the United Kingdom delegation 
in C D /575,and by the United States delegation in CD/500?‘'̂  If not, what 
concrete alternative would the Soviet Union propose?

We are encouraged by the acceptance by General Secretary Gorbachev of the 
concept of on-site inspection in arms control agreements. And we have heard the 
assurance of various delegations that on-site inspection will be an integral part 
of the verification regime of the chemical weapons ban. But we have also heard 
the Soviet delegation question the idea of surprise inspection at commercial 
chemical plants. We would welcome hearing more about the Soviet Union’s 
views about on-site inspection in the chemical industry. If their concept of on-site 
inspection entails nothing more than scheduled periodic visits announced well in 
advance, we would appreciate an explanation of how such inspections will 
provide confidence that the obligations of the chemical weapons convention are 
being honoured.

The last of the key issues is challenge inspection. Challenge inspection is the 
safety net providing the back-up to the other parts of the verification system. It 
is, in the last analysis, the best and only sufficient deterrent to actions inconsistent 
with the convention. All here in the Conference hope that the safety net will 
seldom, if ever, be used. But when it is used, it must be effective. A safety net that 
is poorly designed and constructed will fail to do its job. And an ineffective safety 
net is worthless, indeed dangerous.

The United States approach to challenge inspection is well known, but it has 
been imperfectly understood. In April, we went so far as to revise Article X of 
the United States draft convention, contained in CD/500, to meet Soviet concerns 
that this article did not cover privately-owned facilities. Rather than trying to 
meet our concerns, the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union, in his

" CD/PV.360, p. 23 [variant translation].
•2 CD/PV.358, p. 24.

Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 158-163. 
^Ubid.,1984,^^. 269-299.
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remarks to Working Group C on 20 June, ridiculed the time-frames incorporated 
into Article X.

It is most regrettable when one delegation resorts to bad humour sharply to 
attack a major proposal of another member of the Conference, and then fails even 
to propose an alternative. Those who criticize have the responsibility to make a 
counterproposal. But no such counterproposal has been forthcoming. Indeed, the 
formally-stated Soviet position that challenge inspection should, in the final 
analysis, be voluntary has remained unchanged since 1982. However, during less 
formal working group discussions, the Soviet Union has appeared to move away 
from its 1982 position by voicing support for the approach contained in document 
CD/CW/WP. 136, presented by the German Democratic Republic and Poland on 
18 April. Yet, it remains vague and non-committal in its formal statements in 
plenary meetings. My delegation is left to wonder what the real Soviet position 
is.

There are other aspects of the Soviet position that remain unclear as well. On 
at least two occasions in Working Group C, Soviet representatives have associ
ated themselves with the approach contained in the United Kingdom Working 
Paper of 10 February 1984, CD/431.̂  ̂This paper is based on the principle that 
“Every State Party should be under a stringent obligation to accept challenge on
site inspection.” Can one conclude from Soviet statements that the Soviet Union 
can accept this principle?

The United States delegation is not alone in lacking a clear picture of the Soviet 
position on challenge inspection. As one example, it should be recalled that on 
27 March the distinguished representative of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Ambassador Wegener, requested the Soviet delegation to clarify its views on 
several issues, including challenge inspection. I will look forward to responses 
to those questions as well as to the ones I have raised today.

In his statement to the press on 19 June, Ambassador Issraelyan called upon the 
United States to demonstrate its genuine interest in chemical disarmament by 
making new proposals. While it was not said so explicitly, there can be little doubt 
that the United States was supposed to change its position on challenge inspec
tion. The United States delegation is not going to negotiate with itself. Rather 
than simply to criticize the United States position, we expect the Soviet Union to 
make clear what the Soviet position really is.

I have said it many times, and I will say it again: Article X was not presented 
as a take-it-or-leave-it proposition. The United States is prepared to consider 
seriously any altemative proposals that will provide the same level of confidence. 
But we will not accept an ineffective approach to challenge inspection.

Unfortunately, much of the debate about challenge inspection has dealt with 
formulas and their political acceptability. Some States have lost sight of the 
concept of effectiveness. In order to make progress on challenge inspection there 
needs to be discussion of how to ensure effectiveness, while at the same time 
minimizing the risk of abuse of the challenge provision. The Chemical Weapons 
Committee needs to evaluate all of the various proposals in these terms.

Ibid., pp. 70-74. 
CD/PV.351,pp. 20-23.
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Today I have described where the chemical weapons negotiations stand and 
what must be done in order to complete them. I have stressed the need for a 
strategy and have outlined its key points. I have commented on the four issues 
which we believe to be the key issues now in the negotiations.

In closing, I want to stress once again the importance that President Reagan and 
Vice-President Bush attached to the acceleration of the efforts to conclude an 
effective and verifiable agreement when I met with them on 5 June.‘̂  The 
President has instructed the United States delegation to continue to seek mutually 
acceptable solutions to the outstanding issues in the negotiations on a chemical 
weapons ban. We intend to do our best to fulfil these instructions.

117. Newspaper Article by Members of the President’s 
Commission on Strategic Forces: Comprehen
sive Test Ban, June 29,1986^

The Soviets have recently made a new strategic arms control proposal at 
Geneva, and they have also continued to press the United States to agree to a 
Comprehensive Test Ban—that is, a prohibition on any underground tests of 
nuclear weapons. The administration has stated that it is examining the arms 
control proposal but has rejected the CTB.

Some who advocate a CTB maintain that a ban on testing would generally 
lower the reliability of nuclear weapons and thus advance the cause of peace by 
making all such weapons less usable. Other CTB advocates believe the con
trary—that testing is not really needed to ensure weapon effectiveness. Still 
others see a CTB as important chiefly as a symbolic step toward the eventual 
abolition of all nuclear weapons.

Not only do these arguments in part contradict each other, but none holds much 
water. The hard truth is that for the foreseeable future the stability of the strategic 
balance and the security of this nation and the West will depend upon the 
deterrence provided by nuclear weapons. Neither good intentions nor a single 
technical fix (whether it be a CTB or, for that matter, deployment of space-based 
ballistic missile defense) will lead to nuclear weapons’ becoming obsolete within 
any relevant time frame.

That day, if it ever comes, can only be brought about by Western strength and 
by the Soviets’ gradual acceptance that the perpetual expansion of their power is 
a hopeless goal. Today, however, nuclear weapons reflect the political chasm 
between freedom and totalitarianism. As long as this political competition exists, 
a strong military posture will be required to deter Soviet aggression and 
expansionism. In particular, although we may be able to reduce our degree of 
reliance on nuclear weapons and improve their safety—and although we may

Document 99.
 ̂ The Washington Post, June 29, p. Cl. The article was written by Brent Scowcroft, 

chairman, and John M. Deutch and R. James Woolsey, members. Senator Simon 
responded to this article on July 8 (Document 123).
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hope for reasonable arms control and subdued rhetoric—such weapons will be 
required for an indefinite period to preserve the peace. Our allies appreciate the 
contribution Western nuclear weapons make to peace and stability today, 
perhaps better than we do.

In light of this, it would be a serious mistake for the United States to abandon 
nuclear testing now. First, limited testing permits the development of weapons 
that are far less sensitive to the explosion of their conventional explosive 
components as a result of a terrorist incident or an accident. Even if the actual 
conventional detonation of a nuclear weapon is highly unlikely in such cases, the 
resultant scattering of nuclear material would be devastating.

Second, testing is required to replace high-yield weapons with new lower- 
yield ones—a change made possible by the more accurate delivery systems of 
today. These sorts of modernization of nuclear weapons contribute to strategic 
stability.

Finally, experts from the U.S. nuclear weapons laboratories largely agree that, 
over time, some testing is required to ensure reliability of the nuclear stockpile. 
Lack of confidence in the stockpile would impair our ability to rely on nuclear 
weapons for deterrence. And reduced confidence in reliability under a CTB 
might well be of greater disadvantage to the United States than to the Soviets. 
With our greater reliance on quality than on quantity, our confidence in our 
weapons might well deteriorate much faster than the Soviets’ confidence in 
theirs.

Moreover, there is substantial debate about how to verify a CTB treaty. A 
threshold about one-tenth of the current 150-kiloton limit could probably be 
verified adequately with seismic stations outside the adversary’s territory. An 
even lower threshold could be verified with cooperative measures that permitted 
each nation to have seismic stations in the other. But some cheating is possible 
at the level of very small nuclear detonations. Moreover, at these very low levels 
the borderline between nuclear tests and directed energy experiments becomes 
difficult to define. The inevitable political debate over verification of a CTB 
would add little to our understanding or to strategic stability.

The argument is often advanced that a CTB will slow the spread of nuclear 
weapons to other nations. It is true that American and Soviet nuclear testing 
provides for nonnuclear states a convenient political rationalization for pursuing 
nuclear weapons development. But the reasons that lead a state to acquire nuclear 
weapons are fundamentally grounded in that state’s perception of its own 
security interests, not in the behavior of the United Sates or the Soviet Union. 
South Africa today, for example, is is unlikely to avoid nuclear weapons 
development because of a U.S.-Soviet CTB. Adherence by the superpowers to 
a CTB will change the rhetoric of some nations about nonproliferation but will 
have at best a marginal impact on the reality of what they do.

A reasonable policy for this nation to follow would be, first, to ratify the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty signed by the United States and the Soviet Union in 
19742 Following that, the United States and the Soviets could enter into

 ̂For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
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negotiations to lower this limit to a level consistent with each country’s technical 
requirements and its ability to verify, with high confidence, compliance with the 
lowered threshold. This would exert a long-term pressure toward lower yields 
and less reliance on nuclear weapons without the attendant problems described 
above. Finally, both the Soviets and the United States should renounce the use 
of nuclear explosives for so-called peaceful uses.

This set of proposals will fully please neither side in our current domestic 
debate nor does it comport with the current Soviet proposal. But it offers a 
reasonable approach toward dealing with this difficult issue while we devote 
principal attention to the main show—maintaining a deterrent and pursuing 
stabilizing strategic arms limitation agreements.

118. Statement by the Canadian Representative (Del- 
worth) to the Conference on Confidence- and 
Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in 
Europe: NATO Proposals, June 30,1986^

This negotiation is still spinning its wheels on the sands of political indecision, 
and time is passing quickly. We are halfway through this session which we have 
all called critical in the search for mutually acceptable solutions based on the 
common ground identified so far.

We can no longer afford to repeat old arguments, valid though some of them 
may be. We need to reassess our respective positions, taking into account the 
interests and perceptions expressed by others here.

Initiatives now seem called for, to unblock the road ahead towards an 
agreement which, in accordance with the mandate, will begin a process meaning
ful for building confidence and security as well as for the confidence- and 
security-building measures.

In speaking on behalf of the sponsors of SC.l,^ the 16 delegations which 
together made the first initiative at this conference, I can say that we have 
therefore decided that we would be prepared to make moves in the following 
areas of the negotiation:

Notification of ground force activities has often been described as the core of 
the agreement we have to adopt; the definition of the thresholds for ground force 
activities is a key element of this measure. Three approaches to this problem have 
been presented: One puts the emphasis on structures; another on manpower; a 
third one on “mobility and firepower”, which in practical terms means equip
ment. An attempt to combine these three approaches was recently made by the 
neutral and non-aligned states. We think that this is the right way to proceed, and 
we would like to declare our readiness to proceed, and we would like to declare 
our readiness to draft on the basis of the proposal tabled by the Austrian 
delegation on June 13. We hope others will t^ e  a similarly positive view.

' ACDA files. Ambassador Delworth spoke on behalf of the 16 NATO countries.
 ̂For an account of this proposal, see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 42-44.

Document 118



386 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

We must, however, make it clear that this formula as it stands is far from ideal 
from our point of view. The attempt to equal out existing disparities in force 
structures between participating states—that is, to achieve an understanding for 
CDE purposes of what a division is—is useful. Our concern, however, is to find 
a solution that would include all formations of ground forces that have a militarily 
significant capability, regardless of what participating units may be called. We 
believe amendments will be required to this end.

The level of the threshold is an essential issue. Our approach is to emphasize 
structures, and the number of troops is only one element in this approach. It has 
been contended that our proposal would result in an excessive number of 
notifications per year. We do not think that the figures which were mentioned in 
support of this objection are accurate. But we are ready to consider raising the 
numerical element of the threshold beyond the figure of 6,000 troops. We seek 
increased confidence through militarily significant and verifiable confidence- 
and security-building measures which cover the whole of Europe. We envisage 
a reasonable number of notifications which would constitute a step beyond the 
confidence-building measures of the Helsinki Final Act.  ̂What we foresee is not 
300 notifications per annum, not even 100. We believe it is a common objective 
that the number of notifications not be unnecessarily burdensome. We have to 
build constructively upon this common ground and agree to a comprehensive 
threshold which would correspond to this shared goal without entering into a 
numbers game.

Moreover, we are prepared to make another move. Understanding of mobili
zation practices through notification would contribute significantly to greater 
stability and confidence-building. However, we have heard concern expressed 
on our proposal relating to notification of mobilization activities. Some countries 
whose defence capabilities almost exclusively rely on the recall of reservists have 
argued that such a measure would affect their security interests.

We are willing to consider whether we could meet this preoccupation, but we 
would expect similar consideration of our concern in other areas such as 
constraints where provisions have been advocated which, in tum, would unac- 
ceptably affect our security interests.

I would like to stress that all this would constitute a significant departure from 
the position established in SC. 1/amplified. The moves we are prepared to make 
are presented in order to encourage our negotiating partners to match them, inter 
alia, by contributing to solving the issue of air activities on the basis of existing 
common ground.

On observation, we continue to believe that agreement to observe all notifiable 
military activities from their beginning to their end would be a substantial 
improvement over the provisions contained in the Final Act. But, this ambitious 
aim has raised many logistical and financial objections. It is our view that 
observation should assist participating states in meeting the overall objectives of 
the confidence-building process: It must enable the observers to assess the scope

 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, vol. 
LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.
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and nature of military activity, which of course does not imply that the first man 
to leave and the last to return to normal peacetime locations should be observed.

Here again we are prepared to look sympathetically at the above-mentioned 
objections and consider a limitation on the duration of observation both as far as 
its starting and its ending are concerned. We expect this move to enable 
everybody both to agree to a low threshold for notification and to facilitate 
agreement on detailed and specific modalities for the observation regime.

On verification, our inspection proposal meets the mandate criteria and 
ensures each state equal opportunity to verify compliance with the agreed 
confidence- and security-building measures. Objections have been raised, 
however, emphasizing the burden represented by our proposal. While we would 
have preferred to leave open the option for each participating state to conduct two 
inspections a year, we believe it is essential that each participating state should 
have the option to conduct at least one inspection a year. Central to our approach 
to verification is the position that inspections must be an essential and integral 
part of the result of the conference. However, we are prepared to reduce the 
number of inspections each state is entitled to carry out every year from two to 
one as evidence of our willingness to ensure against the abuse of the right to 
inspect military activities of other participating states. Inspections will be used 
only on those occasions when doubts about compliance arise. Inspections are not 
meant to be onerous or unduly intrusive.

But it must be clear that the inspection provisions cannot be impaired by any 
escape clause, defective modalities or other flaws that would render them 
ineffective.

Conclusion: the mandate of the conference requires us to enact “new, effective 
and concrete actions” to increase confidence and security in Europe and thereby 
reduce the risk of military confrontation. To fulfill this obligation, we must agree 
on verifiable measures of true military significance. The 16 sponsors of SC.l/ 
amplified will not accept merely insignificant improvements of the confidence- 
building measures of the final act. None of us can afford to compromise on this 
point.

The time has now come for new efforts to further the drafting process. The 
points I have just made are intended to serve that purpose. This is not, of course, 
the first example of our determination to reach an agreement. May I recall that 
on the issue of the non-use of force we have also made significant steps, first in 
agreeing to include this issue on the agenda of the conference, then in tabling the 
most comprehensive contribution to date, and more recently in drafting actively 
on this subject. We have done this even though work in the field of concrete 
measures was stagnating.

The initiative we are taking represents careful study and sometimes difficult 
decisions on our part. In making these offers, that is, in showing yet again that we 
are prepared to be flexible, we must of course make it clear that we do so in the 
expectation that our other negotiating partners will show matching movements 
not only on the issues I have mentioned but also on others, such as information, 
which I have not raised today. Nor would we expect negotiating partners to 
introduce obstacles to real progress.
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The only way to reach a substantive agreement is to follow a give-and-take 
process. We hope that the initiative we have taken today will create a dynamism 
leading to such an agreement in the 8 weeks left to use before the conference 
adjourns on the 19th of September.

We shall be prepared to do our part.

119. Interview With tlie Director of the Strategic De
fense Initiative Organization (Abrahamson) [Ex
tracts], July 1,1986^

Q: Is SDI rightly conceived as a defense of the nation’s population, or is it 
defense of the nation’s military resources?

A: The way you ask the question and the way many people ask the question,
it sounds like an either/or___And it is part of this difficulty we always have when
we’re trying to explain the program and what we’re trying to do. The critics, and 
even some of our friends who oversimplify this thing, like that TV ad that was 
not ours—we don’t spend government money for TV ads, I hope you all 
understand that—have searched for a way to describe this . . . .  What we have 
always been trying to do . . . .  is to see if it’s possible to fmd the means to build 
a layered defense . . .  to try to destroy a missile when it first starts out . . .  then 
subsequent layers in space and finally ending up with terminal layers... the ones 
that are just going to hopefully get the few that might leak through the earlier
layers What we are talking about is layered defense and area defense . . .  of
not only the United States. We would like to be able to in fact convince the 
Europeans and ourselves that an area and a layered defense against shorter-range 
missiles in the theater is viable as well so that we again achieve someday an equal 
level of deterrence and defense capability against short-range threats as long- 
range threats, but now that’s a different kind of problem.

Q: But if you’re 50 percent effective in defending a missile field you’ve done 
something very considerable, [whereas] if you’re 50 percent effective in defend
ing Washington, you’ve done nothing.

A: Well, I guess I’d have to agree with that frankly at 50 percent but . . .  that’s 
why the layer defense is so important. Let’s assume that each layer was only 50 
or 60 or 70 percent effective, but if you had a series of five layers, the important 
thing is to the military planner—the general of the Soviet rocket forces who’s 
putting his attack together in the first place—what you are trying to present him 
with is one of these probabilities problems. . .  like rolling seven sevens in a row 
at Las Vegas or something like that.

What you want to give him is a problem that says he will never know . . . 
whether or not [his] missile will get through the first layer and whether or not its 
warheads will get to the second layer and that the warhead that you want to get

‘ The Washington Post, July 2, 1986, p. A21. The interview was with editors and 
reporters ofThe Washington Post over lunch. The excerpts here are all of those printed by 
the newspaper but, as it says, are substantially abridged.
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to [a] particular target will be the same one that gets through the next layer and 
the next layer and the next layer. So . . .  he never has any confidence that he will 
achieve his military objective and if he can’t achieve his military objective . . .  
he will not take the risk of starting a nuclear war and that’s the intent of defensive 
deterrence . . . .

When you deal in probabilities, particularly if you’re going to do something 
like start a nuclear war, you are not going to just do what is my probability of 
getting through, you’re also going to say what is my real confidence level that I 
am going to destroy the target—and that is, in a sense, not just what’s my 
probability of rolling a seven on one roll . . .  it’s how many times must I roll to 
ensure that I get a seven. Okay? Now that’s a very different number in probability 
calculation.

Q: If I’m hearing you correctly, what you’re saying is you’re trying to raise the 
doubt threshold in Moscow, to make it harder for anybody in Moscow to think 
that they can profit from launching an attack.

A: Sure, because we use a deterrent strategy and because they will surely . . .  
have an unacceptable loss in terms of their nation. That’s the concept today, 
retaliation, and on a nice sunny afternoon here in Washington when we’re not 
worried about anything... that’s a very stable kind of structure and it’s really fine. 
But imagine different circumstances. Imagine where, for whatever reason . . . 
there is a real crisis beginning to operate where one side elevates and then the 
other side elevates and what is the thought process that begins to go on and the 
thought process is: What are they doing? Are they going to strike? Should I strike 
first if it’s inevitable that they’re going to strike? So what seems stable now today 
and is kind of rather a placid situation may not be absolutely stable when the real 
crisis comes and when it really builds up . . . .

If anyone really believes and accepts the idea that what we have today... makes 
nuclear war impossible, absolutely impossible, then sure, we’ve got the right 
strategy and we ought to stick with it. I guess I’m not ready to bet on that.

Q: But we’re still talking about going from today’s situation in which the threat 
of retaliation is obviously very real and palpable and effective, to your tomorrow 
situation in which we’ve spent hundreds of billions of dollars and been through 
a whole new round of the game and we’re still in a situation in which [deterrence], 
though modified, would work in exactly the same way.

A: It is a deterrent concept, defensive deterrent. But there are a couple of new
elements in the game The question is even with a partial defense, do you add
stability? And then if you get better and better defense, do you add more and more 
stability? And what happens to the whole structure and the whole relationship 
between the two nations as you begin to do those things? The assumption in the 
past has been no defenses. \ ^ y ?  Because at the time of the Antiballistic Missile 
Treaty^—you know, that was an extraordinary experiment if you really think 
about it. I can’t think of any other time in history where a nation has. . .  said: We 
will leave our people, everything that we believe in, our whole structure naked 
to the most dangerous weapons that man has ever been able to create. In order to 
do what? To create an atmosphere where their retaliatory capability would never

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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be challenged. And hopefully if their retaliatory capability were never chal
lenged, they would agree that there’s some minimum number that we can all work 
to and we could stop. Did that work? I don’t think so. My own personal opinion 
is it hasn’t . . . .  The next [issue] is defensive. We’re not the only ones working
in this area This is not a U.S. initiative. They [the Soviets] have believed in
defense right from the very beginning. It served the Soviets from the days of the 
Tartars and the Napoleonic invasion, and that was the second major trend that the 
president was concerned with. . .  not only air defenses against our bombers but 
missile defenses as well. And then it goes even further than that. They have over 
3,000 hard sites for the defense of their leadership. Now, why would they bother 
doing all that? Because they want to fight and survive a nuclear war.

Q: If we can take out 80 percent of their warheads coming in and they.. .  take 
out 80 percent of our retaliatory warheads, it seems to me just to kind of rehearse 
once again the basic process of deterrence, but you’ve spent hundreds of billions 
of dollars. And I don’t see that you buy a lot more security.

A: Okay, but . . .  your premise is the key here. Your premise is that they have 
kept all of their warheads or increased them and we’ve got 80 percent defense. 
That’s not what we’re trying to do. We’re trying to modify their behavior. And 
that’s what the president indicated when he said, let’s see if we can make nuclear 
weapons, or nuclear ballistic missiles as the most dangerous of these, impotent 
and obsolete. Well, that’s dramatic language, but what does it mean? It means
take away the military value of these things___Now, I offer as at least evidence
that for the first time in the history of modem arms control we have probably the 
most serious proposal that we’ve really had on the table in Geneva now. Why do 
we have that there? Well, we didn’t have that there just by being nice guys and 
saying, we really like you and let’s have some cultural exchange programs. And 
now wouldn’t you like us nice enough so that you will be willing to give up a 
bunch of the missiles which are, at this point, the omnipotent weapon . . . .

Q: So are you suggesting that the real purpose is not to build the system, but 
just to use it [as a bargaining chip]?

A: No. The real purpose is straightforward. Find and use every way possible: 
negotiations, a demonstration of resolve on the part of the American nation—and 
by the way, that’s just as important as anything else—and, obviously, the ability 
to build defenses, to get them to say, “Let’s reduce our number of missiles.”

Q: General, last fall you were quoted as saying... [that] the ranks of opposition 
to SOI had been reduced to a few sincere diehards. In the last couple months there 
have been press conferences with scientists . . . .  There were some fairly
impressive minds among them___And I wonder, is it still a few diehards? How
do you assess that?

A: Well, I’m disappointed. I think we’re beginning—we’re losing a little bit. 
What we’re seeing is that there has been an intensive campaign on the part of the 
opponent. They're going out there and they’re signing up people. The U.S. 
government doesn’t do that. We don’t go out there and sign up people. So that’s 
having a lot of impact. A lot of those people are people that obviously I would
like very much to have in favor of what we’re doing [But] I think a lot of them
don’t understand what we’re doing here. And I think that a lot of the argument— 
and here’s something that I think is important—the argument is about what is the
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outcome of all this going to be? And that’s an appropriate argument to have—we 
should have it, that’s the right national debate. On the other hand, what we’re 
doing today, in taking a step in that direction, is a different question. And few 
people have commented on, or really looked to say, what’s the national poll on 
should we have a research program. And how many of these people are signed 
up to say, we shouldn’t even do research. That’s quite a different question . . . .

Q: How much of your job is generating public support?
A: Unfortunately more than I really would like But let me give you at least

my bottom line judgment here, and you can be skeptical of this or not. The 
technical part of this is the easy part—it’s not a piece of cake, but it’s the easy part. 
The political side of it: If we don’t have the defense sewn down, it’s not because 
we can’t do it. It’s because the nation doesn’t understand it sufficiently or we 
don’t maintain resolve.

120. White House Statement on the Mutual and Bal
anced Force Reductions Talks, July 3,1986^

The most recent round of the mutual and balanced force reduction talks 
(MBFR) has just concluded in Vienna. Regrettably, the Warsaw Pact participants 
continued to display a disinclination to respond constructively to the far-reaching 
NATO offer of December 5, 1985.^

In order to make headway toward our goal of reducing conventional forces in 
Europe in an equitable manner, the Western proposal of last December accepted 
the East’s own framework for a first-phase agreement of limited duration. Under 
such an approach, there would be initial United States and Soviet reductions 
followed by a no-increase commitment on the forces in the area of all the 
participants to the agreement. Most significantly, in the interest of meeting stated 
Eastern concerns, the West offered to set aside its longstanding requirement that 
East and West reach prior agreement on the levels of the forces which would be 
subject to an agreement.

Unfortunately, the draft agreement which the East introduced on February 20, 
1986, was woefully inadequate, particularly with respect to the vital issue of 
verification. Despite the recent assertions of Eastern leaders that their govern
ments were willing to agree to reasonable verification measures, the East fell 
back on old proposals which had previously been rejected by the West as 
incapable of ensuring compliance with treaty obligations. Indeed, the East even 
backtracked from its earlier position on certain verification measures.

The United States and its dlies will continue to make every effort to reach an 
equitable agreement in MBFR, as well as in other arms control areas. A 
significant move by the Warsaw Pact in the direction of the West in the Vienna

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 7, 1986, pp. 902-903. The 
statement was by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President.

 ̂For the President’s summary of the NATO offer, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1985, pp. 898-899.
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negotiations would be an excellent first step in demonstrating whether the 
Warsaw Pact is indeed seriously interested in strengthening European security.

121. Western Statement on the Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, July 3,1986^

Ambassador Robert D. Blackwill, head of the U.S. delegation, delivered an 
end-of-round plenary statement today on behalf of the West. He addressed the 
question of verification which he described as a key issue, and he reviewed 
Eastern statements in this regard, taking stock of where the negotiations now 
stand as a result.

In his remarks, he pointed out that during the last 7 weeks. Eastern represen
tatives, like those on the Western side, have devoted a significant portion of their 
attention to addressing and affirming the importance their governments attach to 
verification. Indeed, a theme found in nearly every Eastern statement in this 
round has been the need for reliable verification, specifically for the type of 
agreement under discussion here in Vienna.

Only 2 weeks ago, the East characterized a well-functioning system of 
verification as an important condition of confidence.^ And even earlier, on May 
22, the East acknowledged that one should provide for necessary, justified, and 
proven measures of verification.

In fact, the East opened the 39th round by discussing the goal of reliable 
verification of the no-increase commitment; while on June 12, it addressed, at 
length, the objective interconnection between verification and disarmament. 
Last week, the East affirmed that Warsaw Pact statements reflect readiness and 
flexibility also in the area of verification and acknowledged the importance of 
this problem.

This Eastern chorus pledging allegiance to verification—an unprecedented 
but welcome turn of events in this negotiation—^parallels in many respects 
Warsaw Pact pronouncements elsewhere since the conclusion of the 38th round. 
Indeed, on the very day the 38th round ended, Warsaw Pact foreign ministers 
declared: “They are guided by the need for effective verification in all areas of 
arms limitation and reduction and disarmament.”  ̂ One month later. General 
Secretary Gorbachev highlighted the “question of dependable verification at 
every stage of the process” of conventional arms control."̂

And, as everyone knows, the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw 
Pact last month made an appeal in its Budapest communique for “implementation 
of effective verification in all areas and stages of the reduction of armaments and 
disarmament by both national technical means and international procedures, 
including on-site inspection.”^

' Department o f State Bulletin, November 1986, pp. 27-29. 
 ̂Document 103.
 ̂Document 39 [variant translation].
Document 62.

 ̂Document 103 [variant translation].

Document 121



WESTERN STATEMENT, JULY 3 393

One would have anticipated in light of these fine-sounding statements—and 
particularly the passages from the June 11 Budapest communique—that during 
this round, the two sides would be well on their way to resolving the verification 
issue. One would have thought that such far-reaching—and, in the last case at 
least, unqualified—declarations would be accompanied either by new, concrete 
measures to substantiate them or at a minimum by a willingness to proceed on the 
basis of the ideas of others.

Unfortunately, this new, positive rhetoric on effective verification has been 
matched not at all by Eastern deeds at the negotiating table. Instead, the Warsaw 
Pact position remains frozen in the minimalist proposals which it had tabled years 
ago.

Each week since the December 1985 Western move,^ the East has had positive 
things to say about verification. But week after week—and now round after 
round—the Warsaw Pact remains rigid in its position on this subject. Indeed, it 
has actually hardened and retracted elements of its previous, already unfortunate, 
stance with the tabling of its February 20 draft agreement and its subsequent 
explanation.

During the course of this round, the Warsaw Pact added a dubious element— 
the realities of the present international situation—for justifying its refusal to 
accept Western verification proposals. One can only surmise that, after the West 
had irrefutably demonstrated how its verification package met the earlier 
Eastern-postulated criteria of corresponding to the content, substance, and 
purpose of the agreement under consideration, the East felt a need to come up 
with a more open-ended requirement, which it alone would be in a position to 
judge.

In the meantime, 30 weeks have passed since the West’s move of December 
5,1985, and the East has not moved one millimeter on the substantive issues of 
verification. Twenty-two weeks have gone by since the West put forward its 
detailed table of associated measures which contains its verification proposals. 
Yet the West still has not received a considered reply to any of its ideas on this 
score—notwithstanding almost daily Warsaw Pact claims to the contrary.

This is not to say that there has not been discussion on specific measures. Again 
in this round, the East has stressed the significance of entry/exit points as a 
verification position of all participants that in the Eastern and Western part of the 
area of reduction, permanent exit and entry points be established with observers 
of the other side. Yet the West is chided for dramatizing things where there is 
nothing to be dramatized. This seems to suggest that exempting approximately 
half a million Soviet forces which rotate each year in and out of the area of 
reductions is a trivial matter. Who in the world could believe that?

Clearly not the Warsaw Pact in the past. In July 1983 and subsequently, the East 
held the position that all Soviet troops—including those on semiannual rota
tion—would pass through exit/entry points. Only with the tabling of the February 
20 draft agreement did it become clear that the Warsaw Pact was abandoning this 
logical course, retreating to its current stance of entry/exit point tokenism. The

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 898-899, 906-910.
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West hopes that the East will return to its 1983 position with the acknowledgment 
that it is not a concession to the West.

The East this round confirmed that, together with other measures, the exchange 
of relevant information will make it possible in a reliable way to monitor the 
observance of the no-increase commitment. But the East to date has failed to 
explain how the highly aggregated data it is willing to exchange would be 
relevant to verifying compliance to this obligation. How then. Ambassador 
Blackwill asked, is one, in a reliable way, to monitor the observance of the no
increase commitment?

Clearly to be relevant for verification purposes, information must be disaggre
gated. The East seems to acknowledge this point—at least in part. It has agreed 
to break down the original figures it presented in 1976 from the simple categories 
of total Warsaw Pact ground forces and its combined ground and air forces in the 
area of reductions. Since 1980, it envisages providing figures on a national basis 
for the total number of ground forces in major formations, the total number of 
ground forces outside such formations, and the total figure for air forces. But 
further disaggregation down to a useful level—i.e., the battalion level—is 
obviously called for. Ambassador Blackwell asked: Why does the East resist this 
step?

Finally, the Warsaw Pact this round has acknowledged the importance of on
site inspections for the verification regime under discussion. On May 15, the East 
made two important points in this regard. First, the East does not exclude the 
possibility that unclear situations may arise which might feed suspicions of a 
violation of treaty obligations and might justify a request for an on-site inspec
tion. The East went on to note that for those who are complying with their 
obhgations, it will be easy to refute a suspicion by allowing an on-site inspection. 
And, indeed, this procedure would be what verification of compliance with the 
no-increase commitment really means.

Yet while affirming the importance and utility of on-site inspection, the East 
continues to demand that the request for an inspection be well-founded—i.e., 
contain all relevant information and also all possible evidence supporting its 
validity. Moreover the East in a further step back from its 1983 position on 
inspections now would give the inspected side the right of veto regardless of 
whether the request is well-founded or not. Finally, even if eventually granted, 
the delays built into the Eastern approach effectively rule out mounting an 
inspection on short notice and thus in most cases rob the measure of its utility.

In summation. Ambassador Blackwill noted that the Eastern approach to 
verification this round seems akin to the proverbial messenger who bears good 
news and bad news—with the former inevitably being cancelled by the latter.

The good news, he said, is that the East is now championing verification. The 
bad news, however, is that the East appears willing to accept effective verifica
tion only when there are no tensions between the sides and when no doubts exist 
as to intentions, force levels, and military activities.

The good news is that the East accepts the idea of entry/exit points. The bad 
news, however, is that virtually none of the approximately 500,000 Soviet troops 
rotating in and out of central Europe every year will pass through them.
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The good news is that the East agrees that an information exchange would 
make possible reliable verification of the no-increase commitment. The bad 
news, however, is that the East refuses to provide the relevant information, 
disaggregated to a manageable level.

Finally, the good news is that the East believes on-site inspections can clarify 
unclear situations. The bad news, however, is that the Warsaw Pact drains the 
words “on-site inspection” of their very meaning. Even to request an inspection 
under the Eastern approach one must justify it with evidence that is sufficient to 
prove a violation without recourse to inspection. Even then the inspected side 
may turn down the request. And if it does not, the inspection is likely to be so 
delayed as to be worthless.

Against this background, as well as other developments, the West has a right 
to wonder whether the East has any intention to agree to a serious verification 
regime. The West has a right to wonder whether the East is serious about this 
negotiation. It has a right to wonder whether the East will ever manifest the 
political will to come to an agreement on conventional force reductions and 
limitations.

For its part, the West wants an agreement here in Vienna. It would like it now. 
Being the only extant negotiation addressing conventional force reductions and 
limitations in Europe, this forum is a test of the earnest of those who, like General 
Secretary Gorbachev on April 18, appeal for cutting the “Gordian knot” and for 
moving on to an accord.

As was noted by the Western side at the opening of this round, the best means 
of demonstrating the sincerity of the East’s commitment to substantial reductions 
and limitations on conventional armed forces in central Europe and to reliable 
verification at every stage is for the Warsaw Pact to deal positively and 
constructively with the serious Western proposal tabled here in December. The 
West continues to wait for that Eastern response. Ambassador Blackwill’s last 
question was: Where is it?

122. Statement by the Soviet Representative (issraei- 
yan) to tlie Conference on Disarmament: Accident 
at Chernobyl and Compliance with the SALT II 
Treaty [Extract], July 3,1986^

• • • • • • •

In response to requests from a number of delegations, I wish to go into greater 
detail about the events at Chernobyl. One of the reactors of the nuclear power 
station situated near that town went out of operation. According to the prelimi
nary estimates of specialists, during a scheduled shutdown of the Number 4 Unit, 
with the level of power at 7 per cent of capacity, there was a sudden surge of power

• CD/PV.367, pp. 16-20.
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from the reactor, water began to evaporate intensively, with a substantial 
generation of steam. This was followed by a reaction between steam and 
circonium, leading to the formation and explosion of hydrogen. As a result of the 
explosion, a fire broke out. The reactor building and the equipment in it, the 
reactor itself and its core were severely damaged. This in turn caused radioactive 
material to leak from the confines of the power station.

The radioactive emissions reached a height of about 1,000 m, thus increasing 
cloud radioactivity and causing radioactive fall-out in the nearby regions of the 
USSR and in some other countries, but its level was not dangerous for the health 
and lives of people. The level of activity in the emissions was determined 
essentially by short-lived isotopes, primarily iodine-131, but also barium, 
lanthanum-140, ruthenium-103, cesium-137, iodine-132, tellurium-132, stron
tium-89 and strontium-90.

The fire at the Number 4 Unit was extinguished thanks to the courage of the 
fire brigades and the staff of the power station. The station’s other three units were 
immediately shut down and ever since have been cooling.

Work began immediately to clean up the effects of the accident. The primary 
objective of the first stage of clean-up operations was to reduce to the minimum 
the release of fission products from the reactor. Helicopters were used to form a 
strong 5,000 ton protective cover over the core, consisting of screening and 
neutron-absorbing materials such as sand, clay, boron, dolomite, sandstone and 
lead. By 13 May the reactor practically ceased to release fission products into the 
atmosphere.

However, another kind of danger was imminent. Even in a shut-down reactor, 
when a considerable amount of fuel is available heat is generated during an 
extended period of time due to the radioactive decay of fissionable materials. At 
first this was about 50 watts per kg of fuel, but it subsequently fell to 30 watts. 
Since a man generates about 100 watts, this does not seem much. However, if a 
man or fuel is thermoinsulated, they might really overheat. In other words, there 
was a danger that due to this residual heat generation there might be a melt-down 
of the core. However, due to the measures taken, in particular the intensive 
cooling of the reactor base with nitrogen, the temperature of the core was 
gradually reduced. At the beginning of June some points still had a temperature 
of 200-250°C, whereas now the temperature of all the surfaces of the reactor 
building is normal and is determined only by external exposure, that is by the sun.

At present, the experts’ main efforts are directed at decontaminating the 
territory and building a concrete sarcophagus to bury the reactor for ever and 
reliably to isolate the ground under the reactor. Several days ago the formation 
of an additional concrete protective shield under the reactor and under its entire 
foundation was completed. A tunnel has been driven under the reactor, thanks to 
which an underground refrigerator will be built—heat exchangers with the 
corresponding cooling system will be installed in the concrete. Set in this buried 
body are a number of heat and radiation sensors. It will certainly be necessary to 
continue thermal, radiation and gas measurements for a long time to come.

A progranmie for the decontamination of the territory of the power station, 
nearby settlements and the ground is being carried out. For this purpose 
especially, contaminated spots are covered with a special decontaminating film
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and liquid glass, and in certain areas the top soil is being removed. Necessary 
measures to prevent radiation contamination of the water basin are also taken. 
The entire area of the power station has been surrounded by a protective bank, 
concrete walls are being built around the damaged reactor to a depth of 32 m, that 
is down to clay foundation, a system of rain-water drainage is being installed and 
the waste-water drainage system has been shut off.

About 100,000 people living within a 30-km zone adjacent to the territory of 
the station have been evacuated and given preventive iodization treatment. As a 
result of the accident two persons perished and around 300 were hospitalized for 
radiation sickness, although of these a smaller number of people, 25, died and 187 
are still being treated. All those evacuated from the 30-km zone were given 
medical tests.

Radiation levels at Chernobyl and adjacent areas are being constantly moni
tored. Monitoring is being carried out by 200 fixed stations and dozens of mobile 
stations, aircraft and helicopters equipped with the latest dosimetric equipment. 
Every hour samples of water are taken from open water and rivers and 800 
dosimetric monitoring laboratories are monitoring the condition of the soil.

Since 9 May, data on the radiation situation from seven different weather 
forecasting stations have been telexed every day to IAEA and, since 15 May, to 
the World Health Organization. One of these seven stations is situated 60 kms 
from Chernobyl and the other six are along the western frontier of the Soviet 
Union.

The radiation situation in the area of the accident and the adjacent zone at the 
present time has considerably improved. In some areas where the level of 
radiation had already ceased to present a danger to health, those previously 
evacuated have begun returning. However, some of the contaminated area will 
not be returned to normality for some time yet.

In order to clean up the consequences of the accident many scientists and 
technical personnel of the Soviet Union are widely involved. The work has gone 
on, and continues to go on, around the clock.

In order to investigate the causes of the accident, a special Government 
commission has been set up. One of its tasks is to find out why there was a sudden 
power surge in the reactor. All possible causes are being considered and weighed 
up using appropriate simulation models in order to find a thoroughly substanti
ated answer. The Conmiission will carefully examine all aspects of the problem: 
design, construction, technical and operational aspects. The Commissioner has 
thought it necessary to go into some aspects in much greater detail, since they may 
concern not only this specific instance but also, on a wider plane, all the problems 
of enhancing the reliability of atomic energy which is so vitally necessary for the 
progress of civilization.

The accident has had very serious consequences. However, this is only an 
accident which occurred at a peaceful nuclear facility and is theoretically by no 
means the worst kind of accident that could have happened. Mechanical damage 
was minimal and radioactive fall-out remained essentially within the perimeter 
of the damaged building. Hence, what might be the consequences of the worst 
possible accident, with the meltdown of a reactor’s core, or of the destruction of 
the reactor by a cruise missile, for example? The consequences in such circum-
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stances will be a thousand times worse and will certainly have global conse
quences.

We think that the correct thing to do would be to consider the events at 
Chernobyl in the way in which they apply to the whole range of nuclear 
disarmament issues. After all, the consequences of this accident are incommen
surate with the consequences of the explosion of a nuclear missile, and yet in the 
world today we stockpile tens of thousands of such warheads, each of which is 
capable of leading to a catastrophe on a unimaginable scale.

We therefore need to take urgent steps to put an end to the build-up of nuclear 
arsenals and we must set about reducing these arsenals. That is why it is so vitally 
necessary to solve the top-priority problem, a problem which is solvable today, 
of a nuclear-test ban.

In its statements at recent plenary meetings of the Conference, the United 
States delegation has attempted to mislead the participants in the Conference on 
a number of arms limitation and disarmament issues. For example, on 12 June the 
United States delegation alleged that the Soviet Union was violating arms 
limitations agreements, including the SALT-II Treaty.^ The United States repre
sentative stated that “The United States concluded that in two major respects— 
the deployment of a second new type of strategic intercontinental ballistic missile 
and the encryption of telemetry, which prevents our national technical means 
from effectively verifying compliance with the SALT-II Treaty, the Soviet 
Union was in violation of the terms of the SALT-II Agreement.”^

In this connection, we would like today to explain our views on the questions 
raised by the United States delegation. Firstly, the question of the so-called 
“second new type” of ballistic missile. In actual fact, and this is well known to 
the United States side, the Soviet Union has tested only one new type of ICBM— 
the RS-22.

When referring to the testing by the USSR of a second new type of intercon
tinental ballistic missile. United States representatives have in mind the RS-12M 
missile, which is an updated version of our old RS-12 ICBM. Such moderniza
tion is not prohibited and is undertaken in strict compliance with the terms of the 
Treaty.

The United States deliberately misrepresented the clear-cut provision of the 
Salt-II Treaty dealing with the composition of elements included in the so-called 
“throw-weight” of the missile. Regardless of this provision, in the throw-weight 
of the old missile, the RS-12, it has not included the weight of some of its integral 
elements such as ABM penetration aids and the warhead homing device, while 
on the contrary it has unjustifiably included in the throw-weight of the updated 
ICBM the RS-12M, all the apparatus used only for testing.

So the question arises as to why the United States resorted to this distortion of 
the facts. The reason is clear. The United States already has a new type of 
ICBM—the MX. It is now working on a second new type of ICBM, the 
Midgetman, in violation of the Treaty. Hence its attempts to acquire some kind 
of right to a second new type of ICBM and at the same time to cast aspersions on

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
3CD/PV.361,p. 4.
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its partner in negotiations, the USSR, and to prepare the ground for renouncing 
its obligation to comply with the terms of the SALT agreements. Incidentally, 
when the United States decided to develop the Midgetman missile, no one 
mentioned the RS-12M. The version of the “violation” of this provision of the 
Treaty came later, and we can understand why.

Secondly, with regard to the encryption of telemetry. As you know, the 
encryption of telemetry transmitted from the missile is not prohibited under 
SALT II. The second common understanding of Article XV, paragraph 3, of the 
Treaty states: “Each Party is free to use various methods of transmitting 
telemetric information during testing, including its encryption”, except for cases 
when such encryption “impedes verification of compliance with the provisions 
of the Treaty”.

What are the provisions of the Treaty in question here? First and foremost, 
those relating to the definition of a new type of ICBM: the kind of fuel, number 
of stages, length, maximum diameter, launch- and throw-weight of the missile, 
number and weight of warheads. These are determined in agreed statements 
annexed to Article IV of the Treaty.

All this is being strictly complied with by the USSR. However, since the United 
States side raised the question of encryption, the Soviet side, in a constructive 
spirit, expressed its readiness to resolve this issue on a mutual basis. We proposed 
that those parameters of telemetric information which, in the view of the 
American side should not be subject to encryption should be specified in order 
to come to an agreement. However, the United States side has stubbornly refused 
to resolve the question which it had itself raised. It is clear now, that it was not 
in the least interested in resolving this issue, but wished to keep it in its arsenal 
of groundless allegations against the USSR.

In his statement of 12 June, the United States representative stated that the 
“Soviet Union failed to display a degree of restraint corresponding to our own”. 
Certainly, the degree of restraint displayed by the USSR did not correspond to the 
degree of restraint of the United States, but only in the sense that the United States 
in recent years has done absolutely nothing to promote an atmosphere of mutual 
restraint in the field of limiting strategic offensive weapons. On the contrary, in 
times of peace the United States has developed and is carrying out a comprehen
sive programme for the construction of powerful armaments for all three 
components of the American strategic triad: new intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, missile-carrying submarines, heavy bombers, and cruise missiles based 
on land, at sea or in the air. The United States has begun to carry out the Star Wars 
programme, the creation of space strike weapons. The United States has prepared 
to embark on the production of a new weapon of mass destruction, the chemical 
binary weapon. The stubborn reluctance of the United States Administration to 
associate itself with the Soviet moratorium on nuclear explosions does not testify 
to any kind of restraint. Washington does not want to give up its nuclear 
explosions which it is carrying out to develop the latest types of weapon, 
including space weapons. Accordingly, the true reason behind the United States’ 
intention of renouncing the Salt-II Treaty, no matter how hard the United States 
side tries to prove the opposite to us, is that the United States is quite determined
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to carry out its plans for an arms build-up, regardless of any international 
agreements in the field of arms limitation and disarmament.

While on the subject of the problem of compliance with disarmament agree
ments, I would like to inform the Conference that a joint meeting of the Foreign 
Affairs Commissions of the Soviet of the Union and of the Soviet of Nationalities 
of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR was held on 20 June in Moscow. It considered 
the question of the situation arising in connection with Soviet-American strategic 
arms limitation agreements as a result of actions on the part of the United States 
Government. It was pointed out at the meeting that Washington’s decision to 
cease to comply in future with Soviet-American agreements on the limitation of 
strategic offensive weapons places the current negotiations in Geneva on nuclear 
and space weapons in a very difficult position. The Foreign Affairs Commissions 
of the Supreme Soviet came to the firm conclusion that the Soviet Union is 
complying with the treaty obligations it has assumed. It has been and remains in 
favour of strict compliance with obligations assumed under these agreements and 
of preserving all the positive results achieved so far, which were so hard won, 
with such effort, in the field of strategic arms limitation.

The meeting adopted a resolution of the Foreign Affairs Commissions of the 
Soviet of the Union and of the Soviet of Nationalities of the Supreme Soviet 
which, inter alia, contains a proposal for holding as soon as possible a working 
meeting of members of the Foreign Affairs Commissions of the USSR Supreme 
Soviet and of the United States Congress to discuss mutual concerns which the 
Soviet and American parliamentarians might have about agreements between the 
United States and the Soviet Union on strategic arms limitation. In view of the 
importance of the cessation of nuclear tests, this problem, as the resolution states, 
could also be discussed at the proposed meeting. The resolution stresses that such 
meetings could be regular and could be used for the exchange of views on 
questions relating both to compliance with existing agreements and also to the 
elaboration of new agreements.

123. Newspaper Article by Senator Simon: Compre
hensive Test Ban, July 8,1986^

Three members of the President’s Commission on Strategic Forces—^Brent 
Scowcroft, John Deutch and James Woolsey—have decided that a Comprehen
sive Test Ban is not a good idea [“Nukes: Continue the Tests,” June 29]  ̂ I take 
issue with them.

They argue that neither Star Wars nor CTB will make nuclear weapons 
“obsolete,” but it is only Star Wars proponents who have made this claim. CTB 
advocates say only that it will slow modernization and cut off one important tool 
in the arms race. The writers say that continued testing will allow for safer nuclear 
warheads to be developed, warheads whose conventional “triggers” will be

’ The Washington Post, July 8, 1986, p. A14. 
 ̂Document 117.
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harder for terrorists to set off. There is currently no reason why safeguards of this 
sort cannot be tested without setting off the nuclear charge, and a number of 
weapons engineers have testified to that effect.

They argue that low-yield warheads need to be tested so these can be fitted on 
more accurate missiles, which is said to “contribute to strategic stability.” It is 
these super-accurate missiles that are used on both sides to threaten each other’s 
nuclear forces. This kind of development leads to the classic “use them or lose 
them” trap, which does not lead to strategic stability.

They fall back on the old argument that we need to test to make sure our 
missiles are reliable. There are two weaknesses in that. First, to whatever limited 
extent there is validity to the reliability argument, that applies to both sides. If 
there is uncertainty on both sides as to reliability, I consider that positive, because 
no one will launch a first strike unless they’re sure everything will work perfectly.

The other weakness is that less than 5 percent of our tests have been for 
reliability checks. The best way to monitor reliability is by dismantling sample 
weapons and conducting non-nuclear testing of key components. They further 
state that we rely more on quality than quantity, a surprising argument in light of 
our larger strategic warhead arsenal. But our significant qualitative lead would 
be frozen in place were a CTB negotiated, so their position is doubly confusing.

In 19781 was one of the delegates to the U.N. Special Session on Disarmament. 
At that time there were no significant problems in verifying underground tests by 
the Soviets if we could place in-country seismic sensors in both countries. Our 
technology has improved considerably since 1978. Verification is not an issue. 
Any reasonably objective observer has to come to that conclusion.

The authors agree with the administration that a CTB would not help our 
nonproliferation efforts. I disagree. Nuclear arms races can be averted if all states 
agree to forgo any testing. With so much at stake for everyone, enforcement of 
a “no-test-any where” regime could be achieved if both the United States and the 
Soviet Union were on the same side of the fence. They would be united in their 
determination to police a test ban.

A Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is in our interest. When the Soviets offer to 
stop all testing for a specified period— t̂he latest until Aug. 6—we should accept 
and say that we will both refrain from testing while we resume negotiations for 
a comprehensive treaty. The United States should be the leader in arms control, 
not the leader in the arms race.

124. Statement by the U.S. Representative to the Con
ference on Disarmament (Barthelemy): Chemical 
Weapons, July 10,1986^

Two weeks ago today. Ambassador Lowitz, speaking for the United States, 
reviewed the status of negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons and 
outlined a strategy for accelerating the work of the Conference and the Ad Hoc

‘ CD/PV.369, pp. 3-5.
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Committee on Chemical Weapons toward a completed convention.^ Today the 
United States delegation will take one step toward implementing that strategy by 
presenting to the Conference a document that provides detailed information 
concerning United States chemical weapons and current plans for their destruc
tion. This data should prove helpful in furthering the work of the Chemical 
Weapons Committee in several areas.

The members of the Conference are aware, of course, that the United States 
Congress has directed the disposal of the present American stockpile of lethal 
chemical agents and munitions as an adjunct to the acquisition of a smaller, safer 
chemical weapon deterrent.

My Government has summarized preliminary planning for this destruction 
process in a document entitled “chemical stockpile disposal program’' prepared 
by the United States Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency.^ My delega
tion has asked the secretariat to distribute copies of this document to all 
delegations, and we will ask that it be designated as a chemical weapons working 
paper. In keeping with our strong endorsement of the cost-cutting efforts 
undertaken by the secretariat, we are distributing this study at no cost to the 
Conference.

Two weeks ago. Ambassador Lowitz reiterated the United States position that 
a chemical weapons ban must require prompt declaration of the location of 
chemical weapons stockpiles. States must have confidence in the verifiability 
that all stockpiles have been declared and will be destroyed. To provide that 
verification, prompt declaration is required. The data you will receive today 
includes the location of every chemical weapons storage site in the United States. 
It is the hope of my delegation that this disclosure will encourage others, who 
have thus far manifested reluctance to accept prompt disclosure of stockpile 
locations, to show flexibility on this issue. If the United States can make this type 
of detailed disclosure now, surely others can do the same promptly once a 
chemical weapons convention has entered into effect.

In his statement on 26 June, Ambassador Lowitz pointed out that agreement 
on a chemical-weapons ban would be facilitated by confidence that the parties 
will comply with its provisions, and it would help build that confidence if the 
nation with the world’s largest stockpile of chemical weapons, the Soviet Union, 
would be open and candid about possessing chemical-weapons stockpiles.

The United States Government does not believe that national security demands 
secrecy regarding its possession of a chemical weapons retaliatory capability. In 
any event, in a free and open society such as the United States, it would not be 
possible to conceal the fact.

The national security of all States will be affected by the success or failure of 
the Conference’s efforts to achieve a chemical-weapons ban. We believe the step 
we are taking today will contribute to such success. We are distributing a 
document that goes far beyond confirmation that the United States possesses 
chemical weapons. It describes in considerable detail the specific chemical

 ̂Document 116.
 ̂Not printed here.
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agents located in each United States site, the type of weapon or container used, 
and the percentage of the total United States-based chemical weapons tonnage 
that is located at each site. In demonstrating the kind of candour we seek from 
others, my delegation hopes to set the example for future negotiations. We 
recognize, of course, that at this stage of negotiations, parties cannot open their 
files completely. However, progress should not be impeded, nor confidence 
eroded, by secrecy, without reasonable purpose.

Since 1969, the United States has maintained—unilaterally—a moratorium on 
the production of chemical weapons. Some others have not followed this 
example. Now, 17 years later, even as it becomes necessary to modernize our 
deteriorating chemical weapons capability, the United States is taking another 
step directed toward the complete elimination of chemical weapons. It is greatly 
reducing the size of its chemical weapons arsenal. Once again, we do this without 
assurance of reciprocal action by the USSR or others, but we invite others to join 
us by making similar reductions.

In planning and implementing this disposal process, the United States will gain 
valuable experience and technical expertise in the destruction of chemical agents 
and weapons. We want to share this with other nations. In this regard, my 
delegation would ask each of you to give serious consideration to how this 
experience can best contribute to the elaboration and implementation of a 
chemical-weapons ban.

I said earlier that the disposal programme outlined in this document is part of 
the United States programme to move to a smaller, safer chemical weapons 
deterrent. We would prefer, of course, to use this plan as the basis for the complete 
elimination of all United States chemical weapons, in conformity with a compre
hensive ban negotiated at this Conference. The United States is committed to that 
end, and my delegation hopes and believes that the information we present today 
will move us nearer to that goal.

125. Swedish Paper Submitted to tiie Conference on 
Disarmament: Verification of a Nuclear Test Ban: 
A Conference Monitoring Station [Extract], Juiy 
14,1986’

• • • • • • •

It follows from the above that it would be possible, in principle, to monitor 
nuclear test explosions down to any requested level. This is also in agreement 
with the Federal Republic of Germany document (CD/624) where it is stated that 
seismologists can provide the technical specifications of any seismic system 
necessary to meet the requirements established by political and military consid

‘ CD/712, pp. 11-13.
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erations. The verification limit depends primarily on the number of seismic 
stations used in the system, their location and the technical performance of the 
stations.

Recent advances in digital seismometry, computer technology and digital data 
transmission will significantly improve the possibilities to develop a reliable 
verification system. Small digital array stations should be part of such a system.

The limits for detecting weak seismic signals are set by the background noise 
rather than instrumental noise also for high frequencies at modem stations placed 
in low noise areas. To increase the detection capability, each station should 
consist of a number of seismometers placed in an array configuration. The 
sensors should be placed in boreholes. The detection threshold can be further 
improved by implementing efficient automatic detection algorithms.

A digital data acquisition system able to record signals within a large frequency 
interval with a large dynamic range should be used so that signals from both local 
and distant events can be recorded. The station should be automatic and equipped 
with a small computer for collecting data and for making a preliminary, 
automatic analysis of data to achieve a rough estimate of event locations.

Array location estimates, although inferior to those provided by global 
networks, become increasingly important for weak events. The location accu
racy of global networks deteriorates rapidly if an event is so small that only a 
limited number of stations are capable to observe it. Arrays can often provide 
locations of small events otherwise not detected by global networks.

Experiences from global networks show that approximately one half of all data 
reported by stations cannot be associated with defined events. This problem can 
be reduced by using array stations, since these can on their own give an 
approximate location of the event.

Recent improvements in instrumental performance, particularly at high fre
quencies, now make it possible to record signal data over a much wider range of 
frequencies and, in particular, at very high seismic frequencies well above lOHz. 
The ground noise level at high frequencies is in many places very low and signals 
at high frequencies propagate more efficiently over longer distances than has 
earlier been expected. High frequency seismic data can therefore be used to 
detect and identify seismic events of smaller magnitude than was possible with 
an earlier technique. This high frequency capability will provide enhanced 
detection and identification capabilities at both regional and teleseismic dis
tances. It will also, as has been discussed earlier, significantly improve the 
possibility of counteracting evasion through decoupling.

It would be preferable to use standardized stations to obtain a homogeneous 
global network producing identical data. This would facilitate the interpretation 
of data, international data exchange and the handling of data at the Intemational 
Data Centres. Data recorded at a station should be stored on magnetic tape or on 
optical disks. Stations should furthermore include equipment for real-time 
transmission of data via satellite or other high-speed communication links to 
national and intemational data centres. Finally, encoding procedures should be 
implemented in the system to ensure that no data has been tampered with, i.e., 
added, deleted or replaced during or after it was recorded by the sensors.
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To facilitate and further improve a global verification system, the Group of 
Scientific Experts should continue its work on technical specifications of a 
standardized, modem recording station. This station should be able to collect 
high quality digital data from seismic events at all distances and should also be 
able to provide a preliminary location for detected events. The purpose of 
designing such a “CD monitoring station” would be to obtain a well equipped 
standard station to be placed in all parts of the world to provide high quality data 
for monitoring seismic events at both regional and teleseismic distances. The 
need for such a station has often been expressed, for example in the United 
Kingdom working paper CD/610, the Japan working paper CD/626 and in the 
Federal Republic of Germany document CD/624. This was also one of the 
conclusions drawn in the Group of Scientific Experts’ summary report (CD/681) 
based on experiences gained during the technical test (GSETT). A detailed, 
technical description of how such a station could be designed is given in the 
document of the Federal Republic of Germany referred to above.

A prototype station should be developed and tested as soon as agreed 
specifications have been worked out. It is essential to proceed with the technical 
work of such a modem, high quality station in preparation of the verification 
arrangements necessary when a CTBT enters into force.

126. Japanese Paper Submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament: Some Quantitative Aspects of Veri
fication of a Chemical Weapons Convention, July 
14,1986’

I. INTRODUCTION

1. As the CD moves into more detailed examination of the various provisions 
of a Chemical Weapons convention, the ad hoc Committee and its Working 
Groups have arrived at the stage of discussing such practical measures as the 
“number of random inspections” or “significant quantities below which control 
and verification could be exempted”. There are also many other quantitative 
parameters that are being taken up.

2. It is important to realize that
(a) these figures may differ between the various chemical facilities and as for 

different chemical agents, but at the same time, that
(b) they are govemed by the same mathematical principles and thus quantita

tive consistency should be maintained, while
(c) these figures, when accumulated, will determine the resource requirements 

for the inspectorate and the technical secretariat.
3. Japan has pointed to the importance of such technical consistencies, as well 

as the need to identify the goveming mathematical principles in its plenary

• CD/713.
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statement of 3 April 1986.  ̂ It is also extremely important that the international 
regime of verification and control be defined within a reasonable scale, so as not 
to exceed the practically available resources both in personnel and financial 
terms. A great deal will depend on the number of chemical agents and facilities 
to be subject to the different regimes of verification and control, as well as the 
required amount of paper work including reports and records, as these may be 
shared between international and national regimes of control if such a dual 
system were to be adopted.

4. There is a great deal of information that can be derived from the IAEA 
safeguards experience, in that it is also a verification regime based on material 
accountancy. The analogy ceases there, however, because the number of chemi
cal elements involved is maximum of three (uranium, plutonium and thorium) in 
the case of nuclear safeguards, while a CW convention will have to deal with a 
very large number of complex chemical compounds. (The amount of material 
and the number of facilities involved may be orders of magnitude different in the 
case of a CW convention). This speaks all the more for the need of clear and 
consistent logic in the quantitative handling of the various aspects of CW control.

II. STATISTICAL SAMPLING AND CW TREATY VERIFICATION

Where continuous monitoring is impractical, one may attain the best results 
through a statistical sampling technique. Such statistical samples are composed 
of systematic and random components. For example, visits every other day is 
systematic in that one can predict when. (Systematic components are sometimes 
referred to as “bias” in mathematics). The random component is unpredictable 
save their total number, and can be defined, for example, on the basis of 
computer-generated random numbers.

Destruction of stocks

1. Verification of the initial inventory (declared store) is done by
(a) counting the number of containers or shells, and
(b) establishing the average content of such containers or shells by means of 

—chemical analysis (representative samples) and
—weight measurement.

Since not all containers or shells can be examined, “random sampling” leading 
most likely to a “normal distribution” curve should be employed to determine the 
chemical contents and weight.

2. Verification of no unauthorized removal from the inventory—periodic 
inventory takings (involving random sampling again) or continuous monitoring 
of the perimeter (containment)—is a necessary element.

So are the quantitative verification of authorized removals from the inventory 
to the destruction facility and the establishment of a running inventory at the 
destruction facility.

3. Material balance at the destruction facility will be established through 
— f̂eed measurement: weight, chemical composition, etc..

2 CD/PV.353, pp. 14-19.
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—waste (product) measurement: weight, flow rate, pressure, temperature 
and content.

For any given time (day), the material balance of the feed and output have to 
match. Otherwise diversion may have taken place, meaning some CW may 
remain while reported as having been destroyed.

This verification can be done either by constant on-site observation or random 
verification of samples (which the destruction facility will need to take for its own 
operational control). In view of the fact that STLCs with very low threshold 
quantities will be handled daily, daily presence of inspectors will probably be 
required.

If there are means of using tamper-proof continuous automatic monitoring 
devices, there is a possibility of reducing some human presence. (See papers CD/ 
271,3 CD/619 etc.).

Production facilities

4. Production facilities for protective purposes
For a dedicated facility of limited annual output, something analogous to the 

quality control system of the plant operation should give sufficient confidence 
regarding the quality of the substance and the amount of production. (The normal 
technique is random sampling).

However, when dealing with an integral part of a large chemical complex, the 
process of confirming the quality and production volume will be more difficult, 
with a larger number of sampling points, and possible computer simulations 
which may or may not be a part of the plant’s operational routine.

5. Non-production or “no diversion” from permitted activities
Large-scale production lines require a large number of sampling points and

very sophisticated instruments to assure the representativeness of samples. To 
follow all such activities will require very large resources (qualified inspectors, 
independent measuring instruments etc.). It makes more sense to rely on the 
plant’s own record and report system, and to have access to the plant for a limited 
period (but on the dates the inspectorate can decide on their own, based on 
random sampling either of operating days or among the necessarily many 
production plants).

6 . Random sampling allows one to have knowledge about the whole, from a 
surprisingly small number of (random) samples. An example is a few hundred 
people polled over the telephone to give good and reliable indication of nation
wide public opinion, if the subjects are carefully chosen with sufficient stratifi
cation and randomness. Such statistics should be accompanied by “confidence” 
statements, so that one comes to the conclusion that “with 20  visits to the plant 
during a year, there is 95 per cent confidence that production of no more than X 
kgs of a prohibited substance could have taken place”.

The number of visits and the level of confidence can be determined according 
to the level of toxicity or the threshold volume of military significance. If very 
large volumes and low toxicity are involved, verification statistics can be handled

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 213-214.
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very easily. In the case of low priority items, it is possible and in fact will be more 
efficient to forget the statistics and limit verification to occasional “spot check 
visits” for the sake of a deterrence effect.

Challenge inspection

1. When such statistical verification produces an anomaly which requires 
additional inspection to clarify the situation, the Technical Secretariat could 
recommend ad hoc inspections. This is one form of “challenge inspection” 
which, in principle, may not be refused.

When there is suspicion of undeclared and unreported activities outside the 
coverage of routine (statistical) inspection, challenge on such cases has to be 
handled in a very different manner, and according to more politically oriented 
criteria.

III. THRESHOLD LEVEL FOR DATA REPORTING

A militarily significant quantity

1. For a chemical agent to be considered within the context of a CW 
convention, it will be necessary to assign a minimum quantity below which the 
agent will have no military significance. This is a practical consideration 
necessary in order to avoid undue complication.

(a) If the agent in question is a chemical weapon as defined in the Convention, 
this quantity (Q) will theoretically be determined by considering the probable 
mode of its deployment as well as the specific scenarios for its use. Considerable 
elements of human judgement will enter into the process of the determination of 
Q for different categories of chemical weapons.

(b) If the chemical in question is unrelated to any known CW, Q in this case 
will be infinity.

(c) If the chemical is used on a large scale in civilian industry, but may be 
converted into a CW, then Q for this substance will be determined by taking into 
account such factors representing the time and means required for conversion, 
and the required work at the facility.

In any event, Q is an amount (kgs or tons) linked to the individual chemical 
agent.

Threshold level

2. For the effective implementation of a CW convention, there will be a need 
to set threshold levels for verification and control. For example, some agreed 
threshold level will have to be established for the verification of declared CW 
stocks or for its destruction, in order to establish a confidence level for statistical 
sampling or of setting allowable margins of error in measurement.

By definition, and for practical purposes, this threshold level (L) will need to 
be expressed in terms of individual facilities and for a given period of time. In 
other words, while Q was so many kgs or tons as a more or less time independent 
quantity, L will be stated in units such as kgs/week per facility. This means
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conversion of the notion from a “maximum allowable” in absolute terms, to one 
of control parameters in a system.

Something other than pure scientific logic is usually required in the process of 
deriving L from Q and here again good common sense and judgement by those 
very knowledgeable about the subject will be required.

3. The relationship between Q and L may be stated as follows:
(a) Q is an amount below which there is no need to worry about the chemical 

in question. If sub-Q amounts of a chemical are being stored or produced, they 
are for all intents and purposes not a factor to reckon with as far as the CW 
Convention is concerned.

(b) Q itself cannot be taken as L when there is more than one production 
facility. If there are N number of sub-Q facilities which are all exempted from 
controls, the total exemption NxQ will obviously exceed Q, and thus will have 
military significance. This means that some fraction of Q will be an appropriate 
level as the threshold quantity. Q should be defined either as a “national limit” 
or “facility limit” as the case may be. Similarly, if statistical uncertainty and 
measurement error were to accumulate over many years, they will eventually 
exceed Q no matter how often inspections take place. This is another reason for 
defining the threshold level in relation with the time factor.

(c) In this connection, adopting one year as the time factor seems to be a 
practical suggestion based on the assumption that continuing clandestine produc
tion in N number of facilities for one full year would be a very cumbersome and 
unrewarding operation. If some facilities are to be visited by inspectors once a 
year for a check of the production records, one year may be justified on such 
grounds.

(d) However, one should be very careful before adopting a certain parameter 
which would determine necessary inspection resources. The quantitative aspect 
of verification and control has to be approached with utmost caution, otherwise 
one may end up with a logically consistent but inoperable scheme.

4. There are a number of considerations which have to enter into the determi
nation of L, especially in the case of non-CW chemicals.

(a) If the main concern is the production capacity, then rather than X tons/year, 
it is better to use X kgs/day, which, with an appropriate plant load factor, becomes 
X tons produced during a year’s time. This conversion from annual production 
capacity to production levels makes the work of day-to-day control much easier.

(b) As explained above, L is likely to be some fraction of Q. Though below L, 
the chemical is as good as non-existent for the purpose of the CW convention, 
excessive activities involving a large number of just sub-L productions or 
storages should be regarded with some suspicion. There will be a need to go 
beyond data reporting and occasional spot check visits. The mechanism of 
challenge inspection can be applied to such “legally consistent but substantively 
clandestine activities”.

(c) On the other hand, the nature of the chemical industry is such that it is 
conceivable that there will be plants whose annual throughputs would be tens of 
hundreds of times L. In these cases, accumulation of normal measurement errors 
can easily exceed L tons/year. In such a case, reporting of the total output as well
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as some technical indication of the level of quality control may be all that is 
feasible as a means to establish confidence to assure the absence of unauthorized 
activities.

5. In all the cases hitherto discussed, the threshold level for data reporting is 
derived with a considerable amount of judgement factors. It is natural that within 
such judgements should be included those such as:

—^proprietary considerations of industrial production data,
— r̂estriction on access of inspectors in the plant premises, if only from a 

safety point of view,
—available resources at the international (national) control organ(s) for 

handling reports and for the dispatch of qualified inspectors.
6 . It may be worth noting that the problems of setting a threshold level of 

control, of reporting and recording have been extensively dealt with in regard to 
nuclear materials control within the IAEA safeguards. Although figures such as 
25 kgs for enriched uranium and 8 kgs for plutonium, have been used as a 
practical solution, representing one explosive device each, and somehow a 
standard was established to exercise control on the basis of a unit of such 
“significant quantity” per facility per year as a working hypothesis in most cases, 
a completely consistent justification for these practices may need further elabo
ration.

IV. CONSISTENCY OF MEASUREMENT IN CW DECLARATION AND 
ELIMINATION

1. Chemical weapons (CW) to be destroyed will initially be identified by 
“declarations”. These declarations will specify:

— t̂he location,
—^physical state of the CW (whether in shells or containers, whether liquid, 

vapor under given temperature and pressure, etc.),
— t̂he amount (weight, volume and number of containers, etc.), and 
—chemical composition and known impurity.

Even if it were to take some time for the CW stocks to be gathered at sites 
suitable for declaration, such process should be carried out in as short a time 
period as is possible, so that the starting point for CW elimination may be quickly 
established.

2. The declared stock will need to be verified, and for this purpose, measure
ment of weight (per individual shell or container, as the case may be) may either 
be done for the total number of units individually or through statistical sampling. 
Analysis of chemical composition is, by definition, on a sampling basis. The 
theory of statistical sampling will determine, based on an assumed distribution 
of variances, the relationship between the number of random samples and the 
level of confidence. Measurement errors for weighing and analysis will have to 
be clearly established so that it will be possible to have a good grasp of the extent 
of accuracy with which the stock is verified.

3. The schedule of destruction for CW stocks will specify:
—the location of destruction facility,
—the method of destruction (incineration, chemical decomposition, etc.), 

and
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—daily (hourly, weekly) rate of such destruction, as well as the annual 
schedule of operation.

This means that at the declared location, removals of CWs other than scheduled 
(for destruction, protective purposes, etc.) will be unauthorized acts and will 
come under strict control. This could be verified by either periodic re-establish
ment of inventory, or through continuous surveillance of the perimeter to confirm 
that no unauthorized removals have been made.

It is important to realize that verification at this stage (either re-establishment 
of inventory or measurement of CWs being removed) has to be on the level of 
accuracy and confidence compatible and consistent with the level originally 
employed to verify the initial declaration.

4. Throughout the destruction process, verification would very likely involve 
establishment of a material balance either on a comprehensive basis for the batch 
or with emphasis on some predominant chemical element. If the process involved 
is incineration of CWs contained in a shell, measurement of material (in weight) 
and the subsequent analysis of discharged waste may be either on a continuous 
basis or according to some statistical sampling.

Since the level of accuracy in measurement at the destruction stage will reflect 
the “state of art”, it is likely that the level of measurement accuracy and thus the 
confidence required at earlier stages (stock and removal verification) may not 
meaningfully exceed this level. It will be useful to consider the problem of such 
consistency by creating some representative numerical model from initial 
declaration through the various stages of destruction.

127. British Paper Submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament: The Challenge Element in Verifica
tion of a Chemical Weapons Convention, July 15, 
1986'

1. CD/431 of February 1984 set out the view of the United Kingdom that the 
Chemical Weapons Convention will require both a routine and an exceptional 
verification mechanism.^ At the routine level there will need, in addition to data 
exchange, to be mandatory international on-site inspection to ensure:

(i) (a) regular verification of declared stocks and
(b) continuous on-site inspection of their destruction;

(ii) verification of the destruction of chemical weapon manufacturing and 
filling facilities;

(iii) verification of the single small-scale facility that will be permitted to 
produce super-toxic chemicals for research for defensive purposes;

(iv) verification of the non-production of chemical weapons within the civil 
chemical industry.

’ CD/715.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 70-74.
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2. As a result of these routine verification measures, States party to a 
Convention should have confidence that sites and facilities declared under the 
Convention were not being used for purposes prohibited by it. These arrange
ments should, in normal circumstances, assure all States that others were 
complying with the obligations assumed under the Convention.

3. None the less, it is still possible that the actions of one State may give rise 
to concern on the part of others which cannot be resolved by routine inspection 
measures. In those circumstances, it should be open to States party to seek to 
resolve matters by bilateral or multilateral co-operation. To some extent, a 
consensus on the sort of arrangements that might apply has already begun to 
develop within the Conference on Disarmament, and has been reflected in CD/ 
636. It is not the purpose of this paper to detract anything from the useful work 
already achieved in that area. However, the United Kingdom believes that, in 
addition to such bilateral or multilateral co-operation measures, it is essential that 
the verification arrangements should contain a regime providing for inspection 
on challenge. This will act as a verification mechanism of last resort, an 
extraordinary measure which would be required only in special cases and would 
apply independently of any consultation or routine inspection procedures.

4. Although challenge inspection might be required in the event that a breach 
of the Convention were suspected, its main function would be to prevent such 
breaches occurring in the first place. States party would be strongly discouraged 
from considering acts in breach of the Convention because of the likelihood that 
the breach might be discovered by means of a challenge inspection. They would 
also have to take into account the likely reaction of other States party were they 
to attempt to conceal breaches by refusing a challenge inspection. It follows from 
this that a right in the Convention to request an inspection on challenge might 
never have to be invoked.

5. A strict challenge verification regime would also give universal reassurance. 
If any State party were unjustly suspected of a breach, and there were no routine 
way to resolve the issue, the use of adequate challenge inspection machinery, 
which would by definition command a high degree of international confidence, 
would enable the continued compliance of that State to be clearly demonstrated 
to all other States.

6 . Many delegations have put forward their own views in this area. In addition 
to CD/431, particularly comprehensive proposals have been set out in CD/500^ 
and CD/664.^ Valuable discussion has also taken place, and is continuing, in 
Working Group C. But there continue to be substantive differences between the 
views of various delegations. Accordingly, the United Kingdom now proposes 
an alternative approach which it believes will help to eliminate these differences. 
This paper sets out detailed proposals by the United Kingdom on a possible text 
for the challenge inspection elements of Article IX of the Treaty. The key 
proposals are amplified in the following paragraphs.

3 Ibid., 1984, pp. 269-299. 
Document 17.
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Basic obligation

7. Should any party request clarification or resolution of any matter causing 
doubts about compliance, each State party receiving such a request should be 
obliged to demonstrate to other States party, and especially the requesting party, 
that it remains in full compliance with the Chemical Weapons Convention. The 
United Kingdom believes this point to be of fundamental importance, and that it 
must underpin any arrangements that are negotiated. The need for such a 
demonstration is self-evident, and serves the interests of all parties. Were one not 
to do so, other States party to that agreement would not be confident that the 
acceptance by them of limitations on their sovereign rights was necessarily in 
their own interests.

Fact-finding

8. A request under Article IX would be a serious matter. At that point, we would 
expect a requesting State party might well wish to engage the attention and 
assistance of other States party to the Convention. One way of proceeding 
therefore would be for that State to put its request to the Executive Council, 
stating as precisely as possible its doubts or concerns and the action it would wish 
the Executive Council to take. Any subsequent action by the Executive Council 
would have a high degree of international authority. A possible procedure, 
consistent with other United Kingdom proposals for Article IX, has been 
included in this paper.

Challenge inspection

9. However, it has already been recognized that in addition to any arrange- 
ments for fact-finding conducted along the lines of para. 8 above, a verification 
mechanism of last resort will be required. In an extreme case, and bearing in mind 
the obligation to provide satisfaction of compliance, the United Kingdom 
believes it is necessary that each State party should have the right directly to 
request an inspection of another party. The request would be made to the 
Technical Secretariat who would then notify the Executive Council and the State 
to be inspected.

Conduct of an inspection

10. An inspection should be carried out impartially by members of the 
Technical Secretariat. They would be required to reach the location or facility as 
rapidly as possible, and not later than 72 hours from the issue of a challenge. It 
would then be expected that any State receiving a request for an inspection would 
allow the inspection team to carry out a comprehensive investigation in order to 
determine the facts of the case.

11. However, it must be recognized that a State receiving a challenge may have 
legitimate security interests at stake. In the earlier United Kingdom paper, CD/ 
431, we recognized that in some very exceptional circumstances, which must be 
avoided if at all possible, a very limited right of refusal of inspection might form
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part of a challenge inspection regime. Such a right would be very restricted, and 
would not detract from or weaken the fundamental obligation, set out in 
paragraph 7 above, to demonstrate compliance. In such exceptional circum
stances a State would have the right to propose alternative measures which would 
provide sufficient information so that the matter under consideration could be 
resolved. If these alternative measures did not enable this to be done, further 
altemative measures would need to be provided by the requested State until there 
was sufficient information to enable a conclusion to be reached. The time-limit 
for this process would be a maximum of seven days. During that time the 
requested State would be obliged to take sufficient steps to enable its compliance 
to be demonstrated.

Consequences

12. After an inspection, the requesting State would inform the Executive 
Council whether it was satisfied that the requested State was in compliance. If it 
remained unsatisfied, the Executive Council would need to consider what further 
steps needed to be taken. The obligation upon the requested State to demonstrate 
its compliance would remain.

13. All delegations share the hope expressed by President Reagan and 
Secretary-General Gorbachev on 22 [21 ] November 1985 that efforts to conclude 
a comprehensive and verifiable ban on all chemical weapons should be acceler
ated.  ̂ The United Kingdom believes these proposals will enable the current 
negotiations on such a ban to reach a successful conclusion.

ARTICLE IX

General provisions

1. Each State Party to the Convention may, in accordance with paragraphs 
4-14 of this Article, request clarification and resolution of any matter which may 
cause doubts about compliance with this Convention or which gives rise to 
concerns about a related matter which may be considered ambiguous.

2. Each State Party shall be obliged, in the event of receiving such a request, 
to provide satisfaction (including arrangements for access, as necessary) as early 
as possible and no later than 10 days, to the requesting State Party that it has been 
and is at the present time in full compliance with its obligations under this 
Convention.

3. Nothing in this Article affects the right of any two or more States Party to 
this Convention to arrange by mutual consent for inspections or any other 
procedures among themselves to clarify and resolve any matter which may cause 
doubts about compliance or gives rise to concerns about a related matter which 
may be considered ambiguous. Such arrangements shall not affect the rights and 
obligations of any State Party under other provisions of this Convention.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
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[Fact-finding

4. Each State Party shall have the right to request the Executive Council to 
assist in clarifying any situation which may be ambiguous or which gives rise to 
doubts about compliance with the Convention.

5. Any such request shall be submitted to the Technical Secretariat and shall 
specify as precisely as possible the doubts or concerns, the reasons for the doubts 
or concerns and the action that the Executive Council is requested to take.

6 . The Executive Council shall meet within two days of receipt of such a 
request to consider what action to take. It may in particular decide, by a simple 
majority of members present and voting, to:

(a) forward a request to another State Party for clarification of any matter 
giving rise to concern; or

(b) forward a request to any State Party for an on-site inspection by a team from 
the Technical Secretariat.

7. Any request for clarification shall be answered by the requested State within 
seven days. The Technical Secretariat shall promptly forward this reply to the 
Executive Council and the requesting State, together with any relevant informa
tion or data in its possession: or which may be supplied by any other State Party 
to the Convention.

8. Unless decided otherwise by a majority of the Executive Council, present 
and voting, any request for an on-site inspection shall be handled in accordance 
with the detailed procedures governing the organization and conduct of inspec
tions at Annex [ ].]

Challenge inspection

9. Each State Party shall have the right at any time to request an inspection in 
the territory of any other State Party if it considers that, in the exceptional 
circumstances of the case, such a measure is necessary in order to clarify and 
resolve any matter which may cause doubts that the other State Party is duly 
complying with its obligations under Articles [ ] of this Convention.

10. In submitting such a request, the requesting State shall specify as precisely 
as possible the locations or facilities to be inspected, together with the issues 
relating to compliance with the Convention on which reassurance is required. 
Any request for an inspection under this paragraph shall be submitted to the 
Technical Secretariat which shall notify the Executive Council forthwith.

11. On receipt of a request under paragraph 9, the Technical Secretariat shall 
immediately notify the State Party to be inspected of the terms of the request and 
shall indicate at the same time the arrangements for the arrival of the inspection 
team in the territory of the requested State. In accordance with the detailed 
procedures governing the organization and conduct of inspections, set out at 
Annex [ ], the requested State shall facilitate the immediate arrival of the 
inspection team at the location or facility to be inspected, and the inspection 
team’s access to any part of the location or facility without restriction. In the 
exceptional event that it deems comprehensive access to be unfeasible, the 
requested State shall propose alternative arrangements which will satisfy the 
requesting State that the former is in compliance with its obligations. In the event
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that these are not satisfactory, the requested State’s obligations, as set out in 
paragraph 2 above, will continue to apply.

Further action

12. The requesting State shall promptly indicate whether it is satisfied, as a 
result of fact-finding or challenge inspection, that the requested State is in full 
compliance with its obligations. The Executive Council will then meet to 
consider all evidence available to it, including any clarification from the 
requested State, the report of the inspection team and the views of the requesting 
State.

13. If the requesting State is not satisfied that the requested State is in 
compliance with its obligations, the Executive Council shall take such measures 
as it may collectively decide. Measures may include the withdrawal of rights and 
privileges from that party under the Convention.

14. Such measures shall be without prejudice to the right of the other States 
Party to take unilateral action up to and including withdrawal from the Conven
tion, if a State Party decides that extraordinary events related to the subject matter 
of the Convention have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.

Text of Annex is as follows:

DETAILED PROCEDURES FOR ON-SITE INSPECTION

/. Areas to be subject to inspection

1. An on-site inspection may be requested of any location or facility under the 
jurisdiction of another State party. No location or facility shall be excluded by 
virtue of being subject to systematic international on-site inspection pursuant to 
Articles [ ] of this Convention.

II. Composition of inspection team

2. An inspection requested under Article IX shall be carried out by inspectors 
designated from among the full-time inspectors of the Technical Secretariat. 
Each inspection team shall consist of five inspectors. The requesting and the 
requested States shall each have the right to nominate an observer to accompany 
the inspection team.

III. Access to site

3. The Technical Secretariat shall inform the requested State of the place and 
time of arrival of the inspection team within the jurisdiction of the requested 
State. The inspection team shall arrive within the jurisdiction of the requested 
State as soon as possible but not later than [48 hours] after receipt of the request.

4. The requested State shall ensure that the inspection team and its equipment 
reach the location or facility under inspection as soon as possible, and not later 
than [24 hours] after arrival within the jurisdiction of the requested State.
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IV. Conduct of inspection

5. On arrival at the location or facility the inspection team shall be permitted 
to secure the site, monitor the movement of equipment in and out of the facility 
and shall be provided with comprehensive access in order to conduct such 
investigation as may be necessary to enable a determination to be made whether 
the requested State is in compliance with its obligations under the Convention.

6 . In the exceptional event that comprehensive access is not deemed to be 
feasible the following procedures shall apply:

(a) the requested State shall propose alternative on-site inspection measures to 
enable its obligations under paragraph 2 of Article IX to be demonstrated, and to 
enable the team to make a report of its findings.

(b) if the inspection team does not judge that the alternative proposals would 
provide sufficient information to resolve the matter which gave rise to the request 
for an on-site inspection, the team shall so inform the requested State which shall 
then be required to propose further alternative inspection measures. At the same 
time, the inspection team shall immediately inform the Executive Council of the 
alternative proposals and that a further request has been made.

(c) the inspection team may continue to request further alternative inspection 
measures, until it is satisfied that the matter can be resolved. The inspection team 
shall inform the Executive Council of steps taken by the requested State in order 
to demonstrate its compliance with its obligations under the Convention.

7. The inspection team shall conduct its inspection in the least intrusive manner 
to accomplish its purpose.

V. Completion of inspection

8. [Seven days] after arrival of the team on site, or earlier should the inspection 
have been completed to their satisfaction, the inspection team shall leave the 
location or facility under inspection and then promptly provide a written report 
to each member of the Executive Council, the requesting State and the requested 
State. Each inspector shall have the right to have his own views included in the 
report, which shall contain both the substance of the findings and the steps taken 
by the requested party to demonstrate its compliance.

9. Nothing in the above paragraph shall detract from the right of members of 
the Executive Council, the requested State and the requesting State to submit 
their own views on the findings of the inspection.

128. White House Statement on the U.S.-Soviet Stand
ing Consultative Commission, July 16,1986^

The United States has informed the Soviet Union through diplomatic channels 
that it is prepared to convene a special session of the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Standing 
Consultative Commission (SCC) beginning on or about July 22 in Geneva.

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 21, 1986, pp. 948-949. The 
statement was made by the Deputy Press Secretary for Foreign Affairs.
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The United States will be prepared to respond to questions or concerns the 
Soviet Union has with respect to the President’s May 27th decision on interim 
restraint.^ We would expect that in the context of such a discussion the Soviet 
Union will also be prepared to address U.S. concerns about Soviet noncompli
ance with arms control agreements.

Since the President came into office, he has done everything he could to try to 
persuade the Soviet Union to meet its arms control obligations and to achieve 
agreement on significant reductions in U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals. In 1982 
he said the United States would continue not to undercut the SALT I interim 
agreement,^ which had already expired, and the SALT II treaty,"̂  which was 
stillborn, so long as the Soviets exercised equal restraint.^ Regrettably, the 
Soviets did not. In June 1985 the President once again called attention to the 
record of Soviet noncompliance and called upon the Soviet Union to join us in 
building an interim framework of truly mutual restraint until a new strategic arms 
reduction treaty (START) replaced the SALT structure.^ The SALT II treaty, 
even in its own terms, expired on December 31, 1985.

In the absence of an adequate Soviet response, the President announced on 
May 27 of this year that henceforth the United States would base decisions 
regarding its strategic forces on the nature and magnitude of the threat posed by 
the Soviet Union rather than on standards contained in SALT agreements that had 
expired, were unratified, and were being violated by the Soviet Union.

On May 27th the President also decided to retire two older Poseidon subma
rines as the eighth Trident submarine began sea trials. This means the United 
States will remain in technical observance of the terms of the SALT agreements 
for some months. Time remains for the Soviet Union to alter the situation which 
led the President to his May 27 decision. If the Soviet Union does, the President 
will take this into account.

As the President said when he announced his decision on May 27, we must now 
look to the future, not to the past. The primary task now facing both the United 
States and the Soviet Union is to build a new structure of arms control, one based 
on significant, equitable, and verifiable reductions in the size of existing U.S. and 
Soviet nuclear arsenals. This is what we are proposing in the Geneva negotia
tions.

Until this is achieved, the United States will continue to exercise the utmost 
restraint. Assuming no significant change in the threat we face, as we implement 
the strategic modernization program, the United States will not deploy more 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or strategic ballistic missile warheads than the 
Soviet Union.

This special session of the Standing Consultative Commission offers us the 
opportunity to renew the President’s request that the Soviet Union join us in 
establishing an interim framework of truly mutual restraint.

 ̂Document 82.
 ̂For the SALT I interim agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204. 

Uhid.,1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1982, p. 332.
 ̂Ibid., 1985, pp. 362-364.
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129. Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for 
Politico-Military Affairs (Holmes) Before the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: 
Chemical and Biological Weapons, July 17,1986^

I’d like to begin by directing my remarks today to the problems posed by 
chemical weapons.

While working to rid the world of nuclear weapons and to create a more 
balanced and stable situation with regard to conventional weapons, we must also 
ensure that chemical weapons do not create security problems as serious as those 
we are trying to mitigate. Reaching a verifiable and comprehensive ban on CW 
is an important priority for the United States. In April 1984, Vice President Bush 
presented a treaty to the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva for a compre
hensive, effectively verifiable global ban on chemical weapons.^ Such a ban 
would require a mandatory on-site verification regime—a condition which we 
are willing to accept. At the November 1985 Summit, President Reagan and 
General Secretary Gorbachev agreed to accelerate bilateral discussions on a 
comprehensive CW treaty and to establish a dialogue on preventing the prolif
eration of chemical weapons.^ Both of these efforts are underway.

The danger of chemical weapons—sometimes called the “poor man’s nuclear 
weapon”—requires that we seek solutions to verification and other problems 
implicit in a CW ban. This is the purpose of the comprehensive CW proposals we 
have tabled at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. We are engaging in 
both multilateral negotiations and separate bilateral discussions with the Soviets 
in support of the multilateral talks in Geneva on this subject.

Since the summit, we have held two rounds of bilateral discussions on a CW 
ban—the first in January/February, the second in April. We are now nearing the 
end of a third round which began on July 1. There has been some progress with 
regard to Soviet positions on the issues of chemicals to be covered in a 
Convention banning chemical weapons, on destruction of CW stocks, and on CW 
production facilities. Unfortunately, despite their recent statement that an agree
ment could be reached within a year, the Soviets have refused to match the U.S. 
public disclosure of CW stockpile and production facilities.

Negotiating a CW ban is particularly complicated by the relative ease with 
which chemical weapons can be produced and the difficulties associated with 
achieving an adequate level of confidence that violations of a CW convention 
would be detected at an early stage. Also many countries represented in the talks 
at the Conference on Disarmament are concerned about potentially adverse 
impact of a CW ban on their economic interests—because of the need for rather 
intrusive verification measures and the similarities between legitimate chemical 
industry activity and CW-related activity.

' ACDA files.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 269-299.

3 Ibid., 1985, pp. 866-870.
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These factors have led us to seek to develop verification approaches which will 
give the necessary confidence that violations will be detected while minimizing 
adverse economic effects on States. A key feature of our verification proposal is 
that Treaty parties have the right to demand a mandatory, short notice challenge 
inspection of government-owned and relevant private facilities to investigate 
suspected violations. A challenged state would be in violation of the Treaty if it 
refused to submit to such an investigation.

Our Allies also agree that tough verification measures are required. We judge 
that most of the neutral and non-aligned group of nations at the CD are also agreed 
on the need for tough verification provisions in a CW convention.

The Soviets have said they would accept routine on-site inspection in some 
cases, e.g., to monitor the destruction of CW stocks and production facilities, but 
not in others, e.g., for inspection of civilian industry production of chemicals 
which could be diverted to CW uses. Regarding challenge inspection—where 
one country would have the right to require investigation of questionable 
circumstances in a second country— t̂he Soviets have talked about accepting the 
idea of a challenge inspection regime. It is clear, however, that they have 
something different in mind. They speak, for example, of the right to refuse an 
inspection in certain unelaborated circumstances, i.e., a non-mandatory ap
proach. This approach contrasts sharply with general acceptance by the Westem 
countries and most neutral and non-aligned states of the need for a stringent 
obligation to accept challenge inspection.

As a result of bilateral and multilateral efforts in Geneva, the Soviets have 
begun to address key verification requirements, particularly regarding on-site 
inspection of CW stockpile and production facility destruction. We also believe 
that the U.S. decision to begin the much needed modernization of our CW 
deterrent capability has stimulated the Soviets to begin engaging in serious 
negotiations on a CW ban.

We have noted a recent Soviet statement that an East-West ban on chemical 
weapons could be signed this year. Any agreement would require considerable 
acceleration of the current slow pace. Although we have noticed a slow advance 
on technical matters, the main impediment to an agreement is the Soviet 
unwillingness to seriously address necessary verification. We hope the current 
round of bilateral talks will accelerate progress, but have seen little sign the 
Soviets are ready to table detailed proposals on our difficult outstanding 
differences.

On March 5 and 6, we also initiated a dialogue with the Soviet Union in Bern 
with the objective of preventing the proliferation of chemical weapons. The 
Soviets detailed to us the chemical export controls they had recently instituted on 
certain chemicals useful in the production of chemical weapons. We told them 
of our concerns about their use of CW and, the dangers of proliferation of 
chemical weapons, and we described the export controls we had instituted. The 
meeting was a constructive one and it was agreed to meet again once the 
discussions had been reviewed in Washington and Moscow. We will have a 
second meeting September 4-5. While we have made clear to the Soviets that we 
do not wish these discussions to divert attention from the Geneva negotiations, 
we are interested in pursuing ideas about limiting the dangerous spread of these
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weapons to regions of instability, and which can complement our efforts to 
achieve a global CW ban.

I would also like to provide some background on the U.S. chemical weapons 
modernization program. This modernization effort does not alter U.S. policy on 
chemical warfare; we renounce the first use of lethal and incapacitating chemical 
weapons. However, in the absence of a comprehensive, effectively verifiable 
global ban on CW which remains our foremost priority, we will continue to 
pursue deterrence through a strong defensive posture and a credible retaliatory 
capability.

The U.S. and its NATO allies have met certain conditions required by 
Congress for the release of funds for the binary chemical weapons modernization 
program.

Specifically, the legislation requires that:

NATO adopt a binary chemical weapons force goal addressed to the United 
States;
the United States develop, in cooperation with the Supreme Allied Com- 
mander-Europe, a plan for the deployment of chemical weapons under 
appropriate contingencies; and,

the United States consult with Allies on that plan.

On May 15, NATO’s Defense Planning Committee in Permanent Session, 
composed of the Permanent Representatives to NATO of the 15 nations partici
pating in the Alliance’s military structure, adopted the NATO force goals for 
1987 to 1992, including the binary chemical weapons modernization force goal 
addressed to the United States. Defense ministers, meeting as the Defense 
Planning Committee in Ministerial Session on May 22, according to normal 
NATO procedures “noted” the Permanent Representatives ’ action."̂  The Defense 
Ministers’ action completes the established NATO procedure for adopting force 
goals for the Alliance.

The United States, in cooperation with S ACEUR, has developed a plan for the 
deployment of binary chemical munitions to NATO Europe under appropriate 
contingencies. We have no plans to deploy binary chemical munitions to any 
foreign country in peacetime, and there will be no such deployment to NATO 
Europe without the approval of the receiving country.

We have conducted consultations with Allies on the contingency deployment 
plan. These consultations were conducted in the appropriate NATO forum: 
NATO’s Military Committee, which is composed of senior military representa
tives from nations to NATO.

Modemization of the U.S. chemical weapons deterrent stockpile is critical to 
our nation’s security. The chemical weapons threat to U.S. forces is a worldwide 
threat, not limited to NATO. The small, readily-deployable stockpile of binary 
munitions which we seek will provide the flexibility to meet and deter this threat.

I would now like to turn to the subject of biological and toxin weapons.

 ̂NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 3 (June 1986) pp. 30-31.
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Although the public generally associates biological and toxin weapons with 
chemical weapons, the two have been treated separately for arms control 
purposes.

Under terms of the Biological Weapons Convention—which was opened for 
signature in 1972 and ratified by the United States in 1975—the parties undertake 
not to develop, produce, stockpile, or acquire biological agents or toxins “of types 
and in quantities that have no justification for prophylactic, protective, and other 
peaceful purposes,” as well as weapons and means of delivery.^ The Convention 
further obligates each party not to transfer such materials to any recipient.

The Convention has no verification provisions. It contains only a rudimentary 
provision for the parties to consult and cooperate to resolve problems which may 
arise under the Convention. The only explicit compliance measure simply states 
that complaints of a breach of obligation may be lodged with the UN Security 
Council and that parties undertake to cooperate with any investigation the 
Council initiates. However, the effectiveness of this provision is limited in that 
permanent Security Council members are shielded by their veto power from an 
adverse decision based on an allegation of violation of the BWC.

The Convention mandated holding a review conference five years after it 
entered into force. This conference was held in March 1980.  ̂A Swedish proposal 
to provide for a permanent consultative mechanism to investigate complaints of 
possible violations of the Convention was withdrawn in the face of Soviet and 
bloc opposition and Westem skepticism about the need to amend the convention. 
The participants of the 1980 RevCon agreed that a second review conference 
should be held in Geneva, and the date was subsequently set for September 1986. 
Also, at the 1980 Review Conference, we initiated consultations with the Soviet 
Union about our concern that they were producing biological agents in quantities 
inconsistent with the provisions of the Convention. An incident supporting this 
suspicion—an apparently accidental release of anthrax from a Soviet biological 
warfare facility in Sverdlovsk in April 1979, which killed several hundred 
people—was, in our view, of interest to all Convention parties. Although a series 
of demarches was made to the Soviets on this matter, no satisfactory explanation 
was ever provided. Due to the Soviet ability to veto UN Security Council 
resolutions, the U.S. has not approached the Security Council on the matter.

On the basis of substantial evidence carefully collected and analyzed in the late 
1970s and the early 1980s, the U.S. concluded that the Soviets had provided 
toxins for use in Southeast Asia and used them in Afghanistan. We presented our 
case in several unclassified reports to the UN and to the public.^ Reports of toxin 
weapons use have subsided in recent years. We believe that ongoing Soviet 
activities confirm and strengthen the conclusion that the Soviet Union maintains 
an offensive biological warfare program and capability in violation of its legal 
obligation under the BWC.

We are committed to effective arms control and will insist on a serious review 
of the operation of the BWC since 1980. While we abide by the BWC and will

 ̂For the text of the Convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂For the final declaration of this conference, see ibid., 1980, pp. 152-156.
 ̂Ibid., 1982, pp. 151-157, 776-786, and 1984, pp. 87-90.
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urge others to do likewise, our judgment is that the Convention has not been 
effective in eliminating offensive BW programs, the BW threat, or the use of BW 
and toxin weapons. The Convention, in our judgment, cannot be made effective 
through amendment or redesign. However, there is value in the way the BWC 
reinforces the international norm against BW. There is no question of us 
withdrawing from the Convention.

In order to strengthen the international norm against biological and toxin 
weapons established by the BWC, we will urge others to join us in supporting 
such measures as international investigations of suspected violations, exchanges 
of data, and appropriate declarations. We will also encourage parties to address 
independently and investigate allegations of violations. We plan to be frank at the 
Review Conference in addressing instances where we consider that the BWC has 
been violated and present cases which continue to raise serious concerns 
regarding compliance with the Convention.

We do not support formal amendment of the BWC, as we believe that accepting 
lesser standards for the BWC than we are proposing for chemical weapons would 
undermine our position on the latter. Moreover, the nature of the B W problem has 
changed since the 1980 Review Conference through new developments in 
science and technology which have increased the potential to build and maintain 
a clandestine, offensive BW capability. It is not possible to resolve this problem 
by changing the Treaty. We are also convinced that efforts for partial improve
ments would not only prove inadequate but also give the impression that the 
treaty could be made effective, or that the BW threat as it now exists in its most 
advanced form can be dealt with satisfactorily through a legal regime.

130. Australian Paper Submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament: Verification of a Nuclear Test Ban, 
July 18,1986^

Australia strongly supports the earliest possible conclusion of the Comprehen
sive Test Ban Treaty to ban all nuclear explosions in all environments for all time.

Australia remains convinced of the decisive importance of a CTBT as a clear 
and practical signal of the determination to diminish reliance on nuclear weapons 
for the maintenance of security and thereby facilitate reductions in the nuclear 
arsenals.

Australia believes that CTBT would raise new and effective physical and 
political barriers to the further horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
in this way, too, make a very important contribution to international security and 
stability.

The quest for CTBT has a history going back more than 25 years. Review of 
this history reveals that the principal stumbling block has consistently been the 
capacity to verify compliance and the associated issue of how to deal with so- 
called peaceful nuclear explosions. In the late 1970s an opportunity to conclude

' CD/717.
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a test ban among three nuclear weapon States was lost as a result of protracted 
argument over the verification requirements.

Getting work under way that addresses the verification requirements of a 
CTBT in a direct and substantive manner has been a particular focus of Australian 
efforts over the past several years, both at the United Nations General Assembly 
and in the Conference on Disarmament as part of Australian efforts to facilitate 
the earliest possible conclusion of CTBT.

Australia’s strong preference would be to have this work done in the context 
of negotiations on CTBT. But we see no compelling reason to make the label 
“negotiations” a pre-condition for this urgently needed work. Creating the 
verification regime needed to support a CTBT is a necessary task that has to be 
accomplished before such a Treaty can come into effect: the description of this 
task seems to Australia to be a wholly secondary consideration. To delay 
undertaking this essential work until certain political conditions are met means 
only one thing: delay. It would be patently absurd to argue that such delay will 
bring closer the conclusion of CTBT.

The history of the quest for a CTBT—and indeed of arms control generally— 
demonstrates that the window of opportunity to conclude an agreement rarely 
stays open indefinitely. We see it as vitally important to be ready to seize the next 
opportunity to conclude a verifiable CTBT and not again risk having the 
opportunity slip away while the verifiability of this vital measure remains in 
doubt and leads to drawn out wrangling.

It has been recognized for many, many years that a global seismic monitoring 
network would lie at the heart of the verification regime needed to support a 
CTBT. The scale and nature of such a network has been the subject of detailed 
study in a number of forums and in the academic literature.

The first report of the Group of Seismic Experts (GSE) in March 1978 
described such a global network and emphasized the need to test those elements 
of the proposed network that were new and unproven relative to past and current 
seismological practice (CCD/558), the GSE conducted a major technical test in 
1984 and has concluded that most of the procedures developed by the Group to 
collect, exchange, compile and analyze seismic level 1 data worked satisfactorily 
in practice. Not surprisingly, the test also revealed problem areas that will have 
to be addressed, including improving the links to the World Meteorological 
Organization’s global telecommunications system for some countries, particu
larly in South Africa, Africa and the Pacific.

More recently, in August 1985, Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany 
introduced valuable working papers, CD/626, CD/612, and CD/624 respec
tively. These papers had a common thesis: to create the best possible global 
network on the basis of existing seismic facilities and communications systems 
and then progressively expand and refine the system to maximize confidence in 
its ability to detect and identify underground nuclear explosions. In a very similar 
vein, the countries which authorized the Five Continent Peace Initiative have 
proposed, inter alia, to make available seismic facilities in their territories— 
which are widely dispersed around the globe—to assist in monitoring a test ban.

The process of expanding and refining the initial network would focus first on 
the problem of maximizing the risk of detection even if attempts are made to test
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clandestinely in ways addressed in the United Kingdom’s working papers CD/ 
402  ̂and CD/610. Second, it would focus on ensuring that the system was truly 
global in coverage. This procedure would also facilitate identification of the 
additional measures needed to ensure complete confidence in compliance with 
a CTBT, including the on-site verification provisions which the major nuclear 
Powers have agreed since 1958 would be needed to complement the seismic 
network.

Pending conclusion of a CTBT, the network will serve to monitor nuclear tests 
and will also have benefits for international co-operation in the science of 
seismology.

Australia believes that the most effective way of taking forward the CD’s work 
on a global seismic monitoring network would be to begin building it. In this way 
the further technical and conceptual work which still needs to be performed can 
proceed on a more concrete basis, and the scientific experts will be able to address 
at first hand the practical problems of the real world. The reality is likely, in the 
first instance, to be inadequate but we will then have a far more clear perspective 
on what more needs to be done to maximize the contribution of such a network 
to confidence in the verifiability of a CTBT.

Many of the components of the future network already exist in the form of 
existing seismic stations, means of communication and centres to process and 
analyse data. Others are being modernized and improved such as the extensive 
upgrade at the Canadian seismic array at Yellow Knife and new ones are coming 
on line, such as the Australian seismic monitoring centre in Canberra. For over 
two months at the end of 1984, many of these existing facilities were linked 
together in what we chose to call a data exchange experiment but what was in fact 
a rudimentary operating global network. All that is needed is the political 
decision to recognize that what we have already in hand is the beginning of a 
global network, and to dedicate ourselves to the task of filling in the gaps and 
refining the existing capabilities.

The Conference on Disarmament can call the network into being simply by 
expressing the will of the Conference that the network should exist.

If the Conference on Disarmament takes this historic decision without further 
delay it will record its first concrete achievement—most appropriately in 1986, 
the International Year of Peace.

Australia therefore formally proposes that the Conference on Disarmament 
take the following action:

(a) decide to establish forwith a global seismic monitoring network based on 
existing facilities and equipment

(b) pledge to make available to this network appropriate national facilities and 
equipment

(c) invite non-Member countries to make appropriate national facilities and 
equipment available to this network

(d) task the Group of Scientific Experts to prepare within six months a plan of 
action for the further development of the global seismic network.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 600-606.
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131. Address by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev 
in Vladivostok [Extracts], July 28,1986'

• • • • • • •

Events of enormous significance are taking place before our eyes. An under
standing of the need for peace for all is being forcefully brought home to the 
peoples of the world, even in places where Governments continue to believe that 
weapons and war are tools of politics. I say peace for all, precisely because a 
nuclear war would not simply be a clash between two blocs, two opposing forces; 
it would lead to a global disaster in which human civilization would be threatened 
with destruction.

The reaction to our initiatives on nuclear disarmament, major cuts in conven
tional weapons and armed forces, verification and the creation of a healthier 
international atmosphere have taken various forms.

Friendly countries have expressed support for them. The countries of the 
socialist conmiunity view them with good reason as an inherent part of the 
general policy of socialism in the world arena—and not only because these 
initiatives have been co-ordinated with them, not only because of internationalist 
considerations of principle, but also because both we and they are engaged in the 
same purely peaceful effort, that of improving our societies. On that basis, the 
salutary process of developing closer bonds is being intensified, economic 
integration is being given a new shape, practical steps are being taken to set up 
joint plants and combines, and active human contacts are being broadened. In a 
word, a progressive, mutually beneficial process of intensifying co-operation 
and fraternity among the peoples of the community is under way.

The developing world shows a keen interest in our plans and intentions, both 
internal and international. We note that many developing countries wish to 
expand and intensify further their economic, scientific and cultural co-operation 
with the Soviet Union. We are prepared for that.

It would be fair to say that the public at large and those representatives of the 
business world in the West who have a realistic view of things, do not suffer from 
anti-Communist paranoia and have nothing to do with profits from the arms race 
view our plans seriously and with interest. They also are in favour of peace and 
co-operation and the development of healthy economic, scientific and cultural 
ties with the Soviet Union. We welcome such an approach.

Yet in many capitalist countries the pace is set, as before, by forces whose view 
of the past and the future is blinded by animosity towards socialism or by 
imperialist ambitions, or by forces closely geared to the arms trade. But the latter 
are known to be extremely voracious and ruthless. Yesterday they needed 
millions, today they need billions, and tomorrow they will need trillions. They 
will never start manufacturing, of their own free will, children’s toys instead of 
missiles. Such is their nature.

1 A/41/505, pp. 3-5, 7-8, 10-13.
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The ruling circles of the United States and of some of its allies try to represent 
our peace initiatives as sheer propaganda, or as benefiting the Soviet Union alone. 
Yes, we do stand to gain from disarmament—if we are going to use that verb— 
just as all peoples and those Governments which now spend billions on the arms 
race stand to gain from disarmament. Yet that is only part of the truth. I would 
even say it is a minor part of the truth. The major truth is that our initiatives stem 
from a profound concern about mankind’s destiny.

It is absurd and criminal to act in the face of a nuclear threat according to an 
old and discredited axiom—what is good for the socialist countries must be 
rejected. That clearly reveals a class-conscious narrow-mindedness, a primitive 
and mechanistic ideological approach and the growing political influence of 
militarism. Yet I am not inclined to believe that the military-industrial complex 
is all-powerful. We see that the world public ever more clearly realizes the 
dangers of militarism. We see that, even in the United States, despite unrelenting 
efforts to inculcate chauvinistic sentiments, there are growing realistic feelings 
and a deepening awareness that the military threat to the United States stems not 
from the Soviet people, not from the socialist countries, not from Nicaraguan 
peasants or the far-away Vietnamese or Libyans, but from its own arms 
manufacturers and the irresponsible politicians serving them, the adventurist 
warmongers.

We certainly understand that the spiralling arms race serves not only to boost 
super-profits and preparations for war, but also—last but not least—other 
inmioral aims whose essence is to exhaust the Soviet Union economically, 
frustrate the Party’s policy for a further improvement in people’s living stan
dards, and hamper implementation of the social programme. We know exactly 
who continues to cherish the hope for a planned, methodical destruction of the 
USSR and the socialist countries, using to that end economic, moral, psychologi
cal, propaganda, political and military methods. But that was a futile effort, and 
still is. The time has come to reckon with realities, rather than to make policy on 
the basis of illusions and misconceptions. In the absence of agreements, there will 
be no relief or tranquillity in the world; fear will not be dissipated until some 
Western rulers give up the dangerous attempts—which are, perhaps, consoling 
for them, but, the main thing is, fruitless—to bring the Soviet Union to its knees, 
divide the socialist conmiunity and hamper our forward march.

The times persistently demand a new understanding of the present stage in the 
evolution of civilization and international relations in the world—a world that is 
complex and contradictory but in fact united by the bonds of mutual dependence 
and international relations that have evolved to the point where, given the many 
divergent and clashing interests, one can no longer preserve millenia-old tradi
tions governed by the “law of the jungle”. It is a civilization that demonstrates the 
unprecedented power of the human mind and of human labour but also, 
simultaneously, a fragility, a vulnerability at the hands of those forces released 
by human genius but placed in the service of destruction.

All that dictates the urgent need for a radical departure from many customary 
attitudes to foreign policy, a break from the traditions of political thinking, from 
views on the problems of war and peace, defence, security of individual States 
and international security. In that connection, it is clear that our radical—and, in
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the full sense of the word, global—proposals such as the programme for the 
elimination before the end of this century of nuclear and other weapons of mass 
destruction, proposals for a total ban on nuclear-weapons tests, a ban on chemical 
weapons, co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space and a whole range of 
others concern the whole world, all countries.

• • • • • • •

We are in favour of the building together of new, equitable relations in Asia and 
the Pacific.

Recently I had many meetings with leaders of European nations, with various 
political figures of European countries. One cannot help comparing the situation 
in Asia with that in Europe.

The Pacific region has not as yet been militarized to the same extent as in 
Europe. But the potentialities for its militarization are truly immense and the 
consequences are extremely dangerous. A glance at the map will convince one 
of that. Major nuclear Powers are situated here. Powerful land armies, mighty 
Navies and Air Forces have been established. The scientific, technological and 
industrial potential of many countries—from the western to the eastern shores of 
the ocean—makes it possible to spur on any arms race. The situation is being 
exacerbated by the preservation of conflict situations. Let us not forget: it is in 
Asia that American imperialism waged the two biggest wars since 1945—in 
Korea and Indo-China. Hardly a few years went by during the past four decades 
without flames of war blazing in one or other part of the Asian and Pacific region.

In Europe, there operates—^perhaps badly, perhaps well—the Helsinki process 
of dialogue, talks and agreements. This brings a certain stability and reduces the 
probability of armed conflict. But in the region that we are discussing, this is 
absent, or nearly absent. And if something has been changing recently, it has not 
been for the better. Since the second half of the 1970s the United States has 
undertaken large-scale measures to build up armed forces in the Pacific Ocean. 
The militarized Washington-Tokyo-Seoul “triangle” is being set up under its 
pressure. And although two of the three nuclear Powers in the region—the 
People’s Republic of China and the USSR—have pledged not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons, the United States has deployed nuclear-weapons delivery 
vehicles and nuclear warheads in one of the zones of crisis—the Korean 
peninsula—and nuclear-weapons delivery vehicles on Japanese soil.

One cannot help noticing that militarization and the escalation of the threat of 
war in this part of the world are picking up dangerous speed. The Pacific Ocean 
is being turned into an arena of military and political confrontation. This is what 
gives rise to growing concern among the people living here. This is alarming also 
for us from all viewpoints, and that includes considerations of security in the 
Asiatic part of our country.

The Asian and Pacific orientation of the Soviet Union’s foreign policy is an 
integral part of the overall programme of international activities of the Commu
nist Party of the Soviet Union that was worked out by the April plenary meeting 
and the Twenty-seventh Party Congress. But the programme is not a blueprint
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that can be applied to any situation; it is, rather, a set of principles and a method 
relying on experience.

• • • • • • •

In the Pacific region the Soviet Union also shares a border with the United 
States. It is our next-door neighbour in the literal meaning of the word, and we 
are separated by only seven kilometres—the exact distance between the Soviet 
island of Big Diomede and the American island of Little Diomede.

We clearly realize that the United States is a great Pacific Power—primarily 
because a considerable part of the population of the United States lives on the 
shores of this ocean and the western part of America, which gravitates towards 
this region, is playing a growing role in the country’s life and has a dynamic 
outlook. Besides, the United States, undoubtedly, has important economic and 
political interests in the region.

There is no doubt that, without the United States, without its participation, it 
is impossible to resolve the problem of security and co-operation in the Pacific 
Ocean in a way that would satisfy all. So far, regrettably, Washington has not 
shown interest in this, and is not even contemplating a serious talk on the subject 
of the Pacific. And if this subject is taken up, it takes the well-worn path of the 
“Soviet threat” and of sabre-rattling in order to corroborate this myth.

Our approach to relations with the United States is well known. We are in 
favour of peaceful, good-neighbourly relations and mutually beneficial co
operation—for which, incidentally, there are also considerable opportunities in 
the Far East, in the Pacific.

Since we are talking about the United States, here are a few words about the 
most important aspect of our relations at the present time—concerning termina
tion of the arms race. Since the Geneva meeting, the Soviet Union has put forward 
many major proposals on the entire range of problems connected with reducing 
and eliminating arms and verifying this process. We have not seen any movement 
to meet us half way. We were treated, in fact, to the same old stuff as prior to the 
Geneva meeting.

With a view to putting an end to marking time, we went further towards 
meeting the United States position: in my June letter to the President of the United 
States, new, important compromise proposals were put forward. During my visit 
here in the Far East, I received a reply from President Reagan. It sets one thinking. 
We have begun to study it. We shall deal with it in a responsible and attentive 
manner. To us the most important thing is, first of all, the extent to which the 
proposals contained in the letter meet the principle of equal security and whether 
they make it possible to reach effective joint solutions to ending the arms race and 
preventing it from spreading into outer space. We shall determine our further 
steps accordingly. As regards a new Soviet-American summit meeting, I can 
repeat: we favour such a meeting. But we resolutely oppose the interpretation of 
the accords reached at the previous meeting in Geneva that reduces them to the 
promise to have more meetings. No, the main thing, on which we agreed last time 
with President Reagan and which we signed, is the consent to strive for the

Document 131



430 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

normalization of relations between the USSR and the United States and for the 
improvement of the international situation, and to speed up the pace of talks on 
arms reduction. A new summit meeting, too, should serve that purpose.

We frequently hear from abroad all kinds of information to the effect that the 
Soviet Union is building up its military power in the east of the country. Let me 
state with all responsibility: we are not doing anything and shall not do anything 
over and above the level that corresponds to the minimal requirements of our 
defence, and the defence of our friends and allies, especially in the light of the 
American military activity not far from our and their frontiers.

This fully applies to medium-range missiles. Those who do not want to see the 
lessening of world tensions continue to argue that we allegedly will be able to 
move our SS-20 missiles from west to east and from east to west. This is why I 
emphasize once more: we suggest that both American and Soviet medium-range 
missiles in Europe be eliminated. And I mean, eliminated, and not moved 
somewhere. It is quite clear that this promotes the interests of Asian countries as 
well.

I would also like to state that the Soviet Union is a convinced advocate of 
disbanding military groupings, renouncing the possession of foreign bases in 
Asia and the Pacific Ocean and withdrawing troops from the territories of foreign 
countries. The USSR is a party to the Warsaw Treaty, but this is a European 
defensive alliance and operates strictly within the geographical framework laid 
down by the Treaty. On the other hand, we strongly oppose United States 
attempts to extend NATO’s “competence” to the entire world, including Asia and 
the Pacific Ocean.

Our views about security in the Asian and Pacific region have not come out of 
thin air. They take account of the experience of the past and of present times. The 
principles of “Pancha Sila” and of Bandung have not sunk into oblivion. The 
positive examples of the truce in Korea, the 1954 Geneva meeting on Indo-China 
and the Indo-Pakistan Agreement in Tashkent live on in the diplomatic experi
ence. Nowadays, too, we see in practice the efforts of a number of States to solve 
common economic problems and their attempts to settle conflict situations in one 
way or another. There are substantial favourable elements in the activities of 
ASEAN and in bilateral ties. After the concept of a “Pacific community” had 
been rejected, discussion of the idea of “Pacific economic co-operation” began. 
We approached it without bias, and are ready to join in the deliberations on the 
possible foundations of such co-operation—provided, of course, it is conceived 
not in accordance with a bloc-oriented, anti-socialist pattern imposed from 
outside, but as a result of a free discussion without any Idnd of discrimination. 
The fairly wide range of scientific and political ideas on the issue of establishing 
a new international economic order and the experience of integration in the West 
and the East could become a solid foundation for such discussions.

As an objective, even if a rather remote one, we would propose a conference, 
in the mould of the Helsinki Conference, to be attended by all the countries that 
gravitate towards the Ocean. If and when an agreement on convening such a 
conference is reached, it will be possible to come to terms on the venue for it. One 
of the options is Hiroshima. Why should not that city, the first victim of the 
nuclear evil, become the “Helsinki” of sorts for Asia and the Pacific Ocean?
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Summing up, I would like to emphasize that we favour integrating the Asian- 
Pacific region into the general process of establishing a comprehensive system 
of international security as proposed at the Twenty-seventh Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union.^

How do we see this in concrete terms?
First of all, the issues of regional settlement suggest themselves. I’ll speak of 

Afghanistan separately. Let me speak now about South-East Asia and Kampu
chea.

• • • • • • •

Second. We favour putting up a barrier to prevent the proliferation and build
up of nuclear weapons in Asia and the Pacific Ocean. It is common knowledge 
that the USSR has pledged itself not to increase the number of medium-range 
nuclear missiles in the Asiatic part of the country.

The USSR supports proclaiming the southern part of the Pacific Ocean a 
nuclear-free zone and urges all nuclear Powers, whether on a unilateral or a 
multilateral basis, to guarantee its status.

Implementation of the proposal put forward by the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea for the creation of a nuclear-free zone in the Korean peninsula 
would make a serious contribution. Well-deserved attention was aroused by the 
idea of creating such a zone in South-East Asia.

Third. We propose that talks be started on the reduction of the activity of naval 
fleets in the Pacific, especially nuclear-armed ships. The restriction of rivalry in 
the sphere of anti-submarine weapons, specifically the arrangement to refrain 
from anti-submarine activity in certain zones of the Pacific Ocean, would help 
to strengthen stability. This could become a substantial confidence-building 
measure.

In general I would like to say that, if the United States gave up its military 
presence, say, in the Philippines, we would not leave that step unanswered.

We remain strongly in favour of resuming the talks on turning the Indian Ocean 
into a zone of peace.

Fourth. The Soviet Union attaches much importance to radically reducing 
armed forces and conventional weapons in Asia, bringing them down to the limits 
of reasonable sufficiency. We realize that this problem should be tackled 
gradually, stage by stage, starting with one region, say, the Far East. In this 
context, the USSR is prepared to discuss with China practical steps aimed at the 
proportional lowering of the level of land forces.

Fifth. The Soviet Union considers that the time has long come to raise to a 
practical level the discussion of confidence-building measures and the non-use 
of force in the region. A start could be made on the simpler measures, for instance 
measures for the security of sea lanes in the Pacific Ocean, and for the prevention 
of international terrorism.

 ̂Cf. Documents 22 and 31.
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A conference to discuss and work out such measures could be held in one of 
the Soviet maritime cities. Incidentally, it would be possible in time to solve the 
question of the opening of Vladivostok to visits by foreigners. If a change for the 
better in the situation in the Pacific is really achieved, Vladivostok could become 
one of the major international centres, a commercial and cultural centre, a city of 
festivals, sports events, congresses and scientific symposia. We would like it to 
be a wide-open window to the East. And then the words of our great Pushkin, 
“The ships of every flag and nation will hail our shores” will then apply also to 
Vladivostok.

• • • • • • •

132. Message From President Reagan to the Congress: 
The Binary Chemical Munitions Program, July 29, 
1986^

Pursuant to Section 8093 of the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1986, Public Law 99-190,1 hereby certify with respect to the binary chemical 
munitions program that the United States:

(1) has submitted to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, a force goal 
stating the requirements for modernization of the United States proportional 
share of the NATO chemical deterrent with binary munitions and said force goal 
has been adopted by the North Atlantic Council;

(2) has developed, in coordination with the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe, a plan under which U.S. binary chemical munitions can be deployed 
under appropriate contingency plans to deter chemical weapons attacks against 
the United States and its allies; and

(3) has consulted with other member nations of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) on that plan.

I note with regard to the first numbered paragraph that the force goal was 
adopted by the North Atlantic Council constituted as the Defense Planning 
Committee in accordance with the North Atlantic Treaty. I am pleased to make 
this certification on a program so vital to our national defense. We are earnestly 
seeking, as our top priority in the chemical weapons area, a comprehensive and 
verifiable ban on all chemical weapons. Until we achieve that goal, we must 
maintain a safe and viable chemical weapon stockpile to deter use of chemicals 
by our potential adversaries. I appreciate your continued support for this 
program.

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, August 4, 1986, pp. 1007-1008. 
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133. White House Statement: The Binary Chemical 
Munitions Program, July 29,1986^

The President today certified to Congress that certain conditions required by 
Congress for the release of fiscal year 1986 funds for the binary chemical 
weapons modernization program have been met.^

This certification to Congress will allow the United States to proceed with the 
modernization of the chemical weapons deterrent stockpile so critical to our 
nation’s security. U.S. policy on chemical warfare remains unchanged. The 
United States renounces the first use of lethal and incapacitating chemical 
weapons. A comprehensive, effectively verifiable global ban on all chemical 
weapons remains our foremost priority. However, until such a ban is attained, we 
will pursue deterrence through a strong defensive posture and a credible 
retaliatory capability. The chemical weapons threat to U.S. forces is a worldwide 
threat, not limited to NATO. The small, readily deployable stockpile of binary 
munitions which we seek will provide the flexibility to meet and deter this threat.

Specifically, the legislation requires that the President certify to Congress that: 
— t̂he North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has adopted a binary 

chemical munitions force goal addressed to the United States;
—the United States has developed, in coordination with the Supreme Allied 

Conmiander, Europe, a plan for the deployment of binary chemical 
munitions under appropriate contingencies; and,

— t̂he United States has consulted with NATO member nations on that plan.
On May 15, NATO’s Defense Planning Conmiittee in Permanent Session, 

composed of the Permanent Representatives to NATO of the 15 nations partici
pating in the alliance’s military structure, adopted the NATO force goals for 1987 
to 1992, including the binary chemical munitions force goal addressed to the 
United States. Defense Ministers, meeting as the Defense Planning Committee 
in Ministerial Session on May 22, according to normal NATO procedures 
“noted” the Permanent Representatives’ action.  ̂The Defense Ministers’ action 
completes the established NATO procedure for adopting force goals for alliance.

The United States has developed, in coordination with S ACEUR, a plan for the 
deployment of binary chemical munitions under appropriate contingency plans.

The United States has conducted extensive consultations with allied govern
ments on chemical weapons issues, including consultations on the plan for 
deployment of chemical weapons under appropriate contingencies. On June 19 
consultations with allies on this military contingency plan were completed in the 
appropriate NATO forum: NATO’s Military Committee, which is composed of 
senior military representatives from nations to NATO. The U.S. Military 
Representative to the Military Committee briefed the Military Conmiittee on the 
U.S. plan for contingency deployment of chemical weapons. Recognizing the 
conclusions reached in the Defense Planning Committee, and within the context

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, August 4, 1986, p. 1008. 
 ̂Supra.
 ̂NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 3 (June 1986), pp. 30-31.

Document 133



434 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

of those conclusions and of national statements and reservations expressed in the 
Defense Planning Committee, the Military Conmiittee took note of the briefing 
of the U.S. plan for the contingency deployment of chemical weapons.

134. Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Van 
Schaik) to the Conference on Disarmament: Nu
clear Test Ban [Extract], July 29,1986^

In the course of the years, objections raised against a CTB have accumulated, 
together constituting a colourful variety of arguments. I shall not try to be 
exhaustive, but I intend to deal with the most important arguments. Of late, three 
arguments have been advanced in particular:

First, testing must be continued, in order to test new weapon designs and 
improved defences against incoming missiles and warheads; in other words, 
testing is crucial to modernization.

Second, testing is indispensable for those who wish to be assured of the 
reliability of weapons, once they are used.

Third, continuation of testing is necessary if one wants to maintain a nuclear- 
weapon testing and design capability and in particular a staff of highly qualified 
nuclear scientists.

Those who think that the time is not ripe yet for a test ban have forged together 
these arguments in the doctrine that testing is required as long as security is based 
on nuclear deterrence. On that basis, the test ban, in so many declarations and 
treaties considered to be only a first step—symbolic and effective at the same 
time—in the complex process of nuclear disarmament, would be reduced to a 
measure that eventually will be taken at the back end of the process. Let me, 
before dealing with another argument adduced in support of deferring a CTB, 
turn to the three I mentioned first.

Views differ on the value of nuclear testing for the purpose of modernization 
of the arsenals. Some maintain that substantive modernization can be achieved 
through micro-explosions or even non-explosive experiments with new designs 
at the laboratory scale. To the extent this is true, a test ban need not be rejected 
for the sake of modernization. Others, however, also at the official level, argue 
that modernization and testing are inseparable. The proponents of a test ban, of 
course, hope that modernization and testing are firmly linked, as the effect of a 
test ban would be all the more meaningf^ul if such a ban slowed down the 
qualitative arms race. We believe that, whatever the merits of a whole range of 
other tests and experiments may be, nuclear tests certainly have importance. So 
we are not dealing with a non-problem.

Would this result in a compelling case against a test ban? We do not think so. 
In today’s world, where discrepancies in technological capacities have been 
reduced and continue to diminish, modernization cannot provide a party with a 
lasting and decisive advantage. As in other arms-control agreements, some

' CD/PV.374, pp. 2-7.
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opportunities to modernize weapons may have to be sacrificed. Far from wishing 
to return to an era of technology that we have long left behind us, we think that 
such sacrifices would rather lead us to a shift within and a reallocation of our 
modernization efforts.

The second argument is reliability testing. While few would dispute the 
technical merits of tests to check the reliability of a standard design type of 
weapon, the question remains as to how decisive these advantages are for the fate 
of the test ban. We consider a certain modest degree of uncertainty as to the actual 
functioning of a nuclear device not of decisive importance for the maintenance 
of the nuclear deterrence. Reliability testing will at best yield an indicative 
assurance of the functioning of the arsenal as a whole, in other words will not give 
absolute certainty to the party concerned. Apart from that, the reliability of 
weapons can be improved by changes in design that do not require resorting to 
testing. Changes in design can increase the reliability of weapons, without there 
being a need to resort to testing. Finally on this point, we are not aware of 
arguments presented by the nuclear-weapon States that reliability testing has in 
fact played a major role in their explosion programmes, or that it should do so in 
the future. Perhaps, the nuclear-weapon States, including those who in principle 
favour a comprehensive test ban, are willing to provide us with some relevant 
figures.

The third argument is that the nuclear scientific community would run dry if 
no tests were permitted. As a result, so it is said, the lead time for development 
of high-technology nuclear weapons would rise to unacceptable levels, taking 
into account that a country must remain prepared for a possible break-out of the 
nuclear disarmament process of the other party. Cutting off the road to testing 
may indeed induce some experts, voluntarily or otherwise, to seek employment 
in other fields, though not necessarily outside the nuclear-weapons laboratories.

Reversing the nuclear-arms race, breaking down nuclear weapons, shifting 
emphasis from offensive to defensive systems, all of which are now under serious 
consideration, may very likely have consequences—and more far-reaching, I 
may say— f̂or the division of labour within nuclear-weapon States. As with 
forgoing certain modernization options this is very much a matter of choice and 
of allocation. The underlying assumption of any of the arms control approaches 
currently considered is that parties are prepared to pay the price of constraint, if 
‘‘price” is the proper word.

We all are familiar with a fourth argument against a test ban, which is not 
related to the merits of a ban as such, but rather to the question whether and to 
what extent a test ban can be verified. In our view, verification is, of course, very 
important, even essential, but we should always be aware that it is only a means 
to an end: to ensure compliance with a treaty. Verification will, for technical 
reasons, seldom ensure compliance 100 per cent, whatever the subject of the 
agreement may be. In matters of disarmament, adequate verification means that, 
to the extent feasible, a verification regime must be established which will at least 
greatly reduce the number and the size of the loopholes through which a 
malevolent country may wish to wriggle.

In case a 100-per-cent assurance cannot be achieved, adequate verification 
may be defined as a level of verification beyond which the military advantage of
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successful cheating would be disproportionate to the political risk of being 
caught “red-handed”.

It is, to say the least, not an easy task to define at what level of technology such 
“adequate” verification would be ensured. But let us not forget that, even if we 
have determined that level of technology, it requires another major step before 
technology is actually deployed, and this of course at considerable expense. The 
Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts, meeting again during these weeks, is 
undertaking the arduous work of designing an international seismic monitoring 
network and it has even initiated field testing. We hope agreement can be reached 
on communication techniques of a higher technological level to be introduced in 
this network.

National technical means of verification have tremendously improved over the 
past few years. Once progress is being made towards a CTB and if the political 
decisions are then taken to go ahead with the deployment of seismic measuring 
devices and the establishment of a corresponding institutional network, an 
“adequate” verification regime can certainly be designed. We assume that the 
identification and verification threshold can, in fact, be reduced to levels that will 
prove to be “adequate”, acceptable, probably well below 1 kt.

In this context, the interesting statement made by Ambassador Issraelyan a 
week ago is relevant. We shall study his proposals carefully. But let me now say 
that we would welcome Soviet participation in work on the incorporation of the 
exchange of Level II data in the system.

To some extent we must in these verification matters rely on the adage that the 
proof of the pudding will be in the eating. We trust that, once the network can be 
tested on an operational basis, a satisfactory basis for the solution of the 
verification issue will be found, even if centred only on tests in the United States 
and the Soviet Union.

We took note with interest of the agreement reached between groups of 
American and Soviet scientists to install seismic monitoring equipment near a 
nuclear-test site in the Soviet Union.  ̂We understand this agreement is being 
implemented. The use of on-site instruments may reduce the threshold at which 
nuclear explosions are detected and identified and may yield data necessary for 
better calibration of instruments measuring the strength of such explosions.

While we do not consider the objections I referred to as convincing arguments 
against a CTB, they should, of course, be addressed seriously. An alternative 
approach, seemingly bypassing all those difficulties, has been to halt tests 
unilaterally, to declare a moratorium. A moratorium can, under appropriate 
circumstances, constitute a confidence-building step towards the conclusion of 
a verifiable agreement. With a unilateral moratorium a degree of self-restraint is 
demonstrated. We have, therefore, in itself appreciation for the moratorium that 
the Soviet Union announced a year ago,  ̂and has since that time extended till the 
beginning of next month."̂  But the Soviet moratorium has in our view not been 
effective, to the extent that it did not provide us with an answer to the questions

 ̂Document 85.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444-445 (Doc. 126).
 ̂Document 75.
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raised by the implementation of a verifiable test-ban treaty. It did not provide us 
with an answer to the arguments against a test ban, to which I referred earlier.

Unfortunately, past experience with moratoria, even applied by only three 
parties, has been that they ended in a breakaway, leading to an explosive outburst 
of new series of tests, rapidly making up for tests temporarily renounced. As a 
matter of fact, in August it will be 25 years ago that the Soviet Union, the United 
States and the United Kingdom ended a moratorium on nuclear tests, respected 
up to then, in a spectacular way and turned it into its reverse.^ We must conclude 
that moratoria can never be a substitute for a bilateral or a multilateral agreement 
on a comprehensive test ban, laying down the details of scope and verification.

The question with which we are faced is how to reconcile two positions. One 
is: “test ban first, disposal of nuclear arms later”, and the other: “disposal of 
nuclear arms first, test ban later”.

In the past, suggestions have been made at the Conference on interim 
measures, in particular on a threshold treaty. I do not now wish to enter into the 
merits and the drawbacks of the idea of a threshold treaty, but I wish to point out 
the risk that, if such a treaty were a multilateral treaty, open for accession by non- 
nuclear-weapon States, it might provide those countries with legal, or at least 
moral, arguments for taking up testing under the threshold level set by the treaty. 
Since a multilateral CTBT ought to strengthen the non-proliferation regime, we 
think countries should beware of interim regimes on a multilateral basis. A CTB 
should be truly comprehensive, including a ban on so-called peaceful nuclear 
explosions.

My authorities have reached the conclusion that any interim approach towards 
the goal of a multilateral CTB should involve only the States that are responsible 
for the bulk of nuclear test explosions. Such an interim approach should 
furthermore aim at meeting to the extent possible all objections that have thus far 
come to light.

It is with these considerations in mind that the Netherlands has reached the 
following conclusions on this point.

First, we wish to encourage the United States and the Soviet Union—I repeat— 
to continue the discussion on verification issues that have just started. These 
countries should, as soon as possible, reach agreement on terms that permit the 
ratification of the threshold treaties (TTBT and PNET).  ̂If the Soviet Union were 
to allow the United States to undertake some calibration measurements in the 
vicinity of relevant Soviet test sites, this will certainly be conducive to reaching 
such agreements. The President of the United States made an offer to the Soviet 
Union last year for Soviet scientists to acquaint themselves with the measuring 
techniques of the Corrtex type. We still hold the view that the Soviet leaders 
should positively respond to this offer, thus opening the door to the ratification 
of these treaties.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 337-348; 355.
 ̂I.e., the so-called Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties. The 

texts of these treaties and their protocols may be found, respectively, in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229 and ibid., 1976, pp. 328-348.
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We are encouraged by the admission to the Soviet Union of a group of 
American seismologists, to which I referred earlier. We understand they have 
installed measuring devices near Semipalatinsk. Although these devices are far 
away (150 km) from the actual test site and it is not clear whether they will 
continue to function once the Soviet Union will resume its nuclear tests, we do 
hope this new event can be considered as signalling an encouraging change in the 
Soviet position on on-site inspection in general.

Second, we submit that, if the two major nuclear Powers were to agree 
progressively to reduce their nuclear arsenals, they should simultaneously and in 
relation to these reductions agree to reduce nuclear tests, both quantitatively and 
qualitatively. Such a formula dealing with nuclear tests would be a natural 
corollary of the bilateral arms control negotiations taking place elsewhere in this 
town. Our proposal links fewer nuclear weapons to fewer nuclear tests and, 
depending on the scope of the arms agreements, to no tests for new types of 
nuclear weapons.

I hasten to stress that an arrangement of this kind would in no way obviate the 
necessity of the speediest conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty (CTBT). 
It would in no way affect the multilateral process either in the Conference or in 
the General Assembly or elsewhere.

The two major nuclear Powers could at any time make the qualitative jump to 
a CTBT. But, we think that the Conference should not wait for such a jump to be 
made. It is in fact high time that we agreed on the procedure to be pursued in order 
to start the necessary work. My delegation believes that the Western proposal 
(CD/521) provides an excellent basis for work to be resumed in this complex area 
and we hope that consultations on the basis of that text will in fact soon prove to 
be successful.

The Netherlands will continue its efforts for an early conclusion of a CTBT 
prohibiting all nuclear explosions for all times. Our proposals, our suggestions, 
today should be seen in that context.

• • • • • • •

135. U.S. Statement on the Conclusion of the Thirty- 
first Session of the U.S.-Soviet Standing Consul
tative Commission, July 30,1986^

The U.S.-U.S.S.R. Standing Consultative Commission met in Geneva today, 
completing a special session of the commission, the second session of 1986 and 
the 31st since its establishment. The U.S. and Soviet commissioners reaffirmed 
that the next session of the commission would begin in the fall of this year in 
Geneva. The commission was established by the Treaty on the Limitation of

’ Department of State Bulletin, October 1986, p. 18. 
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Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems concluded by the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
on May 26, 1972.2

At this session, the Soviet Union rejected President Reagan’s May 27, 1986, 
call for the Soviet Union to join the United States in establishing an interim 
framework of truly mutual restraint pending conclusion of a verifiable agreement 
on deep and equitable reductions in offensive nuclear arms.  ̂The Soviet Union 
was informed that the call remains open.

136. Report to the Conference on Disarmament by the 
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts To Consider 
International Cooperative l\/leasures To Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events: The 1984 Technical Test 
[Extracts], July 31,1986^

CHAPTER 1 

Introduction

The present consensus report, which is the fourth report overall of the Ad Hoc 
Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Cooperative Measures to 
Detect and Identify Seismic Events, contains a detailed presentation of the results 
and experiences from a large-scale technical test conducted by the Group during 
1984. This test, which has been termed the Group of Scientific Experts’ 
Technical Test (GSETT) 1984, has comprised exchange and analysis of seismic 
Level I data using the Global Telecommunication System of the World Meteoro
logical Organization (WMO) on the regular use basis authorized by the WMO in
1983.

A consensus summary of this report has been submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament as document CD/681/Rev. 1. The present report has eight chapters, 
each dealing with different aspects of the Group’s work in conducting and 
evaluating the GSETT. In addition, seven appendices containing detailed and 
technical material are annexed as an integral part of the report. Consensus was 
reached on the entire main part of the report, and also on all appendices except 
4A, 4B, 5B, 6C, 7A, 7C, 7D, which comprise results of national investigations. 
These reflect the viewpoints of individual countries on various technical prob
lems and therefore do not require consensus.

A brief overview of the background for the establishment of the Ad Hoc Group 
is given in the following:

On 22 July 1976, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (the 
CCD) established an Ad Hoc Group of Government-appointed experts to 
consider and report on international co-operative measures to detect and 
identify seismic events, so as to assist in the verification of a comprehensive

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201, 868-869.
 ̂Document 82.
> CD/720, pp. 1-7, 49-52.
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test ban.2 Group submitted its consensus report (CCD/558) in March 
1978, describing how seismological science can be applied in a co-operative 
international effort to achieve this purpose.^ In this sense, the co-operative 
measures would have three main elements:

—a systematic improvement of the observations reported from a 
network of more than 50 seismological observatories around the 
globe

—an international exchange of these data over the Global Telecommu
nications System of the World Meteorological Organization (WMO/ 
GTS)

—^processing of the data at special International Data Centres for the use 
of participant States.

The report also considered some steps, such as a comprehensive experimental 
exercise, which could be taken initially to assist the establishment of such a co
operative international data exchange system.

On 9 May 1978, the CCD decided that the Ad Hoc Group should continue its 
work by studying the scientific and methodological principles for a possible 
comprehensive experimental exercise of a global network of the kind described 
in CCD/558. The Committee on Disarmament (the CD), in its decision of 15 
February 1979, maintained the arrangements for the Ad Hoc Group. Subse
quently, in July 1979, the Group submitted its second report (CD/43)."̂

On 7 August 1979, the CD decided (CD/PV.48) that the Ad Hoc Group should 
pursue its work further, under the following reference:

“1. Recognizing the valuable and important work carried out by the Ad 
Hoc Group in elaborating instructions and specifications for International 
Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events, as presented 
to the CD in its report of July 1979, the CD decides that the Ad Hoc Group 
should continue its work on such measures, which might be established in 
the future for the international exchange of seismological data under a treaty 
prohibiting nuclear weapon tests covering nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes in a protocol which would be an integral part of the treaty.

2. This work should, inter alia, include:
—further elaboration, with the second report of the Group as a basis, of 

detailed instructions for an experimental test of the global system for 
international co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic 
events;

—further development of the scientific and technical aspects of the 
global system;

—co-operation in the review and analysis of national investigations 
into relevant matters such as:

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 484-485. 
Ubid., 1978, pp. 103-110.
Ubid., 1979, pp. 476-481.
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• the conditions for using the WMO Global Telecommunications 
System for seismic data exchange;

• procedures to obtain desired data at individual stations under a range 
of conditions;

• the analysis and data handling procedures at the envisaged data 
centres; and

• methods of rapid exchange of waveform data.
3. The organization and procedures of work of the Group should remain the 

same as defined by the decision of the CCD on 22 July 1976 and maintained by 
the Conmiittee on Disarmament by its decision of 15 February 1979. The Ad Hoc 
Group will hold its first meeting under its new mandate late in January or early 
in February 1980.

4. The Committee on Disarmament invites WMO to continue its co-operation 
with the Ad Hoc Group.”^

On 9 March 1984, the Ad Hoc Group submitted its third report (CD/448).^ In 
this report, the Group expressed the need to conduct further technical tests, in co
operation with the WMO, to establish the operational performance of the WMO/ 
GTS for seismic data exchange on a globd basis. Subsequently, on 13 August 
1984, the Group submitted to the CD an overview document (CD/534) contain
ing proposed procedures for one such technical test, named GSETT, to be carried 
out in 1984. Additional technical information was given in the Group’s Confer
ence Room Paper 134/Rev. 1. The results of this test are described in this report.

CHAPTER 2

Organization and Method of Work of the Ad Hoc Group

The Ad Hoc Group is open to all Member States of the Conference on 
Disarmament as well as to other States Members of the United Nations upon 
invitation by the CD. Altogether, scientific experts and representatives from 27 
Member States of the CD and five other States have participated in the plenary 
sessions of the Ad Hoc Group under its current mandate, which dates back to 7 
August 1979 (CD/PV.48). Names of the participants at different sessions are 
listed in the Group’s Conference Room Papers 132,140,144,150 and 156, and 
can be obtained from the CD Secretariat.

Upon invitation by the CD, representatives of the World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO) have attended the Ad Hoc Group’s sessions, and their 
valuable advice and assistance with regard to transmission of seismic data on the 
Global Telecommunication System (GTS) of the WMO has been essential in 
ensuring the success of the GSETT.

Dr. Ola Dahlman of Sweden has served as Chairman of the Arf Hoc Group. Dr. 
Erode Ringdal of Norway has served as the Group’s Scientific Secretary. Mr. 
Michael Cassandra, United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs, has

5 CD/46.
Ubid., 795^, pp. 146-156.
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served as Secretary for the Ad Hoc Group. Mr. Peter McGregor of Australia was 
elected by the Group to serve as Co-ordinator of the GSETT.

In the course of its work under its present mandate, the Hoc Group agreed 
to establish five Study Groups in order to achieve an appropriate compilation, 
summarization and assessment of the experience acquired through national 
investigations and co-operative studies in areas relevant to its work. These open- 
ended Study Groups have each dealt with a specific issue as follows:
Study Group 1 Seismological stations and station networks
Study Group 2 Data to be regularly exchanged (Level I data)
Study Group 3 Format and procedures for the exchange of Level I data

through the WMO/GTS 
Study Group 4 Format and procedures for the exchange of Level II data
Study Group 5 Procedures to be used at International Data Centres

Bach of these Study Groups has been headed by a convenor and co-convenor 
as listed in the progress reports of the Ad Hoc Group. These Study Groups were 
maintained during the GSETT and contributed to the drafting of material for the 
present report in the respective areas covered by the Technical Test. This draft 
material, which has been based on more than 100 informal working papers 
presented by the participants, has been reviewed and analysed during the plenary 
sessions held by the Ad Hoc Group.

Since the submission of its Third Report (CD/448) the Ad Hoc Group has met 
in five sessions at Geneva (its eighteenth through twenty-second sessions). The 
Group has submitted a progress report to the CD after each of its sessions (CD/ 
535,'̂  CD/583, CD/616,« CD/682 and CD/721, respectively).

CHAPTER 3

Overview of the 1984 GSE Technical Test (GSETT)

3.1 Introduction

In its report CD/448, the Ad Hoc Group reviewed the results from two trial 
exchanges of abbreviated Level I data using the WMO/GTS, conducted in 1980 
and 1981, respectively. These tests attracted broad participation of States 
represented in the Ad Hoc Group, and showed that the WMO/GTS has the 
potential of fully satisfying the aim of rapid and undistorted transmission of 
Level I data for the proposed global system.

Nevertheless, some technical problems were encountered, and in CD/448 the 
Group therefore expressed the need to conduct further technical tests, in co
operation with the WMO, to establish the operational performance of the WMO/ 
GTS for seismic data exchange on a glob^ basis.

In this connection the Group noted that the World Meteorological Organiza
tion has authorized the use of the Global Telecommunication System for the 
exchange of Level I seismic data on a regular basis from 1 December 1983.

 ̂Ibid., pp. 578-580. 
^Ibid., 1985, pp. 410-412.
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During its 18th session, ihtAdHoc Group worked out and agreed on detailed 
procedures and time schedule for a large-scale technical test (named GSETT) 
concerning the exchange and analysis of Level I data using the WMO/GTS 
(Document CD/534).

A brief description of the GSETT is given in the following. For more detail, 
reference is made to Appendix 3 of this report.^

3.2 Purpose of the GSETT

This technical test, which was the first one conducted using the WMO/GTS on 
a regular use basis, had the following purposes:

—to develop and test procedures (with the WMO) for the regular transmis
sion of Level I data from temporary national facilities to experimental 
International Data Centres (EIDCs). These were established during the 
technical test to provide the services of both the national facilities and the 
IDCs first envisaged in CCD/558;

—to transmit bulletins from EIDCs to participating temporary national 
facilities using the WMO/GTS;

— t̂o test procedures for retransmission of Level I data messages over the 
WMO/GTS;

—to provide an opportunity for testing procedures for extracting Level I 
parameters at seismic stations;

— t̂o develop and test procedures for transmission of Level I parameters to 
temporary national facilities;

—to test proposed procedures at EIDCs for receipt and archiving of Level 
I data and for compilation and distribution over the WMO/GTS of event 
bulletins and parameters using Level I data.

The Group considered that such a test would further the development of 
procedures for the use of WMO/GTS for seismic data exchange and of proce
dures proposed for use at envisaged International Data Centres of the global 
system described in CCD/558, CD/43 and CD/448.

3.3 Participation in the GSETT

According to the original plan for the technical test submitted to the Confer
ence on Disarmament on 13 August 1984 (CD/534), 27 countries had agreed to 
take part. These were: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czecho- 
s lov^a , Denmark, Egypt, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Germany, 
Federal Republic of, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, 
Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Romania, Sweden, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, United States of America, Zambia.

Following the appeal for wider participation in the test, contained in the 
Group’s progress report on its eighteenth session (CD/535),̂ ® 10 additional coun

 ̂Not printed here.
Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 578-580.
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tries indicated their interest in participating: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colom
bia, France, Ireland, Kenya, Pakistan, Thailand, Zimbabwe.

Details on the seismograph stations in these countries which contributed data 
to the GSETT are given in Chapter 4 and Appendix 4.̂ ^

Experimental International Data Centres (EIDCs) for the GSETT were oper
ated throughout the time period of the test in Moscow, Stockholm and Washing
ton, D.C.

3.4 Procedures for Conducting the GSETT

The technical test covered seismic Level I data for the period from 0000 
Universal Co-ordinated Time (UTC) 15 October to 2400 UTC 14 December
1984. The preparation and transmission of event bulletins from EIDCs continued 
until 15 January 1985. The time period from 15 October to 26 October 1984 was 
designated as a preparatory phase to establish reliable communications.

Throughout the technical test, participating States contributed data from the 
stations which they had previously nominated for this purpose. The Level I 
parameters were to be extracted for all seismic events and signals recorded at 
these stations according to the instructions outlined in Appendix 3 and collected 
at the temporary national facilities.

Temporary national facilities prepared seismic messages for the WMO/GTS 
according to detailed instructions developed in co-operation with the WMO. On 
a scheduled basis these messages were then transmitted globally over the WMO/ 
GTS. (Reference: CD/534 and Conference Room Paper 134/Rev. 1 of \h&AdHoc 
Group).

The EIDCs received Level I messages from all participants and generated and 
distributed on a scheduled basis over the WMO/GTS event lists and bulletins 
based on the data received. The EIDCs also requested retransmissions of missing 
or garbled messages when necessary.

The technical test was co-ordinated overall by Dr. Peter McGregor, Australia. 
All participants were requested to inform the Co-ordinator immediately if any 
significant problem was encountered, and to co-operate with him in resolving the 
problem. This procedure proved essential in ensuring a successful conduct of the 
technical test.

For the purposes of evaluating the results of the GSETT, all participants were 
requested to maintain detailed records of station operation, messages sent and 
received, and other relevant information. Formats for these records were devel
oped along with time schedules for their distribution prior to the test.

In Appendix 3, detailed information is given on the procedures for the GSETT, 
the types of seismic Level I data which were extracted, the WMO/GTS message 
formats and the EIDC bulletin formats.

In subsequent chapters of this report, the experience from the GSETT is 
summarized.

• • • • • • •

’ ̂  Not printed here.
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CHAPTER 8 

Conclusions and Recommendations

This chapter summarizes the conclusions and recommendations drawn by the 
Ad Hoc Group from the GSETT. It should be emphasized that these are based on 
the test itself and they should thus be seen as preliminary and methodological in 
nature.

Overall, the GSETT proved very successful, as the test has provided a vast 
amount of experience, previously unavailable, on many aspects of practical 
operation of a global seismic data exchange system.

The GSETT demonstrated that the Global Telecommunication System of the 
World Meteorological Organization in many parts of the world ensures in general 
an operative and undistorted transmission of Level I seismic data for the proposed 
international system for exchange of such data.

The GSETT showed that most of the procedures developed by the Group to 
collect, exchange, compile and analyse seismic Level I data worked satisfactorily 
in practice. However, the Technical Test also showed that regarding some topics 
further developments are necessary.

In the following, the main conclusions and recommendations relating to the 
different aspects of the GSETT experience are summarized.

8.1 Participating Seismograph Stations and Temporary National Facilities

The GSETT attracted a remarkably wide participation. However, the geo
graphical distribution of participating seismograph stations was far from uni
form. Therefore, not all the branches of the WMO/GTS that might be employed 
in a global system could be tested, but the geographical distribution was 
sufficient for the methodological purpose of the GSETT.

The types of equipment and facilities used showed a wide range, from simple 
analogue recording systems with manual generation of telex messages to 
sophisticated digital stations with computer-to-computer high-speed data links 
between stations and TNFs. For most participating countries, the data extraction 
and arrangements for connection to the WMO/GTS worked satisfactorily, but 
some experienced significant problems.

It is necessary that a future global system be equipped with modem seismo
graph systems which as far as possible are well sited and are capable of 
continuous recording of data in digital form and operated in a standardized way. 
The Group therefore recommends that standardized technical specifications for 
the equipment of such a system be worked out, taking into account recent 
technical developments in seismometry.

The Group also concludes that there is a need for improvements in digital data 
management and analysis procedures and establishment of reliable and efficient 
connections between potential government-authorized national facilities and 
national GTS centres. Those countries wishing to use the WMO/GTS for 
transmission of Level I data in the global system will need to undertake more co
operative efforts with their GTS centres to ensure that these connections are 
reliable and efficient.
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8.2 Level I Data Extraction

The GSETT provided the first opportunity for the Ad Hoc Group to commonly 
gain experience on a broad scale in this regard. Because of the diversity in station 
equipment and facilities, a variety of methods were applied, ranging from 
measurement of parameters from analogue records to automatic or interactive 
computer-aided data extraction at some stations with digitally recording equip
ment.

The workload associated with parameter extraction from analogue records was 
considerable, whereas stations equipped with digital data display and analysis 
hardware and software found the data extraction procedures less arduous. These 
facilities also enabled more accurate parameter extraction, for example, of noise 
measurements in the signal band by digital filtering.

Some difficulties were encountered in extracting certain Level I parameters. 
One reason for these difficulties was unclear instructions for implementing 
certain procedures. Another reason is that the definitions of the parameters 
themselves were incomplete. Thus, while the instructions for measuring the 
Level I parameters were adequate in general, further clarification is needed and, 
in some cases, the definitions of the Level I parameters themselves may need to 
be modified.

As foreseen in earlier reports, the large number of local events, such as 
repetitive quarry blasts or, occasionally, earthquake sequences, imposed a heavy 
additional workload at some stations. The instructions for handling such occur
rences need further refinement.

In order to fully utilize data from modem seismograph stations for Level I data 
extraction, interactive and/or automatic computer processing is essential. The 
Group recommends that such procedures and necessary algorithms and com
puter programmes be developed.

8.3 WMO/GTS Data Transmission

A reliable and accurate exchange of Level I data from individual countries to 
International Data Centres and of bulletin data from such centres to individual 
countries is a most important part of a global system. The GSETT showed that 
there are still some problems in the Group’s utilization of the WMO/GTS in this 
regard.

In areas where the GTS comprises high-speed circuits, the data volumes during 
the GSETT posed no problems. On the other hand, until existing circuits WMO/ 
GTS circuits to Africa and South America are improved and upgraded, it does not 
seem possible to use these circuits to exchange the necessary volume of Level I 
data from stations located in these areas. Alternative communication methods 
should be explored for these areas of the globe and for other areas where the use 
of the WMO/GTS for the transmission of Level I data is impractical or severely 
limited.

The GSETT provided the first opportunity to test the proposed retransmission 
procedures. Use of these procedures did improve the overall effectiveness of 
transmitting Level I data to the EIDCs. However, these procedures need to be 
improved, taking into account the experience gained in the Technical Test.
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Co-ordination with the WMO proved to be essential not only prior to starting 
data exchange, but also during the actual exchange. Extended co-operation with 
the WMO/GTS will be needed to solve some of the major problems encountered 
in the GSETT.

Considering some of the shortcomings in the use of the WMO/GTS, the Group 
recommends that further efforts be undertaken to demonstrate that reliable 
communications for Level I data and bulletin transmission can be established 
using the WMO/GTS between all regions of the world. It is recommended that 
the Group maintain contact with the WMO in order to be kept informed of the 
possibilities for upgrading the existing WMO/GTS. A number of shortcomings 
in the use of the WMO/GTS could be overcome at the national level.

There is a need for additional testing of the WMO/GTS to improve the 
performance for the transmission of Level I data taking into account the 
recommendations given in this report. Particular emphasis should be given to 
those circuits not yet tested and those for which significant problems were noted 
in the GSETT.

8.4 Procedures at Experimental International Data Centres (EIDCs)

Operation of the three Experimental International Data Centres represented a 
substantial undertaking. These efforts produced a great deal of valuable data and 
experience which was not previously available. In a number of aspects, the 
testing of the EIDC procedures during the GSETT can be said to have been more 
successful than might have been anticipated, however, several problem areas 
were also encountered.

The automated procedures at the EIDCs for handling messages from the 
WMO/GTS communications channels worked well, although some problems 
were caused by the lack of strict adherence to established Level I message 
formats. The archival systems at the EIDCs were able to accommodate the large 
volumes of Level I data without problems.

The principles and algorithms for data analysis were not standardized at each 
of the EIDCs, and this resulted in differences in the seismic bulletins generated 
at the three centres. A bulletin reconciliation experiment conducted during the 
final two weeks of the GSETT improved the overall bulletin quality and showed 
the necessity of timely co-ordination between such data centres.

The data retransmission procedures were sometimes too slow to collect the 
data to allow inclusion in the event bulletin analysis on the schedule adopted. 
Since the schedule adopted for the GSETT is significantly slower than that called 
for in CD/448, more timely submissions of Level I data and other improvements 
in procedures are mandatory.

The GSETT can be considered fully successful in the sense that many of the 
proposed procedures for the handling of Level I data proved to be workable and 
practical. The performance of the EIDCs improved during the GSETT as some 
problems were noted and corrected. This clearly demonstrates the need for 
additional technical and practical tests of the envisaged system of international 
seismic data exchange.

It is necessary to re-examine the numbering system of the Level I data 
messages to develop methods to ensure stricter adherence to the prescribed
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formats and to improve the definition and encoding of analyst comments so that 
they can be incorporated into the automated data analysis at IDCs.

Methods for improving conmiunications between data centres must be adopted. 
Procedures must be developed to co-ordinate retransmission requests from IDCs, 
and conduct this function on a more timely basis than during the GSETT.

The data analysis procedures must be improved and relevant computer 
programs developed. TTiese procedures and computer programs need to be tested 
and standardized between data centres. In addition, common criteria must be 
developed for the manual interaction at such centres, e.g., with regard to 
accepting or rejecting events and incorporating analysts conmients.

The format of the detailed Final Event Bulletin needs to be further developed, 
and procedures for providing complete Level I parameters and event identifica
tion parameters for all defined events should be improved.

It is essential for a global system that different IDCs provide the same results 
from their final analysis and that the number of unassociated observations are 
reduced as far as possible. While the GSETT provided valuable experience, 
much work remains to be done in this field. The Group recommends that the 
procedures for defining seismic events be further clarified and that the proce
dures for continuous exchange of information between data centres during the 
analysis be further developed and tested.

There is the need for additional testing of the procedures employed at 
International Data Centres taking into account the experiences gained in the 
GSETT and the recommendations in this report.

137. Department of State Report: U.S. Policy Regard
ing Limitations on Nuciear Testing, August 1986^

Recent Developments

Shortly before this Special Report went to press, the White House announced 
that the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to have experts meet, without 
preconditions, to discuss issues related to nuclear testing. An initial meeting of 
experts was held in late July 1986 at Geneva.

As this report details, the United States has long sought a meeting with the 
Soviets to present our concerns about the verification provisions of the Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty (TTBT)^ and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET).  ̂
This meeting of experts allows the United States to present its ideas and concerns 
to the Soviets—and to hear Soviet concerns. The United States is ready to present 
and discuss our views on verification improvements in existing agreements 
which we believe are needed and achievable at this time. If we are successful in

 ̂Department of State, Special Report No. 150, August 1986. There are three appen
dixes. Appendix 1 is printed infra. Appendix 2, which is President Reagan’s letter of 
March 7, is printed in Document 30. Appendix 3 is not printed here.

 ̂For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
3 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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addressing these verification concerns, we could move forward on ratification of 
these two treaties.

A Collective Security Issue

The maintenance of a strong nuclear deterrent has for four decades ensured the 
security of the United States and the freedom of our allies and friends. Therefore, 
while a comprehensive test ban remains a long-term objective of the United 
States and while we are actively investigating technologies that could one day 
reduce and ultimately eliminate our dependence on offensive nuclear arms for 
our security, nuclear weapons will remain the key element of deterrence for the 
foreseeable future. During such a period, where both the United States and our 
friends and allies must rely upon nuclear weapons to deter aggression, nuclear 
testing will continue to be required.

A carefully structured nuclear testing program is necessary to ensure that our 
weapons are safe, effective, reliable, and survivable. The directors of both the Los 
Alamos and Livermore national weapon laboratories have stated that, while non
nuclear tests sometimes detect problems with the nuclear component of war
heads, the most serious problems with the nuclear weapons stockpile are only 
revealed and solved by actual nuclear testing. Even a seemingly minor modifi
cation in a weapon design could seriously undermine confidence in the weapon’s 
effectiveness unless the modified design can be tested with a nuclear yield. 
Testing also allows us to take necessary steps to modernize our forces to counter 
the continuing Soviet military buildup, particularly in offensive nuclear capabili
ties.

The United States has long sought to achieve agreement with the Soviet Union 
on nuclear testing limitations that could strengthen security for all nations. In 
1963, both sides ratified the Limited Test Ban Treaty, which prohibits nuclear 
explosions in the atmosphere, outer space, and under water."̂  The LTBT also 
prohibits the release of radioactive debris outside the boundaries of the state 
conducting a nuclear explosion. In 1974 and 1976, respectively, the United States 
and Soviet Union signed the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaty. These treaties prohibit underground nuclear explosions 
having a yield that exceeds 150 kilotons. Neither side has ratified the TTBT or 
PNET, but each has stated that it would respect the 150 kiloton limit.

Verification Problems and Soviet Violations

The United States is not currently seeking ratification of the TTBT and PNET 
because we cannot effectively verify Soviet compliance with the 150-kiloton 
threshold on underground nuclear explosions. The remote seismic techniques we 
must rely on today to monitor Soviet nuclear tests do not provide yield estimates 
with the accuracy required for effective verification of compliance. Nor will the 
treaties’ verification provisions solve this problem. The TTBT itself provides 
only for an exchange of data. This data would be of limited value in verification 
and, in any event, cannot be independently validated by the U.S. Government.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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This means, for example, that we would have no way of knowing whether the 
Soviets were providing data for all geophysically distinct testing areas. Yet if the 
Soviets withheld such knowledge from us, they could conduct high-yield tests in 
excess of 150 kilotons that, from the perspective of a seismic observer outside 
Soviet boundaries, could appear to fall within the 150 kiloton limit.

These verification provisions of the PNET Protocol would not resolve the 
problem of TTBT verification because they are not applicable to weapons tests. 
They would permit mandatory on-site inspection only of peaceful nuclear 
explosions—and then only in very restrictive circumstances. Specifically, on
site inspection is mandatory only for a group of explosions whose aggregate yield 
exceeds 150 kilotons. In fact, since 1976, the Soviets have not conducted any 
group nuclear explosions of the size which would have required them to permit 
such inspection. Thus, even if we were to ratify the treaties and implement their 
verification provisions today, our concerns regarding Soviet compliance with the 
TTBT would not be resolved.

The verification deficiencies have become a matter of great concern in light of 
the pattern of Soviet noncompliance with existing arms control agreements, 
including existing limitations on nuclear testing. As stated in the President’s 
December 1985 “Report to Congress on Soviet NoncompUance With Arms 
Control Agreements,” the Soviet Union’s testing practices have resulted in the 
release of radioactive debris and caused radioactive matter to be present outside 
the Soviet Union’s territorial limits in violation of its legal obligation under the 
LTBT. The report notes that Soviet venting has occurred on numerous occa
sions.^ In his 1984 report, the President concluded that “while the available 
evidence is ambiguous, in view of ambiguities in the pattern of Soviet testing and 
in view of verification uncertainties, and [while] we have been unable to reach 
a definitive conclusion, this evidence indicates that Soviet nuclear activities for 
a number of tests constitute a likely violation of legal obligations under the 
TTBT.”  ̂In his 1985 reports the President reiterated this concern, finding “that 
Soviet nuclear testing activities for a number of tests constitute a likely violation 
of legal obligations under the TTBT of 1974 . ..

U.S. Presidential Initiatives

President Reagan has long advocated a dialogue with the Soviet Union to 
arrive at the required improvements in monitoring procedures for effective 
verification of the TTBT and PNET, which are the necessary first steps if there 
is to be progress in the area of nuclear testing limitations. The United States has 
taken the following initiatives:
• On several occasions in 1983, the United States unsuccessfully sought to 

engage the Soviet Union in discussions on verification improvements to 
these treaties.

• In September 1984, the President proposed, in an address to the UN General 
Assembly, that the United States and the Soviet Union find a way for Soviet

5 Ibid., 1985, pp. 935-953.
6 Ibid., 1984, p. 39.
 ̂Ibid., 1985, p. 952.
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experts to come to the U.S. nuclear test site and for our experts to go to the 
Soviet test site to measure directly the yields of nuclear weapons tests.®

• In July 1985, the President invited Soviet experts to come to the U.S. test site 
to measure the yield of a U.S. test with any instrumentation devices they 
deemed necessary for measuring yield.  ̂There were no conditions or re
quirements for a reciprocal visit. The President’s purpose was to begin a 
process to build confidence and cooperation between our nations regarding 
limitations on nuclear weapons testing.

• In December 1985, the President proposed to General Secretary Gorbachev 
that U.S. and Soviet experts on nuclear testing limitations meet in February 
to discuss our respective verification approaches and to address initial 
tangible steps to resolve this issue.

The President’s Proposal of March 1986

In his most recent initiative, on March 14,1986, the President urged the Soviet 
Union to begin bilateral discussions to find ways to reach agreement on essential 
verification improvements of the TTBT and PNET.‘° The President provided 
General Secretary Gorbachev with a technical description of a specific method 
known as CORRTEX, which is an accurate method for measuring the yield of a 
nuclear explosion (see Appendix 1). The President also proposed, on a unilateral 
basis, that Soviet experts visit our Nevada test site in April to discuss verification 
methods, examine the CORRTEX system more closely, and monitor a planned 
U.S. nuclear weapon test. The President stated that if the United States and the 
Soviet Union could reach agreement on the use of an effective verification system 
incorporating CORRTEX, the United States would be prepared to move forward 
with the ratification of the TTBT and PNET.

The President’s proposal offers an opportunity for the Soviets to demonstrate 
that they take testing limitations seriously and recognize that compliance with 
such agreements is necessary. The United States must stand by its standard of 
effective verification with respect to the TTBT. Anything less would harm U.S. 
security interests, undermine our ability to demand effective verification in other 
arms control areas, and undercut the objectives of the TTBT.

Comprehensive Test Ban

A Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) remains a long-term objective of the United 
States. As long as the United States and our friends and allies must rely upon 
nuclear weapons to deter aggression, however, some level of nuclear testing will 
continue to be required. We believe such a ban must be viewed in the context of 
a time when we do not need to depend on nuclear deterrence to ensure 
international security and stability and when we have achieved broad, deep, and 
verifiable arms reductions, substantially improved verification capabilities, 
expanded confidence-building measures, and greater balance in conventional

8 Ibid., 1984, p. 692.
9 Ibid., 1985, pp. 443^44. 

Document 35.
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forces. For our part, the United States is energetically pursuing negotiations and 
discussions with the Soviet Union on concrete steps in all of these areas. We have 
made clear our strong and continuing view that Soviet calls for an immediate and 
unverifiable nuclear testing moratorium are not a basis for meaningful progress 
to this end.

At the same time, the United States has supported international discussion of 
verification and compliance problems related to nuclear testing limitations. 
Discussions have taken place in past years at the multilateral Conference on 
Disarmament (CD) in Geneva, in both a technical-level ad hoc group of scientific 
experts and in the Nuclear Test Ban Working Group. We continue to support 
consideration of scope, verification, and compliance issues related to a CTB in 
these two groups at the CD.

138. Department of State Report: CORRTEX System of 
Direct Yield l\/leasurement, August 1986^

CORRTEX (Continuous Refiectometry for Radius versus Time Experiment) 
is a hydrodynamic yield measurement technique that measures the propagation 
of the underground shock wave from an explosion. This technique uses a coaxial 
cable which can be emplaced in a hole parallel to the device emplacement hole. 
Precise measurements are made of the length of the cable by timing the return of 
low energy electrical pulses sent down to, and reflected from, the cable end. 
When the nuclear device is detonated, a shock wave emanates through the 
ground, crushing and shortening the cable. The rate by which the cable length 
changes is recorded via measurements of the changing pulse transit times. This 
rate is a measure of the propagation rate of the explosive shock wave through the 
ground which is, in turn, a measure of the yield of the nuclear explosion.

CORRTEX has been shown to be accurate to within 15% of the more accurate, 
radio-chemical yield measurements for tests of yield greater than 50 kilotons and 
in the geologic media of the U.S. test site in Nevada. Use of CORRTEX- 
measured yields at the Soviet Shagan River test site should provide accuracies to 
within 30%. The U.S. estimate is based on its use in over 100 tests with the 
sensing cable in the device emplacement hole and four tests with cables in a 
satellite hole. The accuracy of the technique is believed to be relatively, but not 
wholly, independent of the geologic medium, provided the satellite hold meas
urements are made in the “strong shock” region near the nuclear device 
explosion. At greater separation distances, the properties of the medium become 
much more important factors. A satellite hole separation distance of 14 meters 
(46 feet) is appropriate for a test near 105 kilotons.

The electronic device that provides the timing signals is a battery-powered, 
suitcase-sized unit that may be remotely controlled. All equipment for power, 
recording, and data reduction can be contained in a small trailer.

‘ Department of State, Special Report No. 150, August 1986, Appendix 1. The Report 
itself is printed supra.
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139. Letter From Chancellor Kohl of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany to the Leaders of Six Nations, 
August 1986^

The task of protecting nations from the scourge of war today requires 
maximum efforts by all states and governments. I have therefore followed with 
great interest the initiative of the six heads of state or government who have in 
recent years on numerous occasions expressed their views on the subject of war 
prevention in important statements devoted especially to nuclear disarmament. 
Prior to the meeting in Mexico on 6 August of the heads of state or government 
from Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden and Tanzania, I should like to 
convey to you my ideas on current urgent issues of arms control and disarmament 
policy.

I feel particularly qualified to do so because the Federal Republic of Germany 
is situated at the line dividing Europe into two blocs with different political, 
economic, social and military systems. This imposes on my country a special 
responsibility to gear its political activities to the precept of peace. Active 
promotion of peaceful relations among nations is a duty enshrined in the 
constitution of the Federal Republic of Germany. Efforts for arms control and 
disarmament are an integral part of our security policy. In this connection I should 
particularly like to draw your attention to the fact that at a very early stage the 
Federal Republic of Germany forswore in a legally binding fashion the manufac
ture of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons.

There are many signs that we have now reached a stage giving rise to fresh 
hope. I find it encouraging that questions concerning arms control and disarma
ment are now being considered and negotiated in unprecedented depth and 
breadth. Thanks to the intensive negotiations underway, there are serious 
prospects of constructive and far-reaching advances being made in the process 
of arms control and disarmament.

I share the wish of the six heads of state or government, as expressed in the 
Delhi declaration of 28 January 1985, to reduce nuclear weapons radically and 
work for their complete elimination.^ Our hopes and expectations are above all 
directed towards early, tangible progress at the U.S.-Soviet negotiations in 
Geneva. Until agreements on reductions are concluded, we consider it essential 
for the two superpowers to agree on a policy of restraint permitting further 
observance of the cooperative SALT framework. It is equally of great importance 
that they strictly abide by the ABM Treaty.^

In the negotiations on strategic weapons, concrete progress must now be made 
towards substantive reductions that serve to strengthen strategic stability. In the 
case of intermediate-range weapons, our aim is to obtain the global abolition of 
all Soviet and American LRINF. If this does not immediately prove possible, we 
at any rate want to obtain the early conclusion of an interim agreement whereby

’ ACDA files.
 ̂For the declaration, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 35-37.

3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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the weapons are reduced and limited at a low level. No opportunity for radical 
reductions of nuclear arsenals should be left untapped. We are thus against 
merely freezing nuclear arsenals; this would only perpetuate existing instability 
and lower the incentive to make reductions.

I share your view that outer space should be used exclusively for peaceful 
purposes to the benefit of all mankind. But we must not ignore the fact that space 
has long been included in strategic programmes. At the Geneva talks, the aim is 
to achieve a more stable relationship between offensive and defensive weapons, 
with due regard for their interrelationship. This question of decisive importance 
to the talks must be solved by cooperative means. My government has in this 
connection also repeatedly pointed out that radical reductions of offensive 
weapons should have an impact on the need for, and scope of, defensive systems.

My government is committed, just as the six heads of state or government 
expressed their commitment in the Delhi declaration, to a comprehensive nuclear 
test ban at the earliest juncture. I have therefore appealed to the two nuclear 
superpowers to resume the dialogue on nuclear tests and am pleased to note that 
talks between experts were started on this subject a few days ago. Reliable 
verification of a nuclear test ban is still the central problem, but I consider it 
solvable. At the Geneva Conference on Disarmament, my government tabled a 
proposal for the progressive development of a comprehensive, global seismol- 
ogical verification system."̂  I have noted with satisfaction that the six heads of 
state or government have declared the readiness of their countries to make their 
territory available for the purposes of verification.

In connection with questions concerning nuclear disarmament, my govern
ment has repeatedly advocated that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons^ be strengthened further. It considers it necessary that all 
countries accede to the treaty. Let me draw your attention to the treaty’s 
preamble, which states that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously 
enhance the danger of nuclear war. A subject of particular importance to the 
Federal Republic of Germany is that of conventional arms control. Not least in 
view of our geographical situation, we strongly advocate a comprehensive 
strategy aimed at preventing any kind of war, be it nuclear or conventional.

In keeping with this aim, the NATO Foreign Ministers underlined in the 
Halifax declaration the objective of strengthening stability and security in the 
whole of Europe through increased openness and the establishment of a verifi
able, comprehensive and stable balance of conventional forces at lower levels.^ 
The importance of conventional arms control and disarmament in the whole of 
Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals was also acknowledged by the Warsaw Pact 
in its Budapest declaration of 11 June 1986.'̂

Conventional arms control will be an important negotiating objective, to be 
pursued on a step-by-step basis. An essential foundation for this can be provided 
by substantive results achieved at the CDE in the form of agreed confidence- and

 ̂CD/624.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂Document 87.
Document 104.
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security-building measures. Progress at the MBFR talks in Vienna, which are 
devoted to the creation of parity of NATO and Warsaw Pact forces in Central 
Europe, is also a major prerequisite for more extensive arms control negotiations 
covering the whole of Europe.

My government attaches the utmost importance to the negotiations being 
conducted at the Geneva Conference on Disarmament on the subject of a global, 
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. In view of recent developments at 
those negotiations, we believe that there is a prospect of finding an early solution 
to the still unresolved issues, especially as regards verification.

I would be pleased if my remarks could be useful to you in your deliberations 
in Mexico. I wish your meeting every success and above all hope that it leads to 
results which further the cause of arms control and disarmament.

140. Letter From President Reagan to Congressional 
Leaders Transmitting a Report on U.S. Interim 
Restraint Policy and Representative Soviet and 
U.S. Dismantlement and Strategic Force Projec
tions With and Without the Strategic Arms Limita
tion Agreements, August 5,1986^

Enclosed is an unclassified version of a classified report which I provided on 
June 19 in response to related Congressional requests, including a request for 
projections and comparisons of U.S. and Soviet strategic force dismantlements, 
inventories, etc., in terms of adherence to existing arms control agreements.

As I noted in my letter of June 19̂  transmitting the classified report, it is clear 
that SALT II and I codified a very major arms buildup including a quadrupling 
of Soviet strategic weapons (warheads and bombs) since SALT I was signed in 
1972  ̂and near doubling of Soviet ballistic missile warheads from about 5,000 
to more than 9,000 since SALT II was signed in 1979."̂

The report further found that the SALT I and II agreements, even if fully 
complied with, would not prevent a very substantial further expansion of Soviet 
capabilities. We believe that, absent SALT II, the Soviets would not necessarily 
expand their forces significantly beyond the increases already projected with 
SALT II since the Soviet forces are very large and would appear, in our judgment, 
more than enough to meet reasonable military requirements.

' Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, August 11, 1986, pp. 1046-1047. 
This is the text of identical letters addressed to Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr., Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, George Bush, President of the Senate, Barry Goldwater, 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Armed Services, and Les Aspin, Chairman of the 
House Committee on Armed Services. The report itself is printed infra.

 ̂Document 109.
 ̂For the text of the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 

197 ff 
Ubid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

Document 140



ADMINISTRATION REPORT, AUGUST 5 457

In my letter of June 19,1 noted that in view of the adverse implications of Soviet 
noncompliance for our security and for the arms control process, I had deter
mined on May 27 that, in the future, the United States must base decisions 
regarding its strategic force structure on the nature and magnitude of the threat 
posed by Soviet strategic forces, and not on standards contained in the SALT 
structure which has been undermined by Soviet noncompliance, and especially 
in a flawed SALT II treaty which was never ratified, would have expired if it had 
been ratified, and has been violated by the Soviet Union.^

I have also noted that the full implementation of the Strategic Modernization 
Program is critical both to meeting our future national security needs and to 
appropriately responding to Soviet noncompliance. However, we will exercise 
utmost restraint. As we modernize, we will continue to retire older forces as 
national security requirements permit. We do not anticipate any appreciable 
growth in the size of U.S. strategic forces. Assuming no significant change in the 
threat, we will not deploy more strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or more 
strategic ballistic missile warheads than does the Soviet Union.

I want again to emphasize that no policy of interim restraint is a substitute for 
an agreement on deep and equitable reductions in offensive nuclear arms, 
provided that we can be confident of Soviet compliance with it. Achieving such 
reductions continues to receive my highest priority. This is the most direct path 
to achieving greater stability and a safer world.

141. Administration Report to the Congress on U.S. 
Interim Restraint Policy and Representative So
viet and U.S. Dismantlement and Strategic Force 
Projections With and Without the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Agreements, August 5,1986^

1. Introduction: U.S. Interim Restraint Policy and U.S. Responses to 
Soviet Noncompliance

This report is an unclassified version of a report forwarded to the Congress on 
June 19,1986, in response to the requirements ofthe fiscal year 1986 Department 
of Defense Authorization Act (Title X, Section 1001(b)) for a report on certain 
data and assessments related to U.S. and Soviet strategic offensive forces and on 
possible Soviet political, military, and negotiating responses to changes in the 
U.S. policy of interim restraint. As requested by this legislation, the report covers 
a 5-year period. It is provided in conjunction with material including the 
President’s statement of May 27 and a White House fact sheet of the same date 
on “U.S. Interim Restraint Policy: Responding to Soviet Arms Control Viola- 
tions.”2

 ̂Document 82.
 ̂U.S. Department of State, Special Report No. 151. 
 ̂Documents 82 and 84.
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The U.S. policy of interim restraint as first announced by the President in 1982 
has been that, in spite of the flaws inherent in the SALT [strategic arms limitation 
talks] agreements and in an effort to foster an atmosphere of mutual restraint 
conducive to serious negotiations on arms reductions, the United States would 
not undercut the expired SALT I Interim Offensive Agreement of 1972  ̂or the 
unratified SALT II Treaty of 1979"̂  so long as the Soviet Union exercised equal 
restraint.

In three detailed Administration reports to the Congress on Soviet noncompli
ance, and through diplomatic channels including the U.S.-Soviet Standing 
Consultative Commission, the President has consistently made clear that this 
U.S. policy required Soviet reciprocity and that it must not adversely affect our 
national security interests in the face of the continuing Soviet military buildup 
and uncorrected Soviet noncompliance.^

In accordance with U.S. interim restraint policy and our efforts to build a 
framework of truly mutual restraint, the United States has not taken any actions 
that would undercut existing agreements. We have continued scrupulously to 
live within all arms control agreements, including the SALT I and II strategic 
arms agreements. Unfortunately, while the United States has been attempting to 
hold to the structure of SALT through our policy of interim restraint, the Soviet 
Union has undercut the very foundation of that structure through its continued 
violations.

In June of 1985, the President went the extra mile. He decided to dismantle a 
U.S. Poseidon submarine, in order to give the Soviet Union adequate time to 
correct its noncompliance, reverse its unwarranted military buildup, and seri
ously pursue equitable and verifiable arms reduction agreements in the Geneva 
negotiations.^ Regrettably, the Soviet Union has so far failed to move construc
tively in these three areas.

In spite of our expressed concerns and our diplomatic efforts for corrective 
Soviet actions, the Soviet Union has not corrected its noncompliance. Concern
ing SALT II, the President’s most recent report, of December 23, 1985, to the 
Congress cited as Soviet violations:^ (1) the development of the SS-25 missile, 
a prohibited second new type of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM); (2) 
extensive encryption of telemetry on ICBM missile flight tests, which impedes 
verification; (3) concealment of the association between the SS-25 missile and 
its launcher during testing; and (4) exceeding the SALT II numerical cap of 2,504 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs). In addition, the President’s report 
cited three areas of ambiguous Soviet behavior as involving possible violations 
or other problems with regard to SALT II: (1) SS-16 ICBM activity, (2) the 
Backfire bomber’s intercontinental operating capability, and (3) the Backfire 
bomber’s production rate. Concerning SALT I, the President’s report cited a

 ̂For the text of the Interim Agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
202-205.

^Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1985, pp. 40-50; ibid., pp. 935-953; ante. Document 10.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 362-364.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 935-953.
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violation in the Soviet use of former SS-7 ICBM facilities in support of the 
deployment and operation of the SS-25 mobile ICBMs. These SALT II and 
SALT I violations and other ambiguous situations involving these treaties remain 
matters of serious concern, as does Soviet violation of the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
(ABM) Treaty of 1972® and of other major arms control agreements.

The Administration has now concluded a comprehensive review, and exten
sive consultations with our allies and friends abroad and with Members of the 
Congress on the continuing Soviet pattern of noncompliance, the Soviet strategic 
arms buildup, and the lack of progress by the Soviets at the Geneva negotiations. 
The President announced on May 27 that in the future the United States would 
base decisions regarding its strategic force structure on the nature and magnitude 
of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forces, not on standards contained in the 
flawed SALT structure, which has been seriously undermined by Soviet non- 
compliance.

In his May 27 announcement on U.S. interim restraint policy and on the U.S. 
response to continued Soviet noncompliance, the President pointed out the 
inappropriateness of continuing with the SALT II agreement. SALT II codified 
continuing major arms buildups. It was considered by a broad range of critics, 
including the Senate Armed Services Conmiittee, to be unequal and unverifiable 
in important provisions. It was never ratified by the U.S. Senate and was clearly 
headed for defeat before the President’s predecessor asked the Senate not to act 
on it. With SALT II the Soviets have nearly doubled their strategic ballistic 
missile warheads from about 5,000 to 9,000, and with SALT II they could legally 
undertake a further significant increase. Even if SALT II had been ratified, it 
would have expired on December 31, 1985.

Finally, continued Soviet violations have seriously undercut the agreement for 
several years in spite of repeated U.S. requests for corrective Soviet action. 
(Concerning SALT I, this agreement expired in 1977, and since it was signed in 
1972, the Soviet Union has quadrupled the number of its strategic nuclear 
warheads. As for the United States, even if we did not retire older systems, the 
United States would, under current plans, remain in technical observance of the 
SALT I numerical limits until mid-1989.)

The President made clear in his May 27 announcement that the United States 
would continue to exercise utmost restraint in the future, seeking to meet U.S. 
strategic needs, given the Soviet buildup, by means that minimize incentives for 
continuing Soviet offensive force growth. The President stated that, as we 
modernize, we will continue to retire older forces as our national security 
requirements permit and that we do not anticipate any appreciable numerical 
growth in U.S. strategic forces. He also indicated that assuming no significant 
change in the threat we face as we implement the strategic modernization 
program, the United States will not deploy more strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles or more strategic ballistic missile warheads than does the Soviet Union.

The President also noted that, as a result of his decision to dismantle two older 
Poseidon submarines, the United States will remain technically in observance of

^Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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the terms of the SALT II Treaty for some months. He continues to hope that the 
Soviet Union will use this additional time to take the constructive steps necessary 
to alter the current situation. Should they do so, the President has stated that this 
would be taken into account.

Needless to say, the most essential near-term response to Soviet noncompli
ance remains the implementation of our full strategic modernization program, to 
underwrite deterrence today, and the continued pursuit of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI) research program, to see if it is possible to provide a safer and 
more stable basis for our future security and that of our allies. The strategic 
modernization program, including the deployment of the second 50 Peacekeeper 
missiles, is the foundation for all future U.S. offensive force options. It provides 
a solid basis that can and will be adjusted over time to respond most efficiently 
to continued Soviet noncompliance. The SDI program represents our best hope 
for a future in which our security can rest on the increasing contribution of 
defensive systems that threaten no one.

In his May 27 statement, the President emphasized that no policy of interim 
restraint is a substitute for an agreement on deep and equitable reductions in 
offensive nuclear arms, provided that we can be confident of Soviet compliance 
with it. Achieving such reductions has received, and will continue to receive, his 
highest priority. We hope the Soviet Union will act to give substance to the 
agreement reached by the President and General Secretary Gorbachev at the 
summit meeting last November to achieve early progress in the Geneva negotia
tions. It was agreed to focus, in particular, on areas where there is common 
ground, including the principle of 50% reductions, appropriately applied, in the 
strategic nuclear arms of both countries, as well as an interim agreement on 
intermediate-range nuclear forces. If the Soviet Union carries out this agreement, 
we can now move to achieve greater stability and a safer world.

The classified report transmitted to the Congress on June 19 provided a 
comparison of representative U.S. and Soviet strategic weapons dismantlement 
that would be required over the next 5 years if both countries were actually to 
observe all of the quantitative limits of the SALT I and SALT II agreements. It 
then presented representative projections of the strategic offensive forces of the 
two sides, assuming that the SALT I and SALT II limits no longer apply. Finally 
it provided an assessment of possible Soviet political and negotiating responses, 
insofar as these are understood and anticipated at present. For security reasons, 
the present, unclassified version provides the information concerning U.S. and 
Soviet forces in substantially abbreviated form.

At the outset, it must be noted that there are important uncertainties in the 
assessments presented herein. With respect to the data on Soviet forces, the 
projections represent broad trends— b̂ased on both evidence and assumptions— 
and are not intended to be precise forecasts. On the basis of U.S. experience, it 
is unlikely that Soviet strategic forces 5 years from now will be identical (or 
necessarily extremely close) to these force projections. Nevertheless, we believe 
that Soviet strategic forces in the next 3-5 years can be reasonably characterized, 
based on evidence of ongoing programs that would be difficult to alter radically 
in this timeframe.
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By contrast, the size and complexion of future U.S. strategic forces are 
relatively easier for the Soviets to determine. We must contend with potential 
increases in Soviet strategic programs and capabilities. However, the principal 
source of uncertainty for Soviet planners about the scope and size of future U.S. 
strategic programs is, in all likelihood, the extent to which future U.S. programs 
may be reduced by congressional or executive branch action.

The data presented here assume full implementation of the Administration’s 
strategic modernization program. It is absolutely essential that we maintain full 
support for these programs. To fail to do so would be the worst response to Soviet 
noncompliance. It would immediately and seriously undercut our negotiators in 
Geneva by removing the leverage that they must have to negotiate equitable 
reductions in both U.S. and Soviet forces. It would send precisely the wrong 
signal to the leadership of the Soviet Union about the seriousness of our resolve 
concerning their noncompliance. And, it would significantly increase the risk to 
our security for years to come. Therefore, our highest priority must remain the 
full implementation of these programs.

11. Projected Soviet and U.S. Dismantlements

This section of the report provides representative projections on dismantling 
that would result if SALT limitations were extended. They should be considered 
to be approximations and would be subject to alteration by policy decisions or 
programmatic adjustments by either side. It should be pointed out that, as 
documented in the President’s December 23, 1985, report to the Congress on 
“Soviet Noncompliance With Arms Control Agreements,” the Soviet Union’s 
SALT-accountable strategic nuclear delivery vehicle level is above the SALT II 
cap of2,504, in violation of the Soviets ’ political commitment not to undercut the 
treaty.

Representative Soviet Dismantlements. The Soviet Union has several pro
grams underway to introduce new strategic delivery systems that would neces
sitate dismantling of older systems if the Soviets were to restrict their overall 
force to SALT levels. Under a representative projection of such programs, 
consistent with SALT limits over the next 5 years the Soviets would deploy 
significant numbers of new delivery vehicles, including SS-25 and SS-X-24 
ICBMs, Typhoon- and Delta-type SSBNs, and Backfire bombers and ALCM 
[air-launched cruise missile] carriers.

If SALT I and II limits were to be complied with, these actions would 
necessitate dismantling some older systems in the Soviet inventory, as well as 
some more modem systems. The older systems include SS-11 and SS-13 
ICBMs, SS-N- 6  SLBMs [submarine-launched ballistic missiles] on Y-class 
SSBNs, and Bison and Bear aircraft. Because the Soviets already are very close 
to the SALT II sublimit of 820 MIRVed [multiple independently targetable 
reentry vehicle] ICBM launchers, deployment of die MIRVed SS-X-24 would 
require dismantling of existing MIRVed ICBMs—most likely SS-17s and 
possibly some SS-19s— t̂o stay within the ceiling. Similarly, with the continued 
deployment of SS-N-20 and SS-N-23 SLBMs, their total of MIRVed missile 
launchers would exceed the ceiling of 1,200 in a year or two; then they would
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need to dismantle more MIRVed ICBMs or some SS-N-18 launchers on 
relatively new D-III-class SSBNs to continue observing the cumulative sublimit 
of 1,200 MIRVed ICBM and SLBM launchers. They have, for some time, been 
at the limit of 62 modem SSBNs established by SALT I; thus deployment of new 
SSBNs would require continued dismantling of older submarines.

The dismantlements that would derive from these actions probably would total 
over the next 5 years slightly more than 600 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, 
with some 1,000-1,200 associated ballistic missile warheads. (The SNDV figure 
also includes heavy bombers judged to have a capacity for some 300 nuclear 
weapons.) Some dismantling of older systems would occur eventually in any 
case, with or without SALT limits. These projected dismantling actions do not 
take into account the Soviet potential for additional cheating, while nominally 
observing SALT numerical limits. This might be intended to avoid compensa
tory dismantlement of other ICBMs, including MIRVed ICBMs.

Representative U.S. Dismantlements. With respect to U.S. programs and 
dismantlements, full implementation of the strategic modernization program 
would require continued dismantlements under SALT of U.S. older strategic 
program systems, most of which are nearing the end of their useful life based on 
both military and economic considerations.

III. Projected Soviet and U.S. Strategic Forces

Projected Soviet Forces. In projecting Soviet strategic offensive force de
ployments, assuming SALT limits no longer apply, the caveats discussed above 
regarding assumptions and uncertainties underlying such projections are rele
vant.

To place these figures in historical perspective, since 1972 when SALT I was 
signed, there has been a fourfold increase in the number of Soviet strategic 
nuclear weapons (missile warheads and bombs) and nearly a doubling of Soviet 
ballistic missile throw-weight. Indeed, since the signing of SALT II in 1979, the 
number of Soviet strategic ballistic missile warheads has nearly doubled from 
about 5,000 to more than 9,000. This great expansion of Soviet strategic forces 
has been possible for the most part with SALT. (The agreements limited 
launchers and only indirectly affected deployed weapons.) As noted, however, 
the Soviet Union has also violated the arms control limitations imposed by these 
agreements.

The Soviet Union now has about 10,000 strategic nuclear weapons (missile 
warheads and bombs). The SALT I and IJ Treaties, even if fully complied with, 
would not prevent a very substantial further expansion of Soviet capabilities. 
Even assuming future Soviet compliance with SALT II—other than the continu
ation of current Soviet violations—deployed Soviet weapons are projected to 
increase to over 12,000 in the next 5 years. Moreover, by further violating the 
agreements, the Soviets could plausibly add in the same time period a relatively 
modest increase of even more weapons to their forces.

It is difficult to predict precisely what the Soviets might do absent SALT 
constraints. They would not necessarily expand their forces significantly beyond 
the increases discussed above, which are very large and would appear, in our 
judgment, more than enough to meet reasonable military requirements. Thus,
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there might well be little appreciable difference, in terms of total weapons, 
between the forces that the Soviets might deploy with and without SALT 
constraints. It is reasonable to expect that in the absence of SALT, the Soviets 
would not dismantle all their older systems as rapidly as under SALT. Some 
classes of weapons (e.g., SSBNs) might not be dismantled at all during the next 
5 years without SALT constraints. Given the great extent of the Soviet strategic 
modernization program, however, many of these older systems would have 
relatively little impact on the overall threat to U.S. security.

The Soviets have the potential to expand their forces somewhat further, should 
they decide to do so for either military or political reasons. If a deliberate effort 
were made by the Soviet Union to expand its strategic forces beyond SALT II 
levels, they might increase their forces somewhat further, to about 15,000 
weapons by 1991.

However, the costs associated with such an expansion of capability, on top of 
an already very aggressive and expensive modernization program, would be a 
disincentive against any such Soviet effort.

With or without SALT, the Soviets are, in any case, likely to modernize their 
intercontinental nuclear attack forces further by replacing most of their currently 
deployed land- and sea-based ballistic missiles and heavy bombers by the mid- 
1990s. This impressive Soviet modernization program, which will result in 
significantly improved survivability, flexibility, and hard-target capability, has 
been in train for a long time.

Projected U.S. Forces. The United States could achieve roughly 14,000 
weapons by fiscal year 1991 in a no-SALT environment by introducing the full 
strategic modernization program without undertaking the dismantlements that 
would otherwise be required by SALT.

IV. Soviet Political and Negotiating Responses

It is difficult to predict specific moves the Soviets might decide to take 
politically or in the negotiations to try to increase criticism of, and build pressure 
against, the President’s May 27 decision. They have already leveled a propa
ganda campaign against the decision. Ironically, in light of ongoing Soviet 
violations of SALT II, including violation of the strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles numerical limit, they have warned that they will go beyond the SALT 
limits if the United States does. While they have stated that they would take the 
“necessary practical” steps, e.g., increasing missiles and warheads, it is not at all 
clear that they would further expand their forces beyond the increases already 
planned, as discussed above. However, they are likely to portray any expansion, 
including that already planned, as a response to U.S. actions.

The Soviets may decide to make political or negotiating moves as a matter of 
tactics that seek to discredit the U.S. decision. However, the May 27 decision is 
not likely permanently to alter their basic, overall objectives for negotiations or 
for a summit. These objectives include increasing opposition to the U.S. 
modernization program, particularly the Strategic Defense Initiative, and weak
ening the Western alliance.

We hope that the Soviet Union will join us in a framework of truly mutual 
restraint. For its part, the United States will continue to exercise utmost restraint
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in the future, seeking to meet U.S. strategic needs, given the Soviet continuing 
buildup, by means that minimize incentives for continuing Soviet offensive force 
growth. As we modernize, we will continue to retire older forces as our national 
security requirements permit. Assuming no significant change in the threat we 
face as we implement the strategic modernization program, the United States will 
not deploy more strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or more strategic ballistic 
missile warheads than does the Soviet Union.

No policy of interim restraint is a substitute for an agreement on deep and 
equitable reductions in offensive nuclear arms, provided that we can be confident 
of Soviet compliance with it. We hope the Soviet Union will act to give substance 
to the agreement reached by the President and General Secretary Gorbachev at 
the summit meeting last November to achieve early progress in the Geneva 
negotiations.

Our objectives in Geneva remain the same as stated at the summit: to seek 
common ground in negotiating deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions in 
strategic and intermediate-range offensive nuclear arsenals and to discuss with 
the Soviet Union how we could enhance deterrence and stability by moving 
toward a world in which we would no longer rely exclusively on the threat of 
nuclear retaliation to preserve the peace. We hope the Soviets will negotiate 
seriously with us toward these important goals.

142. Letter From the Leaders of Six Nations to Presi
dent Reagan, August 7,1986^

In our letters to you of 24 October 1985,  ̂28 February^ and 10 April 1986,'* we 
expressed, among other concerns, our fervent hope for the successful outcome 
of the current negotiations between your country and the Soviet Union.

We are encouraged by your replies, and we thank you for the detailed and 
concrete ideas which you outlined on the question of nuclear testing.

As you know, we have been meeting in Ixtapa, Mexico, over the past two days 
to discuss ways in which we might be able to help facilitate progress in arms 
control and disarmament. We have today adopted the Mexico Declaration, the 
text of which will be duly transmitted to you.^

 ̂A/41/518-S/l 8277, Annex IQ. On the same day, the Six Leaders sent a letter to Soviet 
General Secretary Gorbachev which differed only in the wording of the second paragraph 
which read: “You will recall that we called upon both yourself and President Ronald 
Reagan to undertake a mutual suspension on nuclear testing, at least until your next 
sunmiit meeting. We wish to express to you our sincere appreciation for having unilater
ally extended your suspension of all nuclear tests.” The letters were signed by the leaders 
of Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden, and Tanzania.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 774-775.
 ̂Document 27.
Document 56.

 ̂Infra.
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We believe that we are in a position to make a contribution in the field of 
verification. We have outlined in a separate document some concrete ideas with 
respect to how we could assist in such verification.

We welcome the fact that the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics have started bilateral talks recently on nuclear testing issues.^ We wish 
to propose to you that experts from our six nations meet with your and the Soviet 
experts. The details of time and place could be arranged through mutual 
consultations. The purpose should be to explain in detail the proposals which we 
have presented, to discuss how they could be implemented, and to explore other 
possible ways in which our six countries could facilitate test-ban verification. We 
suggest a very open agenda covering any verification issue that your experts may 
consider important. We hope that by making this invitation to both you and 
General Secretary Gorbachev we might be able to assist in this crucial field.

143. Mexico Declaration by tlie Leaders of Six Nations, 
August 7,1986^

We are meeting today to proclaim Humanity’s Right to Peace, and to reiterate 
our commitment to the task of protecting this right so that the human race may 
endure.

Exactly 41 years ago, death and horror descended upon Hiroshima. The most 
dreadful war in history came to an end, and the world’s nuclear nightmare began. 
Since then we have lived on borrowed time. All that is precious and beautiful, all 
that human civilization has reached for and achieved, could, in a short time, be 
reduced to radioactive dust.

For four decades the nuclear-weapon States have had almost sole responsibil
ity to end the nuclear-arms race, while the rest of the world has been forced to 
stand anxiously on the sidelines. The nuclear-arms race has continued and 
become more intense. In the face of the consequent danger of conmion annihi
lation, the distinction between the powerful and the weak has become meaning
less. We are therefore determined that countries such as ours which possess no 
nuclear arsenals will be actively involved in all aspects of disarmament. The 
protection of this planet is a matter for all the people who live on it; we cannot 
accept that a few countries should alone decide the fate of the whole world.

The recent tragic accidents at the Chernobyl nuclear power plant and at the 
launching of the Challenger space shuttle have shown once again how fragile is 
any security based on complex technology alone. And when an accident at a 
peaceful nuclear power plant has such great international repercussions, every
one can see very clearly the terrible consequences which would result from the

 ̂See, e.g., Document 137.
‘ A/41/518-8/18277, Annex I. The declaration was adopted at Ixtapa, Mexico by 

President Alfonsin, Prime Minister Carlsson, Prime Minister Gandhi, President de la 
Madrid Hurtado, President Nyerere, and Prime Minister Papandreou. Attached to it was 
a document on verification measures (infra). On the same day, the Six sent substantially 
similar letters to President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev {supra).
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use of even a small fraction of the nuclear armaments which now exist in the 
world. If a repetition of Hiroshima on a global scale is to be prevented, it is not 
merely more knowledge or new technologies which are needed, but more 
wisdom. We call for a binding international agreement which outlaws every use 
of nuclear weapons.

In January 1985 our Group met in New Delhi to consider the perilous 
development of the nuclear-arms race. We called for an immediate halt to nuclear 
testing preparatory to a comprehensive test-ban treaty, for a cessation in the 
production and development of all nuclear weapons and delivery systems as well 
as for a prohibition on the testing, production and deployment of space weapons. 
We also expressed our hope that the United States and the Soviet Union would 
make rapid progress in their bilateral negotiations towards the abolition of all 
nuclear weapons. We have since welcomed the declaration of President Reagan 
and General Secretary Gorbachev in November 1985, that “a nuclear war cannot 
be won and must never be fought”.̂  Now is the time to ensure that such a war does 
not occur. We are therefore deeply concerned about the lack of evident progress 
so far in these negotiations

We are aware, however, that both Powers have recently taken different steps 
that could help to overcome some obstacles and serve as a new framework for 
reaching agreements. We are convinced that security is not improved by 
increasing the capacity for destruction through the accumulation of weapons; on 
the contrary, true security is better ensured through the reduction of armaments. 
Nuclear disarmament, and ultimately the complete elimination of nuclear weap
ons, is an absolute priority. However, in this context, the problem of a balanced 
reduction in the conventional weapons must also be given appropriate attention.

We remain convinced that no issue is more urgent and crucial today than 
bringing to an end all nuclear tests. Both the qualitative and the quantitative 
development of nuclear weapons exacerbate the arms race, and both would be 
inhibited by the complete abolition of nuclear weapons testing. Furthermore, it 
is clear that continued development of nuclear weapons by those who already 
possess them is detrimental to the efforts to prevent the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons by other States which have until now refrained from acquiring them. We 
must recognize that, just as a drug addict cannot be cured by injecting him with 
more and more drugs neither can an arms-addicted world be save from war by an 
infinite accumulation of weapons. The time to stop is now.

In October 1985  ̂ and February 1986,"̂  and again in April this year,  ̂we have 
exchanged correspondence with President Reagan and General Secretary Gor
bachev. We urged them to undertake a fully verifiable suspension of nuclear 
testing, at least until their next summit meeting. We also proposed that this 
suspension should be inmiediately followed by negotiations for the conclusion 
of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. We offered our assistance to help ensure 
adequate verification of such a halt in tests.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 867. 
3 Ibid., pp. 774-775.

Document 27.
 ̂Document 56.
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We have been encouraged by the consideration which has been given to our 
approaches and by the international attention which the nuclear test issue has 
been accorded. We continue to urge that what has so far been a unilateral 
moratorium by one of the two major nuclear States should soon become at least 
a bilateral moratorium.

To facilitate an immediate cessation of nuclear testing we are presenting in a 
separate document a concrete offer of assistance to achieve adequate verification 
arrangements [see attachment].^ We are prepared to participate in co-operative 
efforts together with the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics to establish temporary measures. These could greatly en
hance confidence in a United States-USSR moratorium and constitute important 
steps towards the establishment of an adequate verification system for a compre
hensive test-ban treaty. Such measures could include the establishment of 
temporary monitoring stations at existing test sites, arrangements for utilizing 
existing stations in the United States and the Soviet Union for monitoring their 
territories outside the test sites, as well as inspections of large chemical explo
sions. We welcome that the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics have started bilateral talks recently on nuclear testing issues. We have 
decided to propose to the leaders of the United States and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics that experts from our six nations meet with Soviet and 
American experts. The purpose should be to explain in detail our proposals, to 
discuss how they could be implemented, and to explore other possible ways in 
which our six countries could facilitate test-ban verification. We are further 
strengthening our mutual co-operation with a view to monitoring and announc
ing ongoing test activities. And our six nations will also consider steps by which 
the non-nuclear-weapon States may co-operate in international verification 
arrangements related to future nuclear disarmament agreements.

We reiterate our demand that an arms race in outer space be prevented. Space 
belongs to humanity, and as participants in this common heritage of mankind, we 
object to the outer space of our earth being misused for destructive purposes. It 
is particularly urgent to halt the development of anti-satellite weapons, which 
would threaten the peaceful space activities of many nations. We urge the leaders 
of the United States and the Soviet Union to agree on a halt to further tests of anti
satellite weapons, in order to facilitate the conclusion of an international treaty 
on their prohibition. Our New Delhi warning that the development of space 
weaponry would endanger a number of agreements on arms limitation and 
disarmament is already proving to be justified. We stress that the existing treaties 
safeguarding the peaceful uses of outer space,as well as the 1972 Treaty on the 
Limitation of Anti-ballistic Missile Systems,® be fully honoured, strengthened 
and extended as necessary in the light of more recent technological advances.

 ̂Infra.
 ̂For the text of an outer space arms control treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1967, pp. 38-43. For other agreements on outer space, see 24 UST 2049, TIAS 7722; 24 
UST 2389, TIAS 7762; and 28 UST 695, TIAS 8480,1023 UNTS 15. See also Documents 
on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 736-745 UN General Assembly resolution 34/68.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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Unfortunately in recent times respect for international law has reached one of 
its lowest ebbs. Rights of weaker nations are being trampled upon with impunity. 
Treaties are being violated to suit the convenience of nations, especially the 
strongest among them. It is imperative, if the efforts to move towards nuclear 
disarmament are to make progress, that the United Nations must be strengthened 
and its Charter as well as Treaties relating to disarmament be observed in both 
letter and spirit.

The squandering of the world’s limited resources on armaments stands in 
sombre and dramatic contrast to the permanent malnutrition leading to a life in 
misery and an early death—to say nothing of the ever-present threat of famine— 
which is the lot of millions of people on earth. Poverty and economic hopeless
ness also constitute a threat to international peace and security. This threat is 
aggravated in many developing countries in which the external debt problem 
reduces still further their ability to allocate sufficient resources for dealing with 
the urgent and fundamental needs among their people. The transfer of resources 
from military expenditure to economic and social development is therefore a 
fundamental necessity of our times.

Our message from Mexico is to urge the leaders of the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to continue and to reinvigorate the 
dialogue which they started last year; to set a firm date for a new meeting between 
them; and by an approach of mutual compromise and conciliation to ensure that 
such dialogue leads to practical results in the field of disarmament. Each side has 
the capacity to destroy the world many times over. There can be no suggestion 
that either would be showing weakness by a willingness to be conciliatory. The 
spirit of Geneva must be revived and strengthened. And we stress again our 
determination to try to to facilitate agreement between the nuclear-weapon 
States, and to work with them, as well as with all other nations, for the common 
security of humankind and for peace.

Once again, we urge people. Parliaments and Governments the world over to 
give active support to our appeal. Every individual has a right to peace and a 
responsibility to strive for it. Neither together nor separately can the peoples of 
the world remove the horror of Hiroshima and Nagasaki from human memory, 
but together we can and we must remove this looming horror from our future.

144. Document on Verification l\/leasures Issued by the 
Leaders of Six Nations at tiie i\1exico Summit 
iVleeting, August 7,1986^

1. It is the responsibility of the nuclear Powers to halt nuclear testing as a 
significant step to curb the nuclear-arms race. The United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, being the two major nuclear Powers, 
have a special responsibility to initiate the process of nuclear disarmament by

' A/41/518-S/l 8277, Annex I Attachment. The document was attached to the Mexico 
Declaration {supra).
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immediately halting their nuclear testing. To facilitate such an immediate step the 
six nations of the Five Continent Initiative are prepared to assist in the monitoring 
of a mutual moratorium or a test ban.

2. We are prepared to participate in co-operative efforts together with the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and also 
to take certain steps on our own to facilitate the achievement of adequate 
verification arrangements.

Verification of a moratorium in co-operation with the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

3. In our view, some temporary measures could greatly enhance confidence in 
a United States of America-Union of Soviet Socialist Republics moratorium and 
would constitute important steps towards the establishment of an adequate 
verification system for a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

Possible monitoring of test sites

4. To provide assurance that the test sites, which are well equipped for nuclear 
testing and where the effects of nuclear explosions are well known, are not used 
for clandestine testing, we consider the establishment of temporary monitoring 
facilities at existing test sites to be an important measure.

5. The three test sites recently used, Nevada in the United States and Sem- 
ipalatinsk and Novaya Zemlya in the Soviet Union, are quite small geographi
cally and could be monitored by a limited number of seismic stations placed in 
these two countries at or close to each test area.

6 . Rapidly to establish temporary stations at the test sites, available portable 
seismic equipment would have to be used. Five to eight interconnected stations 
placed around each test area would be adequate. Some of the stations at the test 
sites could also be equipped with instruments interchanged between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to enhance mutual 
confidence.

7. In connection with a mutual halt in nuclear testing, our six nations are 
prepared to establish promptly and in co-operation with the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, temporary monitoring 
stations at existing test sites and to operate them for an initial period of one year. 
All data should be available to the six nations, the United States and the Soviet 
Union. Data analysis could be a joint undertaking and preliminary analysis would 
be done at the sites. Monitoring of test sites by instruments installed on-site would 
provide an extremely high sensitivity down to small fractions of kiloton and even 
tons of explosives.

8 . It is expected that a number of earthquakes would be detected at the test sites. 
The numbers and sizes will vary between the three sites. To reduce the risk of 
misinterpreting such shallow earthquakes as being nuclear explosions, a scheme 
of on-site inspections at the test sites could be envisioned. This would be most 
important during the initial period while experience is gained at the actual sites. 
Our six nations are prepared to participate in such inspections conducted in co
operation with the host country.
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Possible monitoring of the territories of the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics outside the test sites

9. To provide assurance that nuclear explosions are not conducted and that 
natural earthquakes are not misinterpreted as clandestine nuclear test explosions, 
events all over the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics would have to be monitored.

10. There are areas of the two countries, in addition to the test sites, that might 
be considered to be more important to monitor than others. The possibilities of 
conducting unnoticed tests are for example increased by the availability of large 
cavities or unconsolidated rock which reduce the strength of the seismic signals. 
Other possible areas of importance are regions of shallow seismicity. It might be 
desirable to establish specific verification arrangements in some of these areas, 
and our six nations are prepared to co-operate with the United States and the 
Soviet Union on this issue.

11. There is today a large number of seismological stations, established to 
record local earthquakes, both within the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics. Some of these stations might not be equipped at 
present with the most modem or high sensitivity instruments and they might not 
be sited in an optimal way to monitor a moratorium or a comprehensive test ban. 
They are however operational today and could initially be of great value in 
rapidly improving the present monitoring capability. A major question is to 
assure the authenticity of the measurements obtained at these stations.

12. This could be achieved by “internationalizing” a number of selected 
stations, tentatively 20 to 30, in each of the two countries by placing observers 
from our six nations at these stations. Their task would be to verify that the 
instruments are properly operated and that all information obtained is reported 
without omission. We are prepared to work out the necessary arrangements, 
which could be made with little delay and to contribute observers for an initial 
period of one year.

13. To replace these temporary measures with permanent arrangements, our 
experts are ready to co-operate with experts of the United States and the Soviet 
Union in the development of permanent verification facilities at test sites, and 
also in the development of an optimal network of internal stations in the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Possible inspection of large chemical explosions

14. To ensure that large chemical explosions conducted during a moratorium 
are not misinterpreted as nuclear tests, we are prepared to establish, together with 
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
procedures for on-site inspections of large chemical explosions and to take part 
in such inspections.

Activities by our six countries independently of the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

15. In order to pave the way for the establishment of efficient verification 
measures, our six countries will take a number of technical actions independently
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of the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Social Republics. We 
shall be strengthening our mutual co-operation with a view to monitoring and 
announcing ongoing test activities. This will involve rapid exchange of data 
related to presumed explosions as well as informal technical consultations about 
the nature of observed events. Our countries will jointly publish yearly statistics 
on test activities in the nuclear-weapon States. To this end, efforts are also being 
made further to improve our national verification facilities to achieve an even 
higher and balanced monitoring capability with regard to existing test sites.

16. We will also support the establishment of an international verification 
system by actively participating in the ongoing work on such a system by the 
Group of Scientific Experts at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. Our 
six nations will also consider steps by which the non-nuclear-weapon States may 
co-operate in international verification arrangements related to future nuclear 
disarmament.

Expert discussions with the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics

17. We have proposed to the leaders of the United States and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics that experts from our six nations meet with Soviet and 
American experts. The purpose should be to explain in detail the proposals put 
forward in this document, to discuss how they could be implemented, and to 
explore other possible ways in which our six countries could facilitate test-ban 
verification.

145. Protocols to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone 
Treaty, August 8,1986^

PROTOCOL 1

The Parties to this Protocol 
Noting the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (the Treaty)
Have Agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1

Each Party undertakes to apply, in respect of the territories for which it is 
internationally responsible situated within the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone, 
the prohibitions contained in Articles 3, 5 and 6 , in so far as they relate to the 
manufacture, stationing and testing of any nuclear explosive device within those 
territories, and the safeguard specified in Article 8(2)(c) and Annex 2 of the 
Treaty.

‘ CD/633/Annex 4, Rev. 1, pp. 2-6. The texts of the body of the Treaty and the original 
protocols are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1985y pp. 471-483. The Treaty went 
into effect in December 1986 with the deposit of the eighth instrument of ratification.
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ARTICLE 2

Each Party may, by written notification to the depositary, indicate its accep
tance from the date of such notification of any alteration to its obligation under 
this Protocol brought about by the entry into force of an amendment to the Treaty 
pursuant to Article 11 of the Treaty.

ARTICLE 3

This Protocol shall be open for signature by the French Republic, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America.

ARTICLE 4

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification.

ARTICLE 5

This Protocol is of a permanent nature and shall remain in force indefinitely, 
provided that each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the 
right to withdraw from this Protocol if it decides that extraordinary events, related 
to the subject matter of this Protocol, have jeopardized its supreme interests. It 
shall give notice of such withdrawal to the depositary three months in advance. 
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as 
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

ARTICLE 6

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date of its deposit with 
the depositary of its instrument of ratification.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized by their 
Governments, have signed this Protocol.

DONE at SUVA, this Eighth day of August, One thousand nine hundred and 
eighty-six, in a single original in the English language.

PROTOCOL 2

The Parties to this Protocol
Noting the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (the Treaty)
Have Agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1

Each Party undertakes not to use or threaten to use any nuclear explosive 
device against:

(a) Parties to the Treaty; or
(b) any territory within the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone for which a State 

that has become a Party to Protocol 1 is internationally responsible.
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ARTICLE 2

Each Party undertakes not to contribute to any act of a Party to the Treaty which 
constitutes a violation of the Treaty, or to any act of another Party to a Protocol 
which constitutes a violation of a Protocol.

ARTICLE 3

Each Party may, by written notification to the depositary, indicate its accep
tance from the date of such notification of any alteration to its obligation under 
this Protocol brought about by the entry into force of an amendment to the Treaty 
pursuant to Article 11 of the Treaty or by the extension of the South Pacific 
Nuclear Free Zone pursuant to Article 12(3) of the Treaty.

ARTICLE 4

This Protocol shall be open for signature by the French Republic, the People’s 
Republic of China, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America.

ARTICLE 5

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification.

ARTICLE 6

This Protocol is of a permanent nature and shall remain in force indefinitely, 
provided that each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the 
right to withdraw from this Protocol if it decides that extraordinary events, related 
to the subject matter of this Protocol, have jeopardized its supreme interests. It 
shall give notice of such withdrawal to the depositary three months in advance. 
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as 
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

ARTICLE 7

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date of its deposit with 
the depositary of its instrument of ratification.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized by their 
Governments, have signed this Protocol.

DONE at SUVA, this Eighth day of August, One thousand nine hundred and 
eighty-six, in a single original in the English language.

PROTOCOL 3

The Parties to this Protocol
Noting the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (the Treaty)
Have Agreed as follows:
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ARTICLE 1

Each Party undertakes not to test any nuclear explosive device anywhere 
within the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.

ARTICLE 2

Each Party may, by written notification to the depositary, indicate its accep
tance from the date of such notification of any alteration to its obligation under 
this Protocol brought about by the entry into force of an amendment to the Treaty 
pursuant to Article 11 of the Treaty or by the extension of the South Pacific 
Nuclear Free Zone pursuant to Article 12(3) of the Treaty.

ARTICLE 3

This Protocol shall be open for signature by the French Republic, the People’s 
Republic of China, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America.

ARTICLE 4

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification.

ARTICLE 5

This Protocol is of a permanent nature and shall remain in force indefinitely, 
provided that each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the 
right to withdraw from this Protocol if it decides that extraordinary events, related 
to the subject matter of this Protocol, have jeopardized its supreme interests. It 
shall give notice of such withdrawal to the depositary three months in advance. 
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as 
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

ARTICLE 6

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date of its deposit with 
the depositary of its instrument of ratification.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized by their 
Governments, have signed this Protocol.

DONE at SUVA, this Eighth day of August, One thousand nine hundred and 
eighty-six, in a single original in the English language.
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146. Statement by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Negotiations Policy (Feith) Before a 
Subcommittee of tiie House Permanent Seiect 
Committee on Inteiiigence: Bioiogicai Weapons, 
August 8,1986^

I appreciate the opportunity to address this Subcommittee on the military 
problem of biological and toxin weapons. Biological agents (i.e., live organisms) 
and toxins (i.e., toxic chemicals produced by live organisms) are similar in 
essential respects and I shall refer to them collectively as “BW.”

The stunning advances over the last 5 to 10 years in the field of biotechnol
ogy—the advances that have brought into common parlance such terms as 
genetic engineering, recombinant DNA techniques, monoclonal antibodies, and 
Nutrasweet—mean more than new foods, pharmaceuticals, and fertilizers. They 
mean new and better biological weapons for any country willing to violate what 
the U.S. Government still insists is an international norm against the possession 
of such weapons. New technology has exploded the standard ideas about BW that 
prevailed 10 or more years ago.

The Old Conventional Wisdom

Those old ideas can easily be summarized: BW was thought to be a small 
problem solved. It was thought small because BW was judged militarily 
insignificant or, at most, of highly restricted utility. Agents best suited for 
military use—those, for example, like snail or shellfish toxins, which dissemi
nate well in effective concentrations and work quickly and somewhat controlla- 
bly—could not be produced affordably in large quantities. Those that could 
efficiently be produced worked in general less quickly and spread infectious 
disease, with large attending risk to the attacker as well as the target. BW was 
deemed a strategic weapon and, from a military point of view, far inferior to 
other—that is, nuclear—strategic weapons.

Lessening further BW’s value was the difficulty of safely storing filled 
munitions or bulk agent. The dangers of BW storage were made graphic in 1979 
when a leak or explosion at a Soviet B W facility in Sverdlovsk caused the release 
of large quantities of anthrax spores, resulting in many deaths. (The official 
Soviet explanation has been that the victims died from eating contaminated meat. 
This, however, does not jibe with the evidence. For example, the military took 
charge of the clean-up operations, which were the kind required for decontami
nating surfaces coated by an infectious aerosol; moreover, the symptoms of many 
victims indicated pulmonary anthrax, which results from inhaling, not eating.)

The B W problem was thought solved because over a hundred states, including 
the major powers, have subscribed to the Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention of 1972 (“BWC”), which makes it illegal to “develop, produce, 
stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain” or transfer biological or toxin agents or

* ACDA files.
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weapons.^ This prohibition, it should be noted, does not extend to very small 
quantities of agent, possession of which is necessary for “prophylactic, protec
tive, or other peaceful purposes.” It was obvious that a ban on tiny quantities 
could not be policed effectively and, in any event, substantial stockpiles of agent 
were believed to be a prerequisite for an offensive BW capability.

The B WC came into being 3 years after the Nixon Administration unilaterally 
destroyed all U.S. BW stocks, renounced future acquisition of BW, and termi
nated the U.S. BW program, sparing only the facilities for BW defense.^ This 
unilateral U.S. action reflected the judgment that B W lacked military usefulness. 
Under the circumstances, it was not considered necessary that the treaty afford 
the parties any means of ascertaining each other’s compliance. Accordingly, the 
BWC included no verification provisions. The U.S. Government reasoned that 
it had already renounced BW unilaterally, so there could be no harm in signing 
an unverifiable ban.

Bio-engineered BW

The BW picture has been radically altered by recent scientific developments. 
It is now possible to synthesize B W agents tailored to military specifications. The 
technology that makes possible so-called “designer drugs” also makes possible 
designer BW. States unconstrained by their treaty obligations can now produce 
BW agents of varying effects—different types of fast-acting incapacitants as 
well as lethal substances. Agents can be developed for various climatic condi
tions. They can be mixed to complicate identification and their chemical 
structure can easily be altered to circumvent immunogens or antigens that the 
other side is suspected to possess.

The B W field favors offense over defense. It is a technologically simple matter 
to produce new agents but a problem to develop antidotes. New agents can be 
produced in hours; antidotes may take years. To gauge the magnitude of the 
antidote problem, consider the many years and millions of dollars that have thus 
far been invested, as yet without success, in developing a means of countering a 
single biological agent outside the BW field—the AIDS virus. Such an invest
ment far surpasses the resources available for BW defense work.

New technology can yield BW agents against which a state could immunize its 
own forces. A state could therefore employ BW without having to require all its 
own troops in the area to don cumbersome protective clothing. This would 
enhance BW’s military advantage over chemical weapons, such as nerve agent, 
against which no reliable prophylaxis is available.

It has been hoped that the risk of exposure would help deter B W use, for such 
exposure might trigger special, undesirable consequences, which, depending on 
circumstances, could range from the international community’s condemnation 
and possibly sanctions to nuclear retaliation. New technology, however, makes 
it easier to develop BW agents that would defy identification after use. Their 
effects can be symptoms of endemic diseases. If it cannot clearly be demonstrated

 ̂For the text of the Convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
3 Ibid., 1969, pp. 592-593.
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that BW has been used—if, for example, the effects of the attack are attributable 
to natural causes—the risks of BW use diminish. And this concern is not just 
hypothetical.

Evidence of many types and from a variety of sources has established that the 
Soviets and their clients have, in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan, used my- 
cotoxin weapons banned by the BWC. That mycotoxins occasionally occur in 
nature in certain colder areas has, however, clouded the picture and made it easy 
for states to refuse to come to the unpleasant conclusion that BW has been used 
and something should be done about it. One must suppose that the Soviets have 
drawn appropriate lessons from the heated controversy in the West about the 
natural occurrence theory of Yellow Rain. They can hardly have failed to observe 
that, at least in part because of that controversy, the costs of B W use have proven 
altogether manageable, indeed virtually nonexistent.

Easyy Fast, and Clean

Bio-engineered substances are now produced around the world in large 
quantities by various commercial ventures. The production equipment, though 
newly invented, is not very “high tech.” The equipment can be housed in a 
standard industrial or manufacturing facility that offers no distinctive sign of the 
kind of production activity occurring within.

An example: Recent discoveries in mammalian cell culture make possible the 
growth of mammalian cells on the surface of minute beads, rather than on the 
inner surface of glass roller bottles. The beads provide the ideal environment for 
the growth of viruses. One small bottle partially filled with beads can now yield 
quantities of product that previously would have required much larger produc
tion facilities. This single technical advance has effectively erased the distinction 
between a biological agent production plant and an ordinary-looking small 
scientific laboratory.

The new type of biological production equipment works fast. Substances 
suitable for B W use can be synthesized within hours—a day or two at most. Seed 
stock of BW agent—that is, test tube quantities—can be fermented into large 
production quantities in three or four weeks. After a production run, the 
equipment, operating more or less as self-cleaning ovens do, destroys within an 
hour or two whatever residue there is, thereby preventing contamination of the 
next production run and, incidentally, making it impossible for anyone to prove 
that a given substance has been produced.

The Soviet BW Program

The Soviet Union evidently appreciates the military opportunities created by 
the biotechnological revolution of recent years. Though U.S. policy remains 
what it was in 1969 after President Nixon’s unilateral renunciation of BW (and 
there is no thought within the Administration to change the policy), the Soviet 
Union has built a large organization devoted to the development and production 
of offensive BW. At the very time when Soviet officials were negotiating and 
signing the BWC, a high-ranking Soviet defector has reported, the Politburo 
decided to intensify the Soviet BW program.
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The Soviets retain stockpiles of BW agent produced in pre-combinant-DNA 
days. At known biological warfare facilities in the Soviet Union, they maintain 
highly-secured weapons storage facilities under military control. They have, as 
alluded to above, transferred BW to their clients in Southeast Asia. They have 
themselves used toxins against their enemies in the Afghanistan war. And they 
are developing new means of biological warfare based on current bio-engineer
ing technologies. In other words, the Soviet Union has not only violated the 
BWC, but every major prohibition in it.

The scale and seriousness of the Soviet B W program are formidable. There are 
at least seven biological warfare centers in the USSR under military control, all 
with unusually rigorous security. One such facility constitutes a veritable city 
with a large number of residents who work and live there full time, isolated from 
the rest of society. These residents must possess extraordinary security clear
ances, a requirement that excludes individuals or ethnic groups considered 
disloyal. The level of effort committed to research on various natural poisons— 
such as snake venoms—is far in excess of what could be justified to deal with 
such substances for purely medical or public health purposes.

Versatile BW

All of this, of course, has implications for both the military and the arms control 
aspects of the BW problem. The prevailing judgment of years ago that BW is not 
a militarily significant weapon is now quite unsustainable. BW can be designed 
to be effective across the spectrum of combat, including special operations and 
engagements at the tactical level. No field equipment has yet been developed that 
can detect BW agents, let alone identify them. There are no antidotes now 
available against many possible agents. And it is not certain that our troops’ 
protective gear would be effective against all such agents.

The Limits of Arms Control

As for the arms control implications, these divide into two categories. The first 
can be labeled “crime and non-punishment,” the second “technology overtakes 
the treaty.”

The systematic violations of the BWC by the Soviet Union and its clients 
undermine the treaty and the anti-B W norm it symbolizes. At least equally grave, 
however, is the international conmiunity’s unwillingness to take a collective 
interest in the evidence of those violations. A treaty may survive breaches by 
some parties. But can it long survive general indifference as to whether it is 
violated?

What is unwholesome, I wish to emphasize, is not the failure of many BWC 
parties to endorse the U.S. Government’s conclusions about Soviet violations, 
but their refusal even to inquire into them or urge formal investigation. Some 
states explain their inaction by asserting that the U.S. Government’s case is not 
conclusive. Reasoning like Lewis Carroll’s Queen of Hearts, they contend in 
effect that treaty parties have no responsibility to investigate charges of viola
tions until the allegations are proved.
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Many states, after dismissing violation controversies as mere politics between 
the “superpowers,” feel justified in exhorting the U.S. Government to conclude 
new arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. They claim standing on the 
grounds that they, as members of the international community, are affected by the 
quality of relations between the powers. They do not in general take this stand 
cynicdly, wryly acknowledging its irony. On the contrary, they earnestly assert 
their responsibility for promoting new arms control treaties and equally earnestly 
assert, once a treaty has been signed, the propriety of their not heeding Soviet 
violations. Their earnestness notwithstanding, however, they have dimmed 
severely the prospects for arms control agreements ever contributing to interna
tional security.

The major arms control implication of the new biotechnology is that the B WC 
must be recognized as critically deficient and unfixable. A state contemptuous of 
international law and unconstrained by anti-B W public or parliamentary opinion 
could now maintain an offensive BW capability without violating any of the 
specific prohibitions of the BWC. (Maintaining such a capability would neces
sarily violate the BWC’s general prohibition; the treaty’s purpose, after all, is to 
ban B W. But if a state refrains from stockpiling large quantities of agent, it would 
as a practical matter be impossible to prove any such violation.)

Given the ability to produce militarily significant quantities of B W from seed 
stock within a month or so, it is not necessary to stockpile agent. Such a state need 
only maintain in a freezer a few hundred test tubes full of seed stock and a 
production facility which, in the normal course of things, makes agricultural or 
medical products. In the unlikely event the freezer were discovered, a closed 
society would have little difficulty characterizing it as part of a research effort for 
BW defense. In fact, because seed stock can be synthesized in a matter of days, 
one could get by even without the freezer.

As for the rest of the infrastructure required for a BW capability—such as 
munitions-filling equipment, aerosolization and dissemination testing, and train
ing—it could be maintained openly. It is essentially identical to the infrastructure 
entailed in a chemical weapons capability.

While it in no way excuses or belittles the importance of the Soviet Union’s 
BWC violations, the fact is that their compliance with the treaty’s specific 
prohibitions would not obviate concern about their BW capabilities. Because 
new technology makes possible a massive and rapid break-out, the treaty 
constitutes an insignificant impediment at best. Its principal failing, therefore, is 
no longer the absence of verification provisions or lack of effective complaint 
mechanisms, the commonly acknowledged shortcomings, but its inability to 
accomplish its purpose—to ensure that even states respecting its specific terms 
pose no BW threat.

A Problem with No Apparent Solution

What therefore is to be done and not done? First of all, the Administration is 
not interested in altering the longstanding U.S. policy against possession of BW 
or development of an offensive BW capability.
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Secondly, the United States will remain a party to the BWC and will remain 
in full compliance with it. Though the treaty has been overtaken by technology 
as well as systematically violated, the Administration continues to support the 
idea behind it—prohibiting BW.

Third, aware that the BWC serves as a false advertisement to the world that the 
BW problem has been solved, the Administration will make an effort—espe
cially at the second BWC Review Conference, which will convene in Geneva in 
September 1986—to highlight the nature of the problem and the critical defects 
of the BWC. The danger of not publicizing these matters is that friends and allies 
will continue to neglect BW defense work aimed at developing detection and 
medical capabilities and protective gear.

It is not a pleasant task to deliver so dismal a report to the Congress. The 
material’s distressing nature probably accounts in large part for why it is so little 
treated in the public debate on national security issues. It is axiomatic that the only 
successful politics in a democracy is the politics of hope. But can one responsibly 
inflate hope for an escape from the military problems posed by the Soviet BW 
program? There can be no Deus ex Arms Control in this arena. In answer to those 
who crave a constructive suggestion under even the least promising circum
stances, one can recommend only: Defense.

147. Message From President Reagan to the Congress 
Transmitting an Interagency Study on Possible 
Cooperation With the Soviet Union in the Develop
ment of Capabilities for Verifying Compliance With 
Nuclear Testing Limitations, August 14,1986^

In response to the requirements of Section 1003 of the FY 1986 Department 
of Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 99-145), I am pleased to transmit this 
unclassified interagency study of possible avenues of cooperation between the 
United States and the Soviet Union in the development of verification capabili
ties consistent with national security restrictions.

The requirement under Section 1003 involves: “limited exchanges of data and 
scientific personnel,” in general, and “joint technological effort in the area of 
seismic monitoring,” in particular. Upon review of a number of possible 
scientific disciplines, it was concluded that in terms of this study, nuclear testing 
issues appear to offer the most promising avenues for such “scientific” coopera
tion and data exchange. Therefore, the attached study focuses its examination on 
matters relating to the verification of limitations in nuclear testing.

While the attached study focuses on nuclear testing limitations, it should be 
noted that in other arms control areas as well, the Administration believes that 
exchanges of information would, in addition to various monitoring provisions

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, August 18, 1986, pp. 1096-1097. 
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including types of on-site inspections, play an important role in establishing a 
verification framework.

In START and INF, for example, areas of possible exchange of information 
might include the declaration of missile and launcher facilities, the numbers of 
missiles and launchers at such facilities, and information on the destruction of 
missiles and launchers that are in excess of agreed treaty limits. In the negotia
tions on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR), we have asked for an 
exchange of information, to be updated annually, on the structure of forces 
subject to MBFR limitations. At the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and 
Security-Building Measures in Europe (CDE), we believe it important to have an 
exchange of information both on overall force structures and on specific forces 
participating in military activities. In chemical weapons arms conta*ol, we believe 
it important, among other things, to have a preliminary bilateral exchange of data 
on chemical weapons stockpiles and on production facilities as a confidence- 
building measure prior to the entry into force of a convention banning such 
weapons.

The prospects for progress in arms control may be significantly enhanced if a 
regime of cooperation between the United States and the Soviet Union in the 
development of verification capabilities consistent with national security restric
tions can be established. The attached interagency study describes some possible 
avenues of cooperation that could produce benefits in the near term in the nuclear 
testing limitations area.^

As indicated in the attached study, the United States has long sought a meeting 
with the Soviets to present our concerns about the verification provisions of the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT)^ and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty 
(PNET)."  ̂The United States and the Soviet Union recently agreed to have experts 
meet to discuss issues related to nuclear testing.

This meeting of experts, which took place in Geneva July 25-August 1, 
allowed the United States to present its ideas and concerns to the Soviet Union 
and to hear Soviet views. At the meeting, the United States presented its views 
of verification improvements in existing agreements, which we believe are 
needed and achievable at this time. A follow-on meeting of U.S. and Soviet 
experts is scheduled for September. We hope the Soviet Union will join in a 
constructive dialogue.

148. Responses by President Reagan to Questions 
Submitted by Excelsior of IVIexico: Contadora 
Peace Initiative [Extract], August 14,1986^

• • • • • • •

 ̂Infra.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229.

Ubid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, August 25, 1986, p. 1117.
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Q. It is said that the Contadora peace initiative^ was not signed because of the 
pressures the United States exercised on El Salvador, Honduras, Costa Rica, and 
Guatemala. Is this true? If it is not true, could you tell us what, in your view, is 
the reason for the stalemate in the Contadora process?

The President. It certainly is not true. We have never pressured the Central 
American democracies not to sign a Contadora peace treaty. The problem is that 
the draft is not complete; it is not ready for signature. The democracies have given 
detailed explanations of its deficiencies. The draft needs to be strengthened in 
several areas, such as verification and democratization. Also, it calls for negotia
tions on arms limits to begin after the treaty has already been signed and 
implemented. When you look at it closely, it asks the Central Americans to “sign 
now, negotiate later.” The Central Americans don’t need us or any other nation 
to tell them that this is not a smart thing to do.

The principal problem confronting the Contadora process is the same as it has 
always been: The Sandinistas are unwilling to seriously negotiate many of the 
key points of the 1983 Document of Objectives.^ They have been intransigent on 
the political aspects of democracy and national reconciliation as well as on 
military levels. They want a treaty which immediately gives them what they 
want— r̂elief from the pressure of the democratic resistance—but puts no real 
obligations on them. They have repeatedly blocked progress, using the standard 
Communist negotiating tactic of being inflexible in order to force the other 
parties to make concessions.

Now, they are saying that they will sign the incomplete draft, but they are 
conditioning their acceptance on their own proposal for arms limits. They have 
proposed limits on 14 categories of weapons—many of which they don’t even 
have. They are refusing to limit most of their major weapons systems or the size 
of their huge army. The Central American democracies have properly rejected 
this proposal and are insisting that realistic arms levels be established. They are 
prepared to continue working for a comprehensive agreement that will bring 
lasting peace to the region.

We seek a political solution in Nicaragua. What we want to see is a democratic 
outcome with free and fair elections for all political parties, where all potential 
candidates are given the opportunity to participate, and a free and open society 
which will live at peace with its neighbors and its own people.

• « • • • • •

 ̂Document 101.
 ̂For the text of the Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 788-791.
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149. Interagency Study on Possible Cooperation With 
the Soviet Union in the Development of Capabili
ties for Verifying Compliance With Nuclear Test
ing Limitations [Extracts], August 14,1986^

I. Introduction

Section 1003 of the FY 1986 Department of Defense Authorization Act (S. 
1160) calls for an interagency study of “limited exchanges of data and scientific 
personnel” in general and “joint technological effort in the area of seismic 
monitoring” in particular. After reviewing a number of possible scientific 
disciplines, it was concluded that nuclear testing issues appear to offer the most 
promising avenues for scientific cooperation and data exchange. This study, 
therefore, focuses on matters relating to the verification of limitations in the area 
of nuclear testing.

II. Background

Effective means of verification are of critical importance to arms control. Our 
national security requires that we be able to assess with confidence compliance 
with any negotiated arms control agreements. Today, most of our major arms 
control agreements are monitored through what is known as national technical 
means of verification (NTM). While NTM has the primary benefit of being under 
the control of the verifying party, there are some particular applications—such 
as for strategic and intermediate-range nuclear forces, conventional and chemi
cal forces, and nuclear testing—in which cooperative means of verification imay 
be beneficial or even necessary.

Cooperative means can include various onsite inspection and data exchange 
measures or direct measurement schemes such as would apply to determining the 
yields of underground nuclear tests. Onsite inspection by observers and instru
ments may be able to play a role in deterring violations at agreed locations or 
“declared sites.” The utility of onsite inspection is largely a function of its 
frequency and duration and whether, and at what costs, the activities monitored 
can be conducted at other times and places. Other considerations with regard to 
onsite inspection include the question of how the party being monitored calcu
lates the risk of violations being uncovered and whether they could avoid any 
single inspection that would detect a violation. Thus, the past record of the 
inspected party is a vital consideration.

Data exchanges may be beneficial to provide a benchmark for assessing 
compliance. If, however, the verifying party does not possess a means of 
independently validating the data it receives, large uncertainties could still 
prevail, diminishing the utility of the exchange. Nevertheless, as the amount of 
data exchanged is increased, the uncertainty should decrease while the difficulty 
of concealing illegal activities increases.

‘ Department of State, Special Report No. 152.
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Direct measurements have the benefit of allowing the verifying party to control 
the means of monitoring. Direct measurement is not perfect because it is limited 
by the accuracy of the instruments used and, as is the case for all monitoring 
methods, the ability of the inspected party to manipulate the evidence. Further
more, direct measurement will not detect violations conducted at times and 
places when direct measurement equipment is not engaged and normally will not 
detect violations when special efforts are undertaken to conceal prohibited 
activities. However, even considering these limitations, direct measurement is 
much more definitive than any remote sensing method for determining the yields 
of Soviet nuclear tests.

The Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests 
(Threshold Test Ban Treaty—TTBT) prohibits U.S. and Soviet underground 
nuclear weapon tests with yields greater than 150 kilotons (kt).  ̂The TTBT is a 
treaty signed by both parties but ratified by neither. Both the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. have separately stated that they would abide by the yield limitation. 
Furthermore, since neither party has made its intentions clear not to become a 
party, both signatories are obligated by international law to refrain from acts that 
would defeat the object and purpose of the treaty. At present, however, the United 
States cannot effectively verify Soviet compliance with the treaty. Moreover, the 
implementation of the verification measures set forth in the Protocol to the treaty 
(exchange of yield, date, time, depth, and coordinates for two nuclear weapon 
tests for calibration purposes from each geophysically distinct testing area and 
information on the geology of the testing areas), which would become effective 
upon ratification, will not provide this capability, since there is no way for the 
United States to independently verify the data exchanged, nor would the data, if 
validated, be sufficient to ensure effective verification.

Today, we monitor Soviet tests with seismic equipment located outside the 
U.S.S.R. In three presidential reports to Congress on Soviet noncompliance, the 
uncertainty in yield derived from seismic measurements, when taken into 
account, resulted in findings of only “likely violation,” even though the seismic 
evidence indicates that a number of Soviet tests have central yield values above 
the 150 kt threshold. “Central yield” is defined as the yield corresponding to mean 
value of seismic body wave magnitudes for a particular nuclear test. While we 
judge that, at present, there is approximately a factor of two uncertainty in the 
yield estimates derived by seismic methods, there are reasons to suggest the 
uncertainty could be actually smaller (or conceivably larger). A factor of two 
uncertainty means, for example, that a Soviet test for which we derive a “central 
yield” value of 150 kt may have, with a 95% probability, a yield as high as 300 
kt or as low as 75 kt.

As already mentioned, the verification provisions contained in the Protocol of 
the unratified TTBT would not reduce this level of uncertainty to an acceptable 
level. The U.S. Government has, therefore, continued its longstanding effort to

 ̂For the texts of the treaty and its protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974,
pp. 225-229.
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obtain a means of monitoring that would substantially reduce our verification 
uncertainty. The history of the search for verifiable nuclear testing limitations 
will provide a backdrop for an understanding of the complicated and sometimes 
frustrating search for possible avenues of cooperation with the Soviet Union in 
the development of verification capabilities.

• • • • • • •

IV. Opportunity for Cooperative Measures

There are two distinct problem areas that can be addressed jointly by the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. The first deals with sufficiently accurate yield measure
ments that would allow effective verification of yield thresholds such as the 150 
kt limit of the TTBT. Solution of this problem area would provide the basis for 
moving forward on ratification of the TTBT and the PNET.^ The second deals 
with the ability to detect and identify low-yield nuclear tests. This requires 
solution of the problem of detecting and identifying low-yield tests not only 
underground but also underwater, in the atmosphere, and in outer space. 
Programmed capabilities will greatly enhance our ability to detect and identify 
low-yield nuclear tests within the atmosphere, although there may remain some 
uncertainty regarding the country conducting such tests if they are conducted 
over remote areas. With these technological advances in hand and at a time when 
we do not need to depend upon nuclear deterrence to ensure international security 
and stability and when we have achieved deep, broad, and verifiable arms 
reductions, expanded confidence-building measures, and a greater balance in 
conventional forces, the conditions would exist for proceeding toward a treaty 
that would ban low-yield nuclear tests.

a. Verification of Yield Thresholds. As noted above, the provisions of the 
TTBT provide no mechanism for reducing the level of uncertainty of yield 
estimation to an acceptable level. (We believe that no method of yield estimation 
based only on information derived solely from seismic measurements or seismic 
theory can reduce the uncertainty to an acceptable level.) Uncertainties in the 
yield estimation process cannot be sufficiently reduced without directly measur
ing the yield of Soviet tests with instruments which are fundamentally much 
more accurate than seismic methods.

The President has stated that he is prepared to move forward on ratification of 
the TTBT and PNET if the Soviets would agree to the use of an effective 
verification system incorporating the CORRTEX method."̂

The most productive joint Soviet-U.S. discussions of monitoring measures 
would be those which would involve the technology and implementation 
procedures for direct yield measurement. The United States believes that it has 
identified in CORRTEX a measurement technique which will reduce the 
uncertainty in yield measurement to an acceptable level and will do so without

3 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
 ̂For a description of this method, see Document 138.
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danger of compromising other sensitive information about the nature or perform
ance of the nuclear device whose yield is to be measured.

CORRTEX is a hydrodynamic yield measurement technique that measures the 
rate of propagation of the underground shock wave from an explosion. This 
technique uses an electric coaxial cable located in the device emplacement hole 
or in a nearby, parallel “satellite” hole. When the nuclear device is detonated, a 
shock wave propagates through the ground, crushing and shortening the cable. 
The rate by wWch the cable length changes is recorded by measuring the 
changing transit times of low energy electrical pulses sent down to and reflected 
from the cable end. This rate is a measure of the propagation velocity of the 
explosive shock wave through the ground which is, in turn, a measure of the yield 
of the nuclear explosion.

The electronic device that provides the timing signals is a battery-powered, 
suitcase-sized unit that may be remotely controlled. All equipment for power, 
recording, and data reduction can be contained in a small trailer.

CORRTEX has been shown to be accurate to within 15% (with 95% confi
dence) of more direct, radiochemical yield measurements for tests with yields 
greater than 50 kt. This is based on its use at the Nevada test site in over 100 tests 
with the sensing cable in the device emplacement hole and four tests with the 
sensing cable in a satellite hole. The accuracy of the technique is believed to be 
relatively independent of the geologic medium provided the satellite hole 
measurements are made in the “strong shock” region near the nuclear explosion. 
At greater separation distances, the medium becomes more important. A satellite 
hole separation distance of 14 meters (46 feet) is appropriate for a test near 150 
kt.

CORRTEX is expected to be initially accurate to within 30% (with 95% 
confidence) of the actual yield at Soviet test sites for tests above 50 kt. An 
accuracy of 30% of the actual yield means, for example, that a test that produces 
CORRTEX measurements estimated to be associated with a “central value” yield 
of 150 kt, could, with a 95% probability, have a yield as high as 195 kt (150 kt 
plus 30% of 150 kt) or as low as 105 kt (150 kt minus 30% of 150 kt).

The Soviets were exposed to technology similar to CORRTEX during the 
PNET discussions. At that time, they indicated that they possessed similar 
technology. Therefore, a technical basis has already been established for the 
necessary discussions. The United States is prepared, as evidenced by the 
President’s March 1986 offer, to demonstrate to Soviet technical experts how we 
would emplace CORRTEX instruments, how measurements are recorded, and 
how the data are analyzed.  ̂In any cooperative technical effort, the Soviet experts 
would have the opportunity to examine the CORRTEX data from a Soviet 
nuclear test in order to determine for themselves that no sensitive information, 
not relevant to TTBT verification, has been compromised. For their part, the 
Soviets would be permitted to bring any equipment they deemed necessary to 
measure the yield of the test.

Successful implementation of a direct-yield measurement regime for verifica
tion of the TTBT and the PNET will establish the principle of onsite inspection

 ̂Document 35.
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at declared facilities—in this case the site of nuclear tests. Joint Soviet-U.S. 
discussions to establish direct yield measurements will necessarily require 
negotiation of all the logistical aspects of such onsite presence, including the size 
and composition of the technical teams who would make measurements; agree
ment on the quantity of equipment which can be brought into the country; 
identification of allowed instrumentation; inspection of equipment by the party 
whose test is to be measured; establishment of housing, feeding, and transporta
tion arrangements for the team making measurements; and procedures for 
sharing and transferring data from the country in which the test is to be performed.

Though not exhaustive, the above issues that would require negotiation are 
indicative of the long list of issues which must be addressed in making the 
transition from an agreement in principle to onsite inspection implementation. 
Any one of these elements, if not properly resolved, could frustrate the ultimate 
objective of the inspection regime. While not as glamorous as some aspects of 
arms control, the negotiation of such technical and logistical details is critical and 
may be extremely time consuming. Therefore, early joint Soviet-U.S. discussion 
of tihese issues can have a major impact on timely ratification of the TTBT and 
PNET.

b. Detection and Identification of Low-Yield Nuclear Tests. The second 
problem area, detection and identification of low-yield nuclear tests, is even more 
difficult because the solution requires effective monitoring in all environ
ments—underground, underwater, in the atmosphere, and in outer space. Con
sequently, verification of any limitation of low-yield nuclear tests would require, 
at a minimum, the utilization of several techniques.

For example, detection and identification of low-yield nuclear tests will 
necessitate installation of an in-country seismic network and the implementation 
of onsite inspections. In addition, regional seismology (operating distances up to 
2,000 kilometers from the source) will be a critical technology for the detection 
of underground tests. Measurement techniques for the collection and detection 
of atmospheric nuclear explosion debris will still require some refinement when 
working at or near levels of naturally occurring background radiation. Further 
development of hydroacoustic techniques could contribute to detection of small 
nuclear tests in remote ocean areas.

Recognizing the full scope of the problem of detecting and identifying low- 
yield nuclear tests in all environments, which must be solved, this paper will 
address only one part of the problem—monitoring low-yield underground 
nuclear tests—^because this is the area where the United States believes that 
cooperation with the U.S.S.R. would be the most productive.

The requirements for in-country monitoring stations have been discussed with 
the Soviets in many fora since the late 1950s (see the “Historical Perspective” 
section.^) There remain several areas in which seismic monitoring can be prof
itably addressed by Soviet and U.S. technical experts. Further work may 
strengthen the basis for seismic detection and identification of low-yield nuclear 
tests in advance of the achievement of the other criteria which must be met before

 ̂Not printed here.
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the United States could consider a comprehensive test ban to be in its national 
interest.

It is assumed that whatever the level of detection of seismic events, there will 
be some events detected whose origin (e.g., nuclear tests, earthquake, chemical 
explosion) will be uncertain—unidentified (i.e., unresolved as to their origin) 
events. While improvements in seismic monitoring devices could be expected to 
provide additional data that could identify some of the events that cannot be 
identified at current sensitivity levels, the net effect of improvements in sensitiv
ity will be to increase the number of unidentified events.

Onsite inspection, as a concept, is also used to describe inspections conducted 
to remove ambiguity when information from other sources indicates that a 
potential violation of a treaty in force may have already occurred. However, 
onsite inspection will only be useful when the precise location of the ambiguous 
event can be determined. Onsite inspection could contribute to identification of 
the source of surface or near-surface explosions, where surface disturbances 
would clearly indicate the location. For small underground explosions, it would 
be nearly impossible to locate the source with sufficient precision to permit the 
verifying party to drill into the cavity created by the test to sample the explosion 
debris.

The basic elements which could be addressed in joint discussions include the 
fundamental science of the transmission of seismic waves within the Soviet 
Union; the types of equipment which would need to be permanently installed for 
the measurement of seismic data; the equipment which would need to be installed 
for the recording and transmission of seismic data to national data analysis 
centers; and the numerical data-processing techniques which would be used for 
identifying the source of a seismic event based on the characteristics of the 
seismic data. These issues are described in more detail below:

• Seismic Wave Transmission: The United States is actively pursuing the 
seismic research which would be critical to the detection and identification of 
low-yield (below 10 kt) nuclear tests. Of particular significance is research on 
high-frequency seismic waves. Instruments capable of detecting high-frequency 
seismic waves have been developed and an experimental seismic array contain
ing such equipment is in operation. To be confident that high-frequency seismic 
waves can be useful for detection and identification of low-yield nuclear tests, 
two issues need further study: the availability of sufficiently quiet, low back
ground seismic noise sites within the Soviet Union at which seismic stations 
could be located and knowledge of the transmission characteristics of high- 
frequency seismic waves within the Soviet Union.

The degree to which seismic wave energy is absorbed and scattered as a 
seismic wave travels away from a nuclear explosion in the United States has been 
studied extensively, and much of this work has been published in the scientific 
literature. Similar information is not available for explosions within the Soviet 
Union. A joint U.S.-Soviet effort could seek to determine the degree to which 
high-frequency seismic wave energy is absorbed and scattered in the Soviet 
Union. Such an effort would establish a more realistic basis for the utility of high- 
frequency seismic waves for detection and identification of low-yield nuclear 
tests. While data obtained from outside the Soviet Union are useful, Soviet-U.S.
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cooperation in obtaining and evaluating data from within the Soviet Union is 
essential.

• Seismic Equipment and Data Handling: During the trilateral CTB negotia
tions of 1977-80, the United States described to the Soviet Union tamper-proof, 
remotely operated seismic stations which would record and transmit seismic data 
for analysis in the United States. The United States has continued research on 
such stations. Modification in these stations would be required to provide the 
capability to record and transmit data on high-frequency seismic waves. Joint 
Soviet-U.S. efforts could resume on the criteria for the location and operation of 
such stations to include characterization of the sites which would have to be 
available to ensure accurate instrument operation. Such an effort would have to 
include data gathering from potential sites for remote stations in the Soviet Union 
and should include installation of research instruments to validate that such 
instruments can operate reliably, to include data transmission, throughout the 
broad range of environmental conditions within the Soviet Union.

• Seismic Wave Analysis: The effectiveness of any low-yield underground 
nuclear test verification regime based upon the analysis of seismic waves will 
ultimately depend on the ability to identify a nuclear explosion by distinguishing 
between nuclear explosions and other sources of seismic energy, e.g., chemical 
explosions and earthquakes. The object must be to minimize the number of 
recorded seismic events whose source is ambiguous. A joint Soviet-U.S. effort 
could seek to identify analytic techniques which would positively identify the 
origin of recorded seismic signals. Such a joint study cannot be done in the 
abstract but should be tested against real data which would be typical of that 
which would be recorded by instruments located at the prospective location of 
seismic stations. No analytic technique can hope to eliminate all ambiguous 
events, but it would be very helpful if the two sides could agree on which 
technique can be the most effective.

V. Current Status

We have sought on a number of occasions in the past several years to engage 
the U.S.S.R. in discussions on verification improvements in the nuclear testing 
area but thus far without success. In 1983 the U.S. Government sought on three 
separate occasions to engage the Soviet Union in a discussion of essential 
verification improvements for the TTBT and the PNET. In September 1984 the 
President proposed in his address to the UN General Assembly that the United 
States and the Soviet Union find a way for Soviet experts to come to the U.S. 
nuclear test site and for U.S. experts to go to theirs to measure directly the yields 
of nuclear weapons tests.  ̂In July 1985 the President expanded his offer with an 
unconditional invitation for Soviet experts to go to the U.S. nuclear test site to 
measure the yield of a U.S. nuclear test with any instrumentation devices they 
deemed necessary.® There was no requirement for a reciprocal visit by U.S. 
experts to a Soviet test site. In December 1985 President Reagan proposed to

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 692.
8 Ibid., 1985, pp. 443-444.
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General Secretary Gorbachev that U.S. and Soviet experts on nuclear testing 
limitations meet in February 1986 to discuss our respective verification ap
proaches and to address initial tangible steps to resolve this issue.^

Most recently, on March 15 [14], 1986, the President urged the Soviet Union 
to join the United States in discussion on finding ways to reach agreement on 
essential verification improvement of the TTBT and PNET.̂ ® In this respect he 
provided details to the Soviet Union on the U.S. CORRTEX hydrodynamic 
measurement system and proposed that General Secretary Gorbachev send 
Soviet scientists to our Nevada test site during the third week of April 1986 to 
fully examine CORRTEX. At that time, the Soviets could also monitor a U.S. 
nuclear test. Finally, the President indicated that, if the Soviet Union will join us 
in an agreement for effective verification, including the use of CORRTEX, the 
United States would be prepared to move forward on ratification of the TTBT.

The Soviets have stated that they have developed and have available a system 
that is used to obtain data similar to that obtained by CORRTEX. Aside from this 
assertion, the Soviet Union has not responded to any of the above U.S. initiatives, 
which were aimed at constructively addressing our mutual concerns.

150. Letter to the Editor of The New York Times From 
the Legal Adviser of the Department of State 
(Sofaer): Negotiating Record of the Anti-Ballistic 
l\/lissile Treaty, August 15,1986^

To set the record straight, your readers should know that, contrary to Senator 
Sam Nunn’s comments quoted by Anthony Lewis (column, Aug. 4), I have 
always favored Senate access to the entire, relevant antiballistic missile treaty 
negotiating record.^ The Administration and the Senate worked out a proper 
format for that access after Senators Richard Lugar and Claiborne Pell sought it 
in a manner to which the Administration was able to respond positively.

The W.C. Fields aspect of this affair is not, as Mr. Lewis contends, the 
Administration’s position, but the fantasy of some people that we have some
thing to hide. The record will show that our ABM treaty negotiators failed to 
obtain the definitive language they were instructed to present, or any adequate 
substitute, because of firm Soviet opposition to regulating substitute “devices” 
for ABM components.

Îbid., pp. 930-931.
Document 35.

" For the TASS statement on the proposal, see Document 36.
‘ The New York Times, August 19, 1986. Copyright © 1986 by The New York Times 

Company. Reprinted by permission.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1972, pp. 197-201.
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151. Soviet Paper Submitted to the Conference on 
Disarmament: Verification of a Nuclear Test Ban, 
August 15,1986^

(Proposal concerning the exchange of Level II seismic data)
The cessation and prohibition of nuclear testing is a paramount disarmament 

issue, the radical resolution of which would put an end to the qualitative 
improvement of nuclear weapons and development of new models and types of 
such weapons, and at the same time could mark a turning point in the efforts to 
avert the nuclear danger.

The cessation and prohibition of nuclear tests must be reliably verified. The 
Soviet Union is in favour of the use for such purposes of every possible form of 
control, both national and international, including on-site inspection and the 
installation of devices.

The international exchange of seismic data must play an important part in the 
arrangements for international verification that nuclear tests are not being carried 
out. Currently, the possibilities of seismic verification of the non-conducting of 
underground nuclear explosions have increased considerably in line with the 
intensive development of the means for digital recording, transmission and 
processing of seismic data. Advances in recording devices and methods of data 
analysis now allow a wider use of signal records themselves, in other words, of 
Level II seismic data.

Modem methods of analysis, at stations, of seismic wave forms in digital form, 
as well as frequency and polarization filtering, make it possible to extract signals 
from weak explosions given signal-to-noise ratios in the order of unity, and 
consequently to improve the threshold possibilities of the stations in the global 
network. The use of Level II data at international centres in the preparation of 
seismic event bulletins will make it possible more accurately to diagnose the 
nature of seismic events, assess the source parameters as well as its power, 
epicentre co-ordinates, and event onset time and, especially, depth.

In addition, the use of the signal records themselves at international centres will 
reduce the number of unassociated signals of both body waves and surface 
waves. All of this ultimately leads to a considerable enhancement of the 
effectiveness of the international system for the exchange of seismic data.

The Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider Co-operative Measures 
to Detect and Identify Seismic Events is making a useful contribution to working 
out methods of seismic verification. Since it is important, for the purposes of 
effectively verifying that tests are not carried out, that use should be made of all 
advances in seismology, it is essential that the Group should pursue its work.

In the view of the Soviet Union, the Ad Hoc Group should set about devising 
a system for the prompt transmission of Level II seismic data, which would 
underpin the international seismic verification of the non-conducting of nuclear- 
weapon tests. Such data would be transmitted promptly from the seismic stations 
belonging to the global network using satellite communication channels, and

• CD/724.
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would be processed at the international data centres. In this connection provision 
would be made for automatic data exchange among these centres using specially 
selected communication channels. In the consideration of these issues, account 
could be taken of the relevant experience of specific States.

It would also be useful to carry out an international experiment in Level II data 
exchange using both the WMO/GTS channels and other available communica
tion channels. The A J  Hoc Group of Scientific Experts should also undertake the 
thorough preparation of this experiment. The USSR considers that the time for 
carrying out this experiment could be, for example, 1988.

In the preparatory process for the proposed international experiment, the 
Soviet Union would be prepared to take part in narrower joint experiments in the 
exchange of Level II data on which agreement could be reached among interested 
States.

152. Radio Address by President Reagan: House Vot
ing on tlie Department of Defense Autliorization, 
August 16,1986^

When I ran for the Presidency in 1980,1 made a solemn commitment to do all 
in my power to restore to our country a national defense second to none. In that 
election, and again in 1984, the American people, I believe, gave me a mandate 
to do precisely that.

Today, however, that commitment and many of the great gains we’ve made 
together these past 5 years have been placed in jeopardy by actions taken in the 
House of Representatives. Let me outline for you a few of the decisions which, 
if permitted to stand, would pull the rug out from under our arms negotiators in 
Geneva and, eventually, imperil the national security of the United States.

First, the House voted to deny the U.S. Air Force the right even to test our small 
antisatellite weapon called AS AT. The AS AT is designed to destroy, in the event 
of a conflict, Soviet military satellites that would guide Russian bombers and 
missiles to American targets. It is a defensive weapon built to help protect the men 
and women of the U.S. Armed Forces at home and abroad. It’s inexplicable to me 
how the House could deny us the right to even test this weapon when a killer 
satellite weapon has long been deployed inside the Soviet Union.

Second, the House voted to halt any nuclear test larger than a single kiloton. 
If that vote is permitted to stand, all testing to maintain the safety, credibility, and 
reliability of the U.S. strategic deterrent would come to an end.

Has the majority of the House forgotten history? In 1958 the United States 
agreed to a similar moratorium. Three years later the Soviets unilaterally 
smashed that moratorium with the largest series of nuclear tests in history. It took 
us almost a decade to discover what the Soviets had learned from those tests, 
prepared in secret even as the United States relied upon a Soviet promise. We 
must not make the same mistake again.

• Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, August 25, 1986, pp. I l l  1-1112.
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Third, the House, by a single vote, refused to fund the chemical weapons we 
requested. If that vote is permitted to stand, the House will have increased the 
probability these dreadful weapons will one day be used. History has taught 
repeatedly that the best deterrent to such awful weapons is when both sides, not 
just one side, possess them. Hitler did not use his terrible gas weapons against the 
allies for a single reason—he feared retaliation by the allies with the same kind 
of weapon.

Fourth, the House voted to severely slash our request for the Strategic Defense 
Initiative. But SDI is not the only—or not only, I should say, the great hope of 
this country for finding a way out of the prison of mutual terror, it is an idea that 
helped bring the Soviets back to the negotiating table at Geneva.

To gravely underfund SDI is to place in jeopardy all our hopes for arms 
reduction. It is to leave America indefinitely naked to missile attack, whether by 
accident or design. These radical cuts in SDI would permit the Soviet Union, 
which has been working on strategic defense for decades, to make strides at the 
expense of the United States.

Finally, the House voted to deny us any funds to move beyond the limits of 
SALT 11,̂  even though SALT II was never ratified, even though the Soviet Union 
has violated its terms. What message is received in Moscow when a majority of 
the House votes to force its own country to strictly observe an expired and 
unratified treaty the Soviet Union has itself undercut?

Beyond this, the House voted to cut away at several of the programs that are 
at the heart of this nation’s strategic deterrent—the land-based MX missile, the 
Trident submarine, and the advanced cruise missile.

Soviet arms negotiators must be mystified today that U.S. legislators would 
give away in Washington what they have been unable to win at Geneva. Soviet 
military planners must be astonished at the blows the House delivered this week 
to America’s national defense. Finally, the House mandated that 10 percent of 
countless military contracts be awarded without competition on the basis of a 
quota for certain businesses—and this they call military reform. It’s a step in the 
wrong direction.

Make no mistake, the House defense bill is a reckless assault upon the national 
defense of the United States. It threatens our hopes for arms control and moves 
us back toward an era in policies which the American people emphatically 
rejected in the last two national elections. While it is my custom not to say 
whether I will veto a bill until it reaches my desk, if the defense budget arrives 
in anything like the present form, it will be vetoed and national security will be 
the issue in 1986.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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153. Statement by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev:
Moratorium on Nuclear Testing, August 18,1986^

As we come together today, I would like to make a statement on one of the key 
problems in international politics.

A few days ago—6 August—saw the expiry of the Soviet unilateral morato
rium on nuclear tests which, as you know, the Soviet Union has strictly observed 
for a year.

What was the reason for, what prompted this tough, exceptionally responsible 
and, I might say, awkward decision?

In a nutshell, the facts of the space and nuclear age.
What are the facts? Where can they be found?
First, we have accumulated mountains of weapons, nuclear and all other kinds, 

yet the arms race is not slackening but picking up and there is now a danger that 
it may extend into space, while militarization in the United States and the entire 
NATO bloc is proceeding apace. It is important to stress that military technology 
is developing so rapidly that peoples. States and politicians are being left less and 
less time to become aware of a genuine danger and mankind has a dwindling 
chance to halt its slide into the nuclear abyss. There is no time to lose, for 
otherwise such sophisticated weapons systems will emerge that agreements to 
control them will be altogether impossible.

The situation is becoming increasingly intolerable. Respecting existing agree
ments today counts for little; we need broad practical measures to rein in 
militarism and produce a turn for the better in the course of events. The “balance 
of terror” is ceasing to be a factor in deterrence. Not only because telror in general 
is no friend of clear thinking and may spur people into action with unforeseeable 
consequences. This terror is a direct contributor to the arms race: by enhancing 
distrust and suspicion, it creates a vicious circle and heightens tension. There are 
many examples.

It is now as clear as day to everyone that the old notions of war as an instrument 
for the attainment of political goals have outlived their time. In the nuclear epoch 
these outmoded dogmas nurture policies which may lead to universal conflagra
tion.

Second. Our decision to impose a moratorium^ was based on the fact that 
socialism as a social order is dedicated to the cause of peace, and on a deep 
awareness of the responsibility it bears for the fate of civilization. The Soviet 
Union, as a socialist State and a nuclear Power, considers it a noble duty to do 
everything within its power to secure a peaceful future for the planet.

Our determination to steer international development onto a course for detente 
is in keeping with our philosophy and our socialist morality. In the nuclear age, 
though, saving the earth from nuclear destruction is a task for all mankind, it is 
every nation’s business.

‘ A/41/525. The statement was made on Soviet television.
 ̂ For the moratorium announcement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985,

pp. 444-445.
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Third. Today’s world is complicated, varied and contradictory. At the same 
time, it is in fact becoming increasingly interdependent and integrated. No 
realistically constructed foreign policy can ignore this feature of late twentieth- 
century society. Otherwise there will be no normal international relations: they 
will be doomed to end in turmoil or, in the final analysis, catastrophic confron
tation.

Pre-atomic thinking actually ceased to have any meaning on 6 August 1945. 
Nowadays one cannot guarantee one’s own security without regard for the 
security of other States and peoples.

There can be no genuine security which is not uniformly even-handed and all- 
embracing. To imagine otherwise is to exist in a world of illusions, a world of self- 
deception.

The new kind of thinking needed in today’s world is incompatible with notions 
of the world as anyone’s fiefdom and attempts to bestow on others the “largesse” 
of one’s protection and guidance as to how they should behave and what path— 
socialist, capitalist or other—they should select.

The Soviet Union believes that each people and every country is entitled to 
dispose of its destiny and resources, and has the sovereign right to ordain its social 
development, uphold its own security and take part in the construction of an all- 
embracing system of international security.

Another feature of today’s world is the exacerbation of global problems. They 
will not be resolved until all nations pool their efforts. The conquest of space and 
the ocean depths, ecology and epidemics, poverty and backwardness—all these 
are twentieth-century realities requiring international attention, international 
responsibility and international collaboration. Thus, many new world develop
ments are bound up with each other. Disarmament could play an enormous role 
here, releasing substantial quantities of resources and intellectual and techno
logical potential to satisfy creative needs.

Our external policy is inspired by the growing conviction throughout the world 
in the minds of peoples, political and public forces of every persuasion and 
outlook: the very existence of the human race is now being mapped out, and it is 
time to take decisive and responsible action. Mobilization of the utmost reserves 
of intellect and common sense is required.

There have been two tragedies recently involving the technology of the nuclear 
and space era: the death of the crew of Challenger and the accident at the 
Chernobyl nuclear power station. They have heightened anxiety and served as a 
sharp reminder that people are still only coming to grips with the fantastically 
powerful forces they themselves have brought into being, and are still only 
learning to put them at the service of progress. These events provided an apt 
lesson of what would occur if a nuclear weapon were fired.

Everyone, but above all people in government, need to draw the specific, 
obvious lessons from this. One important lesson—^perhaps the most important— 
is that the weapons man has created must never be used, and that it is simply 
suicidal nowadays to construct relations between States around the illusion of 
winning supremacy in the dreadful weapons of annihilation.
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Completely eradicating such weapons is the only way to genuine peace. To 
start down that path is to pass an historic test of maturity. This is true of all the 
political leaders to whose lot this noble mission for mankind has fallen.

We must learn to look facts courageously in the face. Experts have calculated 
that the blast from the very smallest nuclear shell is equal in terms of radiation 
to three Chemobyls. Most likely this is so. And if it is, it means that the detonation 
of even a small fraction of the accumulated nuclear arsenal will be a disaster, and 
an irreparable disaster. If anyone still decides to launch a first nuclear strike, he 
will be condemning himself to an agonizing death— n̂ot even from a counter- 
strike, but from the after-effects of the detonations of his own warheads.

This is not propaganda, it is not political invention, it is not “terror-monger- 
ing”; these are facts, which it would be sheer irresponsibility to contradict and a 
crime to disregard.

An honest, objective analysis of these facts dictates a different approach to 
world politics. These facts are the basis for the fundamental conclusions we have 
been drawing recendy, in particular at the Twenty-seventh CPSU Congress.

Soviet foreign policy—on disarmament, among other matters—is also based 
on an awareness of deep changes in the world.

We consider that the Soviet proposals of 15 January this year, for the
elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world by the year 2000,  ̂ are 
entirely in keeping with the needs of the age.

We have shown our willingness to seek compromise settlements to the
problems that are creating arguments and suspicion.

The Soviet Union has put a package of constructive proposals on the table at 
the Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space weapons.

Together with our allies under the Warsaw Treaty, we have advanced a series 
of measures to reduce armed forces and conventional weapons in Europe from 
the Atlantic to the Urals. This is another area where we want progress—collective 
and steady progress—towards a lower, less dangerous level of military confron
tation.

New proposals have been put forward on chemical weapons which, in our 
view, should allow a convention banning chemical weapons and doing away with 
stocks of the weapons and the industrial base for manufacturing them, to be 
signed by the end of this year or next.

At the Stockholm Conference, the socialist countries, working constructively 
with other participants, have done much to find ways forward on such key issues 
as the non-use of force, prior notification of military exercises and troop 
movements, exchanges of yearly plans for military activity, invitations to 
observers, and verification.

We have presented a broad platform for ensuring security and co-operation in 
the region of Asia and the Pacific, and invite one and all to take part in this 
process.

We have shown initiative in collaborating with all interested States as regards 
the establishment of an international regime for the safe development of nuclear 
power generation.

 ̂Document 5.
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Recently, as an alternative to the “Star Wars” programme, we submitted to the 
United Nations a programme calling for the establishment of “Star Peace” and 
a world space organization."^

The foundations for an all-embracing system of international security, which 
is the most sweeping manifestation of our new foreign policy approaches, were 
laid down at the Twenty-seventh Congress. A few days ago, the group of socialist 
countries officially submitted the question of creating such a system for consid
eration at the forthcoming session of the United Nations General Assembly.^ 

At the same time I wish to stress that, however important and telling our 
proposals may be, however committed we are to them, we realize that we cannot 
do everything ourselves. The problem of international security is a collective 
one: concern about it is collective, and responsibility for it is collective.

As we develop our proposals we are studying and taking into account the 
viewpoints and initiatives of other Governments, public and political move
ments. We are taking care to ensure that at every stage of their implementation 
these proposals provide equal security for all. None the less, we do not regard 
them as definitive or not subject to debate, for the way to overcome the deadlock 
of confrontation is through dialogue, contacts, discussion and negotiation. This 
is the only way to melt the ice of mutual distrust and achieve practical results.

This also determines our attitude to the problem of verification in dealing with 
all disarmament problems. For example, when we made our proposal for an end 
to all nuclear explosions, we said we had no objection to international verifica
tion. Our consent to the installation of American monitoring equipment in the 
region around Semipalatinsk is clear evidence of that. You would think that the 
problem of verification had ceased to be an obstacle to agreement. However, it 
is still being determinedly exploited in an attempt to conceal people’s true 
attitude: they are reluctant to disarm.

People of good will welcomed our decision to impose a moratorium on nuclear 
explosions. We heard words of approval and support from all comers of the earth. 
Politicians, members of parliament, public figures and mass organizations saw 
this step as an example of the right approach to today’s problems and a chance 
to be rid of the fear of nuclear disaster. The Soviet moratorium was endorsed by 
the General Assembly, the most representative gathering of States on earth.

We were supported by eminent scientists—^physicists and doctors who, 
perhaps more than anyone else, are aware of the dangers inherent in the atom. Our 
moratorium—and I became convinced of this during a recent meeting with 
scientists in Moscow—inspired representatives of the sciences in a number of 
countries to active efforts.

Against all these obvious and encouraging signs of fresh thinking, however, we 
have to set the growing military slant, particularly in the United States, to political 
thinking, which, in the ruling circles of the West, has fallen so dangerously 
behind the far-reaching changes in international life, while the advance of 
science and technology is rapidly outstripping social and moral progress.

Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 714.
5 A/41/191.
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The right-wing, militaristic grouping in the United States which represents the 
powerful military-industrial complex is simply obsessed by the arms race. Their 
concerns seem to be threefold: not to allow the flow of ready money for weapons 
manufacture to run short, to secure military superiority for the United States and 
try to exhaust the Soviet Union economically and weaken it politically, and, 
ultimately, to secure command positions around the world, accomplish their 
ancient imperial ambitions, and press on with their policy of plundering the 
developing countries.

From here stems a foreign policy which, for all its convolutions and verbal 
obfuscation, is still based on dangerous misconceptions: an underestimate of the 
Soviet Union, the other socialist countries and the newly independent States, and 
an overestimate of their own potential nurtured by technological self-confidence 
and unbridled political permissiveness.

The fact that we are taking part in negotiations is interpreted by some American 
politicians as a result of the growth in United States military power and the 
development of the SDI programme. Constructing its policy on such false 
premises, the American Administration stands no chance of arriving at honour
able agreements and an improved international climate. Nevertheless, the facts 
of life have to be come to terms with. There is no escaping them.

Regarding our proposals, I say again that they are a product of the realities of 
today’s world and are dictated not by weakness but an awareness of our grave 
responsibility for the fate of mankind.

This is how the situation stands now.
On the one hand, our moratorium is in effect and our compromise, broad-scale 

proposals have been announced and put on the negotiating table in various 
bodies. The drive of the peace-loving forces has increased markedly, and 
increased attention is being paid to the problems of international security in 
political—in which I include official—circles concerned at the seriousness of the 
situation.

On the other hand, we have a refusal to end nuclear tests, determined 
opposition to peaceable initiatives, overt contempt for the demands of the public 
and the views of many authoritative parties and organizations, and disregard for 
the concern even among one’s own allies and people.

This is the situation which we, the Soviet leadership, have to face as our 
moratorium expires.

What are we to do? How are we to choose? What decision will be the best, the 
most suitable in the circumstances? What will best promote positive develop
ments and reduce the threat of military confrontation?

Our people resolutely support the foreign policy of CPSU and the Soviet State 
and demand dogged persistence in the foreign policy course laid down at the 
Twenty-seventh Party Congress. At the same time, letters and statements by 
Soviet people justly sound a note of alarm: is it sensible to keep the moratorium 
when nuclear explosions continue to rumble across Nevada one after another? 
Isn’t the risk too great, isn’t time working against the security of this country?

In actual fact the United States, which for 40 years has led in the explosion 
stakes, detonated 18 nuclear devices during the year of the Soviet moratorium.
I repeat: 18, three of which were not announced. On the whole, tnough, they did

Document 153



GORBACHEV STATEMENT, AUGUST 18 499

so openly, timing the tests to coincide either with our most recent announcement 
prolonging the moratorium or with some new Soviet initiative. They even invited 
us to Nevada to watch it happen. It is worth adding here, that the present United 
States Administration is engaged in the most extensive of military programmes.

In short, the Soviet Union has reason enough to resume its nuclear testing. Still, 
however, we are convinced that an end to nuclear testing not only by the Soviet 
Union but also by the United States would be a real breakthrough in efforts to halt 
the nuclear arms race and would hasten the abolition of nuclear weapons. The 
logic is simple: if there are no tests, there will be no further advances in nuclear 
weapons, of which both sides have already accumulated enough and to spare.

Further support for this view comes in the appeals to the United States and the 
Soviet Union by a significant and authoritative segment of the world community 
of States. Among these there is the “New Delhi Six”, a standing group of leaders 
from four continents: from Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden and the 
United Republic of Tanzania. A few days ago, meeting in the town of Ixtapa, they 
adopted the Mexico Declaration, which once again appeals for an end to all 
nuclear explosions.^ The same demand comes from the majority of States in the 
Non-Aligned Movement.

We have received messages from political and public figures, private individu
als and organizations in many countries, including the United States and other 
NATO countries. They also appeal to us not to resume nuclear tests, and to give 
the people who insist on conducting them another chance to come to their senses.

Of course we know, and I have already mentioned this, that there are forces at 
work in the United States which do not want disarmament at all. Furthermore, 
they are doing everything they can to drag us further and further into the arms race 
and to provoke us into slamming the door on negotiations.

We would like to believe, though, that realism will gain the upper hand in 
American assessments and actions and the United States will recognize the need 
to look together for ways of improving the international situation, ending the 
senseless arms race and abolishing nuclear weapons.

At the same time, we know who we are dealing with. As a result, the security 
of this country is for us a sacred matter. This must be clear to all. It is a matter of 
principle.

This is our point of departure when we respond to any challenges from the 
United States, the infamous SDI included. Don’t let them imagine that they can 
frighten us or goad us into unnecessary spending. If necessary we will swiftly find 
a response, and it will not be of the kind they expect in the United States. It will 
be a response which will render the Star Wars programme worthless. I say this 
with one purpose in mind: let the American Administration think, and think 
again, about the real value of new military programmes and the arms race as a 
whole from the viewpoint of United States interest and security. In reality, you 
see, the main danger in SDI is that it undermines the prospects for talks and 
widens the scope for distrust. That is the whole problem, and it is quite as much 
a political as a military one. That is why we again appeal for a transition from a 
world armed to the hilt to a world without weapons.

 ̂Document 143.
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And so, comrades, having weighed all the pros and cons scrupulously and from 
every angle, and guided by their sense of responsibility for the fate of the world, 
the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee and the Government of the Soviet 
Union have passed a decision extending our unilateral moratorium on nuclear 
explosions until 1 January 1987.

In taking this step, we believe that people throughout the world, political 
circles and the international public will draw the right conclusions about the 
protracted silence at the Soviet nuclear test sites.

On behalf of the Soviet people I appeal to the intelligence and dignity of the 
Americans not to pass up yet another historic chance to end the arms race.

I appeal once again to President Ronald Reagan to weigh up the present 
situation dispassionately, set aside superficial considerations, and abandon his 
misconceptions about the Soviet Union and its foreign policy.

The Soviet Union is convinced that an agreement to end nuclear tests can be 
reached quickly and signed at a Soviet-American summit meeting this year. Such 
an event would be, beyond doubt, the main tangible outcome of the summit and 
a noteworthy step towards ending the arms race. In its way, it would be a prologue 
to further progress in negotiations on nuclear weapons and their eradication, the 
prologue to a radical improvement in the entire world situation.

The Soviet Union’s moratorium on nuclear explosions, being an action and not 
just a proposal, clearly shows the seriousness and sincerity of our nuclear 
disarmament programme and our appeals for a new policy—one of realism, 
peace and co-operation.

This year, which the United Nations declared the Year of Peace, is more than 
half over. By prolonging our unilateral moratorium, the Soviet Union is making 
yet another worthy contribution to the general effort to ensure that history will 
find this year worthy of its title.

That is the thrust of this new political initiative by the Soviet Union.
That is the message our country is sending to the Governments and peoples of 

all countries, and the Government of the United States of America and the 
American people in particular.

154. Report to the Conference on Disarmament by the 
>ld Hoc Committee on Prevention of an Arms Race 
in Outer Space [Extracts], August 19,1986^

/. Introduction

1. At its 359th plenary meeting on 24 April 1986, the Conference on Disarma
ment adopted the following decision:

In the exercise of its responsibilities as the multilateral disarmament 
negotiating forum in accordance with paragraph 120 of the Final Document 
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarma-

' CD/726, pp. 1, 14.
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ment,^ the Conference on Disarmament decides to re-establish an Ad Hoc 
Committee under Item 5 of its agenda entitled “Prevention of an arms race 
in outer space”.

The Conference requests the Ad Hoc Committee, in discharging that 
responsibility, to continue to examine, and to identify, through substantive 
and general consideration, issues relevant to the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space.

The Ad Hoc Committee in carrying out this work, will take into account 
all existing agreements, existing proposals and future initiatives as well as 
developments which have taken place since the establishment of the Ad Hoc 
Committee, in 1985, and report on the progress of its work to the Conference 
on Disarmament before the end of its 1986 session.

II. Organization of Work and Documents

2. At its 359th plenary meeting on 24 April 1986, the Conference on Disarma
ment appointed Ambassador Luvsandorjiin Bayart (Mongolia) as Chairman of 
the Ad Hoc Committee. Miss Aida Luisa Levin, Senior Political Affairs Officer, 
United Nations Department of Disarmament Affairs, continued to serve as the 
Committee’s Secretary.

3. The Ad Hoc Committee held 16 meetings between 25 April and 19 August 
1986.

4. At their request, the Conference on Disarmament decided to invite the 
representatives of the following States not members of the Conference to 
participate in the meetings of ih^AdHoc Committee: Austria, Denmark, Finland, 
Greece, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain and Turkey.

/V. Conclusion

45. The Ad Hoc Committee, bearing in mind the task entrusted to it of 
examining and identifying issues relevant to the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space, held a wide-ranging exchange of views which contributed to 
identifying and clarifying a number of issues and to a better understanding of the 
various positions. It was recognized that the legal regime applicable to outer 
space played a significant role in the prevention of an arms race in that 
environment and the need to reinforce that regime was underlined. In addition, 
the importance of strict compliance with existing agreements, both bilateral and 
multilateral, was stressed. There was also recognition of the common interest of 
mankind in the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes. In this 
context, the importance of paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the first special 
session devoted to disarmament, which states that “in order to prevent an arms 
race in outer space, further measures should be taken and appropriate interna
tional negotiations held in accordance with the spirit of the Treaty on Principles

 ̂For the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff
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Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies”,̂  was recognized.

46. There was general recognition of the importance and urgency of preventing 
an arms race in outer space and readiness to contribute to that objective. 
Consequently, it was agreed that no effort should be spared to assure that 
substantive work on this agenda item will continue at the next session of the 
Conference. It was recommended that the Conference on Disarmament re
establish the Ad Hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer 
Space with an adequate mandate at the beginning of the 1987 session.

155. Report to the Conference on Disarmament by the 
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons [Ex
tracts], August 21,1986^

I. I n t r o d u c t io n

1. At its 337th plenary meeting on 6 February 1986, the Conference on Disar
mament adopted the following decision on the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Chemical Weapons (CD/654):

The Conference on Disarmament, keeping in mind that the negotiation of 
a Convention should proceed with a view to its final elaboration at the 
earliest possible date, in accordance with United Nations General Assembly 
resolutions 39/65 C and 40/92 and in discharging its responsibility to 
conduct as a priority task the negotiations on a multilateral convention on the 
complete and effective prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction, and to ensure the 
preparation of the convention, decides to re-establish, in accordance with its 
rules of procedure, for the duration of its 1986 session, the Ad Hoc 
Committee to continue the full and complete process of negotiations, 
developing and working out the convention, except for its final drafting, 
taking into account all existing proposals and drafts as well as future 
initiatives with a view to giving the Conference a possibility to achieve an 
agreement as soon as possible. This agreement, if possible, or a Report on 
the progress of the negotiations, should be recorded in the report which this 
Ad Hoc Committee will submit to the Conference at the end of the second 
part of its 1986 session.

I I .  O r g a n iz a t io n  o f  W o r k  a n d  D o c u m e n t a t io n

2. In accordance with the decision mentioned above (CD/654), Ambassador 
Ian Cromartie of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland was 
appointed Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee. Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail,

 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found ibid., 1967, pp. 38^3. 
' CD/727, pp. 1-2, 7-8.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 911-914.
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Senior Political Affairs Officer, Department for Disarmament Affairs, continued 
to serve as Secretary of the Committee, assisted by Mr. Michael Cassandra, 
Political Affairs Officer, Department for Disarmament Affairs.

3. The Ad Hoc Committee held 14 meetings from 19 February to 20 August 
1986. The Ad Hoc Committee benefited froni the inclusion in delegations of 
national experts. In addition, the Chairman held a number of informal consulta
tions with delegations.

4. At their request, the Conference on Disarmament decided to invite the 
representatives of the following States not members of the Conference to 
participate in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee: Austria, Denmark, Finland, 
Greece, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland and 
Turkey.

• • • • • • •

III. S u b s t a n t iv e  W o r k  D u r in g  t h e  1986 S es sio n

7. In accordance with its mandate, the Ad Hoc Committee continued the 
negotiation and further elaboration of the Convention, utilizing Appendices I and
II of CD/636, CD/651 (Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons 
on its work during the period 13-31 January 1986) as well as other new proposals 
presented by delegations. To this effect, it retained the basic structure that was 
established by the Committee in 1985, and accepted the Chairman’s proposal to 
set up three Working Groups which dealt with specific aspects of the Convention 
as follows:

(a) Working Group A: Article II (Definitions and Criteria) and Article VI 
(permitted Activities)

(Chairman: Mr. Richard Rowe, Australia)
(b) Working Group B: Article III (Declarations), Article IV (Elimination of 

Chemical Weapons) and Article V (Measures on Chemical Weapons Production 
Facilities)

(Chairman: Mr. Petar Poptchev, Bulgaria)
(c) Working Group C: Article I (General Provisions on Scope), Article VII 

(National Implementation Measures), Article VIII (Consultative Committee) 
and Article IX (Consultation, Co-operation and Fact-Finding). Working Group 
C was also responsible for the question of herbicides and it was understood that 
the question of investigation of allegations of use would be dealt with in this 
Group.

(Chairman: Mr. Noegroho Wisnoemoerti, Indonesia)
The Working Groups concentrated their efforts on the consideration of those 

specific topics with a view to finding generally acceptable formulations for 
inclusion in the Convention.

8. In accordance with the outline for the organization of work during the 1986 
session (CD/CW/WP. 129/Rev. 1) and on the basis of the results achieved in the 
Working Groups as well as on proposals put forward by the Chairman as a result 
of his consultations. Appendix I of CD/636 has been revised to reflect the present 
stage of the negotiations.
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IV. C o n c l u s io n s  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t io n s

9. The Appendix to this Report reflects the present stage of negotiations on a 
Chemical Weapons Convention; however, the draft texts contained therein do 
not bind any delegation.

10. The Ad Hoc Committee recommends to the Conference on Disarmament:
(a) that the Appendix to this Report be used for further negotiation and drafting 

of the Convention;
(b) that the reports of the Working Groups, as contained in documents CD/CW/ 

WP.149, CD/CWAVP.150 and CD/CWAVP.151, together with other relevant 
present and future documents of the Conference also be utilized in the further 
elaboration of the Convention;

(c) that the Ad Hoc Committee resume its work under the Chairmanship of 
Ambassador R.I.T. Cromartie (United Kingdom) and under its present mandate 
for a session of limited duration during the period 12-30 January 1987; that the 
work cover issues under Articles III, IV, V, VI, and IX, and parts of Article II 
relevant to Articles V and VI; furthermore, that consultations be undertaken on 
these issues by the Chairman in the meantime in preparation for the resumed 
session; that for that purpose open-ended consultations of Xh^AdHoc Committee 
be held between 24 November and 17 December 1986 including when necessary 
meetings with full services, and that the Committee present to the Conference on 
Disarmament a report on its work during the inter-sessional period;

(d) that the Ad Hoc Committee be re-established at the outset of the 1987 
session with its 1986 mandate and that Ambassador R. Ekeus (Sweden) be 
appointed as its Chairman.

156. Reply by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to 
the Leaders of Six Nations: Nuclear Test Ban, 
August 23,1986^

I wish to thank you for your message of 7 August 1986,  ̂in which you put 
forward a new concrete initiative designed to break the deadlock affecting a key 
issue in lessening the risk of nuclear war—that of ending nuclear weapon tests.

We are in full agreement with the conviction stated in your declaration that 
responsibility for protecting our planet is borne by all peoples living on it. The 
task of preserving human civilization and preventing it from perishing in the 
flames of nuclear catastrophe is indeed a common task for all States and all 
peoples. Once a nuclear war broke out, it would affect all and everyone.

’ CD/730. The reply was addressed to President Alfonsm, Prime Minister Carlsson, 
Prime Minister Gandhi, President de la Madrid, President Nyerere, and Prime Minister 
Papandreou.

 ̂Document 142, n. 1.
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We share your assessment of the fatal consequences to which the use of even 
a small fraction of the world’s existing nuclear arsenals may lead. The process 
of upgrading and further stockpiling is continuing, and nuclear weapon tests are 
contributing to it. That is why there is no more urgent and important task today 
than that of putting a stop to all nuclear tests. Such a step could genuinely help 
to stop the qualitative and quantitative development of nuclear arsenals. This 
measure would mark a beginning of progress along the path leading to a nuclear- 
free world.

All that stands in the way of a halt to nuclear testing is the position of certain 
powers, rooted in suicidal reliance on nuclear muscle. The task of preserving 
human civilization in the nuclear-space age urgendy requires new political 
thinking, which should be based on recognition of the fact that the build-up of 
nuclear arsenals, far from enhancing security, can on the contrary lead to “zero” 
security, in other words total annihilation.

Guided by a sense of responsibility for the fate of mankind, we instituted a 
unilateral moratorium on nuclear explosions.^ Today, after it has been in effect 
for one year, the Soviet leadership has decided to extend it until the beginning of 
1987.1 should like to emphasize that this was not an easy decision for us to arrive 
at. I am sure you know that the United States, despite our moratorium, has not 
ceased conducting nuclear explosions, and as a result is moving forward in 
building up nuclear stockpiles. Nevertheless, we consider that our unilateral 
action is justified, as it should help to solve the problem of nuclear tests and save 
mankind from the nuclear threat. In taking this step, we believe that people in all 
countries will arrive at a correct assessment of the lengthy silence reigning at 
Soviet testing sites.

I am profoundly convinced that, if the United States joined the Soviet 
moratorium—and our extension gives it a further chance to do so—it would 
accomplish an earnest and responsible step towards halting the improvement of 
the most destructive weapons, as well as their stockpiling.

A bilateral moratorium would undoubtedly promote progress towards a treaty 
banning nuclear weapon tests. The verification measures to be developed to 
monitor compliance with the moratorium could, as you rightly note, constitute 
important steps towards the establishment of a system to verify compliance with 
a comprehensive test-ban treaty. At the general political level too, the morato
rium would create favourable preconditions for the conclusion of such a treaty.

We believe that the Soviet-American talks which began in Geneva at the end 
of July should work towards that goal. The Conference on Disarmament could 
become an important forum for multilateral talks on this problem, with the 
removal of artificial barriers preventing it from working effectively to prepare a 
draft treaty to ban all explosions for test purposes.

We consider that the United Nations, where the question of ending nuclear 
weapon tests has been under discussion for more than three decades, has not yet 
exhausted its potentialities in this regard, and that more energetic use should be 
made of them.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444—445.
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In our view, all avenues should be pursued in this field, and one set of talks 
should complement others rather than precluding or replacing them. On this 
basis, I believe that the meeting you propose between experts from your six 
nations and Soviet and American experts could make a valuable contribution to 
achieving the goal of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, and set the stage for 
energetic and businesslike multilateral dialogue on these issues. We are ready to 
send Soviet experts to such a meeting.

The Soviet Union has already expressed its readiness to follow up your 
proposal regarding the provision of assistance in verifying the suspension of 
nuclear tests, including on-site inspections, if, of course, it is accepted by the 
other side. Naturally it would be useful to consider your new proposals jointly, 
and to seek mutually acceptable solutions to the problem of verification of the 
cessation of nuclear testing.

It is clear from the “Mexico Declaration”"̂ that you and we have a shared 
approach to the serious consequences which would ensue if outer space were to 
become a new arena for the arms race. Like you, we are convinced that space 
should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes, in the interests of all mankind. 
This is the foundation of our country's recent initiative calling for the develop
ment of international co-operation in averting an arms race in space and 
promoting its peaceful use.  ̂At the Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space 
weapons we have tabled concrete proposals designed to ensure that space does 
not become an arena for military rivalry. We are in favour of strengthening the 
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-ballistic Missile Systems,^ which in present 
conditions constitutes the foundation of strategic stability, as well as full and 
strict compliance with all the provisions of that instrument, which has no 
specified date of termination. A matter of considerable significance in our view 
is early agreement between the USSR and the United States on banning space- 
to-earth and space-space strike weapons, prohibiting anti-satellite systems and 
destroying such facilities already possessed by the two sides. The Soviet Union 
is open to suggestions for solving this whole group of issues, and for seeking 
individual agreements which will ultimately lead to the goal laid down—a 
dependable means of blocking the path to the militarization of outer space.

In the “Mexico Declaration”, you also touch on the question of a new Soviet- 
American summit. The Soviet Union is in favour of such a meeting. However, 
this new meeting should promote the normalization of relations between the 
USSR and the United States, improvement of the international situation and more 
rapid progress in the arms reduction talks. At such a meeting we would be 
prepared, for example, to sign an agreement banning nuclear tests. In brief, a 
meeting of the Soviet and American leaders should be really meaningful. This 
was the thrust of the understanding reached by the leaders of the two countries 
in Geneva.

Document 143.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 491-497, 708-714.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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In conclusion I should like to express my conviction that our joint efforts to 
curb the arms race and halt nuclear weapons tests will eventually be translated 
into concrete measures that will lead to attainment of that important goal.

157. Statement by the Brazilian Representative (de 
Souza e Silva) to the Conference on Disarmament: 
Nuclear Test Ban, August 28,1986^

A nuclear test ban has been the most contentious issue in this forum since its 
inception in 1979. It could not be otherwise. Testing or not testing nuclear 
weapons is the watershed between the arms race and disarmament. Some 
countries have already made their choice, others have not. It is an issue in which 
fundamental perceptions of security, even of survival are involved. Heated 
exchanges on this subject, as we have witnessed in recent meetings, are not 
surprising. I am taking the floor today not to fuel these exchanges but to try to 
understand them.

For the majority of delegations around this table a test ban should be negotiated 
and adopted as soon as possible. For other delegations, clarifications of, and 
agreements on, certain questions that might lead to our final goal are still 
required. On this divergent approach, it seems to me, lies the main, if not the only, 
reason for our contention.

For the Group of 21 we should proceed forthwith to starting negotiations for 
the conclusion of a test ban. According to the Western countries, before coming 
to that stage, we should previously discuss and agree on some preliminary and 
essential problems, namely, verification, compliance and scope. They are quite 
right. There will be no test ban without a solution to all these elements. For this 
reason they have pressed insistently for the adoption of an ad hoc committee with 
a mandate that would address such issues.

Let us suppose for a moment that the Conference accepts the Western 
proposals. We set up a committee and we achieve everything the Western 
countries have in mind. We might even adopt a document, let us say a draft Treaty 
in which all delegations present here unanimously agree that there are no more 
problems concerning verification, compliance and scope. Apparently, we shall 
have then made a very substantial progress. But would we have made a step 
forward to our common goal? I would say no, for the simple reason that we do 
not have a common goal.

The overwhelming majority wants a test ban, while one delegation does not. 
And in this case it is not just one delegation: it is the key delegation which 
disagrees, for reasons it has stated in recent years over and over again. Its position 
is not the same as we used to know some time ago. In July 1980, we received a 
report on a test ban signed by the United States, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom, in which we read: “The desire to achieve an early agreement, which

 ̂CD/PV.383, pp. 33-35.
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is so widely shared by the international community, has been repeatedly 
expressed at the highest level of all three Governments” (document CD/130 of 
30 July 1980).  ̂ In 1981 we heard in the First Committee ofthe General Assembly 
that a test ban was a “long-range objective” for the United States.^

There we notice that “early agreement” and “long-range objective” do not 
express, to say the least, the same kind of urgency. More recently, we have been 
informed that the United States position was subject to new qualifications. It has 
been stated here, in Geneva, in the First Committee in New York, and in the White 
House in Washington that a test ban would jeopardize the security of the United 
States, its allies and friends, would undermine its military credibility and would 
be destabilizing for the present deterrence on which its policy is actually based. 
Accordingly, to that delegation, or rather, to the United States policy, nuclear 
testing is essential to security, stability and peace.

At the same time, however, the United States delegation insists on the 
establishment in this Conference of an ad hoc committee on a nuclear test ban. 
Only two days ago we heard a statement delivered by Ambassador Lowitz in 
which he said it was regrettable, even deplorable, that some delegations had 
prevented the Conference from adopting a mandate, his mandate, that would set 
up such a committee."  ̂ So some delegations, including my own, are being 
criticized for blocking progress on a test ban by the same delegation that firmly 
believes that a test ban would be an unacceptable outcome to our endeavours. In 
all good faith one might ask: what are we talking about?

My understanding is that the Conference must have a committee on a test ban, 
but it must not have a test ban. We should be looking forward to dealing with all 
matters related to tests, but not to a ban on tests.

We might tread all important avenues, but the final destination would always 
be beyond our reach, unless that delegation, or its Government, decides to return 
to its previous position referred to in 1980. If there is a different conclusion to that 
muddle I should like to hear it, and first of all, from the United States delegation. 
Otherwise, I see no meaning in our wrangling over concepts, formulations, 
words, when we know that the proposed objective is considered to be counter
productive by the very delegation whose co-operation in this field is absolutely 
indispensable. Arguments that, in spite of this reality, we must keep on trying, at 
least for the sake of credibility, should be dismissed. We have a mandate from the 
international community to which we must report on our achievements and 
failures with equal faithfulness.

This situation reminds me of the story of a father who said to his children: if 
you behave properly during the week I will take you out on Sunday to a pastry 
shop and there you may look, as long as you wish, at the pies and cakes displayed 
in the window, provided you do not touch them.

I had expected that we might deserve a different kind of treatment.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 317-321. 
3 Ibid, 1981, p. 489.
^CD/PV.382, p. 16.
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158. Statement by the Chief of the General Staff of the 
Armed Forces of the Soviet Union (Alchromeyev) 
Before the Conference on Confidence- and Secu- 
rity-Buiiding i\/leasures and Disarmament in Eu
rope, August 29,1986^

I wish to express gratitude for the opportunity provided to a representative of 
the Soviet armed forces to address the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- 
and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, this imposing 
international forum. I am acting on instructions from the Soviet Government.

Today your work is the focus of attention of the nations of Europe and not only 
of Europe. The state of affairs at the conference has been constantly kept within 
the field of vision of the leadership of our state. We in the Soviet Union have been 
thoroughly analyzing the course of the conference and the participation of the 
Soviet delegation in it, have been studying and taking into account the views and 
proposals of other countries. Taking into consideration all the facts we make 
decisions with the aim of achieving mutually acceptable solutions, thus ensuring 
a constructive conclusion of the conference.

This attention on the part of the Soviet Government and the Soviet public to the 
conference is understandable, for it was Europe where world wars flared up twice 
in which our nation suffered particularly heavy losses. We in the Soviet Union 
always remember those irretrievable losses. In Europe two groupings of forces, 
each a million strong, of the biggest military alliances, NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty, face each other even today. At present the European continent is one of 
the most dangerous areas in terms of nuclear confrontation. Other types of 
weapons have also been concentrated here in a great degree. Europe today is an 
area of the world over which many dangers loom large, therefore confidence- 
building among states and peoples is of special significance here.

Prerequisites exist for this. Europe has a valuable experience in peaceful 
development and cooperation. The CSCE Final Act adopted in Helsinki in 1975 
laid the foundation for further reducing military confrontation and promoting 
disarmament.^ The adoption of the Final Act created conditions for the negotia
tion of new political and military aspects of security. The measures on confi
dence-building and reduction of the military threat recorded in it reflected vividly 
a qualitatively new stage of the present day and aspirations for a better future in 
relations among states with different social systems. As General Secretary 
Mikhail Gorbachev points out, “it is important, while preserving the assets that 
have already been accumulated, to move further: from the initial to a more lasting 
phase of detente, to mature detente, and then to the building of dependable 
security on the basis of the Helsinki process and a radical reduction of nuclear and 
conventional weapons.” The Stockholm Conference has a great role to play in the

• ACDA flies.
 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarma

ment, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see the Department of State Bulletin, 
vol. LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.
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achievement of this goal. The Soviet Union came to this international forum 
firmly determined to work for mutual understanding and the achievement of a 
mutually acceptable balance of interests. It is our profound conviction that the 
improvement of the situation on the European continent, peace and tranquility in 
our European home would be of great significance not only for our continent but 
for all other continents as well.

The Soviet State has never set any objectives in any area, including the military 
area, which would be aimed at gaining unilateral advantages, diminish other 
states’ security, or run counter to the interests of other nations. Our military 
doctrine has a strictly defensive thrust. The USSR and its allies are determined 
opponents of war in any of its versions. The Soviet Union assumed an obligation 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. The Warsaw Treaty member states 
declared to the entire world that they will never begin military actions against any 
state unless they themselves become subject to aggression.

In the military field our country intends to act in such a way that no one would 
have grounds for concern about their security. At the same time both we and our 
allies want, in our turn, to eliminate the threat that is looming over us. Therefore 
we press for a radical reduction of the current high level of military equilibrium, 
for a total exclusion of nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction 
from arsenals, seek to reduce offensive capabilities of the opposing groupings of 
armed forces, so that they would become a means of defense for all military 
alliances and individual countries.

The USSR proves its commitment to the limitation of arms and reduction of 
the military threat in practice. The recent extension of our unilateral moratorium 
on nuclear weapons till January 1, 1987  ̂ is yet another big step of the Soviet 
Union to break the vicious circle of the arms race, to make a beginning for a total 
elimination of nuclear arms. This decision of ours meets the interests of the 
peoples of all countries. It evidences that the USSR has no other intention but to 
seek an end to nuclear confrontation. The Soviet moratorium, as a concrete action 
and not just as a proposal, proves the seriousness and honestness of our program 
for nuclear disarmament, of our calls for new policies—the policies of realism, 
peace and cooperation.

The extension of the moratorium is not to the liking only of those who try to 
draw the Soviet Union into a race to develop ever newer weapons, who wish to 
push us to the road of confrontation in negotiations. These quarters try to dislodge 
us from the road of detente which we have chosen. The desire of the Soviet Union 
to steer international development toward detente is consistent with our philoso
phy and our morals.

The Soviet Union and our friends pursue also here, at the Stockholm Confer
ence, a constructive line to achieve in Europe a true atmosphere of security and 
to develop a broad spectrum of confidence-building measures of a political and 
military character.

The Soviet delegation—all socialist countries in cooperation with other 
participants in the conference—have done much to reach agreement on such key

 ̂Documents 153 and 156.
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issues as non-use of force, notification of military maneuvers and movements of 
forces, invitation of observers, and verification of compliance with agreements 
achieved.

We assess positively the agreement on transfers of forces to Europe that was 
achieved the other day. This is a serious agreement which can become an 
important link in the system of accords designed to ensure European security. In 
military and political terms notification of transfers of forces can, undoubtedly, 
increase the degree of confidence and contribute to the reduction of concern and 
alarm related to the build-up of forces in Europe.

At the same time we share the view of the neutral and non-aligned countries 
to the effect that an agreement at the conference should not cover mobilization 
activities of the participating states. Indeed, mobilization activities concern 
sensitive elements of national security of most states and affect their defense 
capabilities in a different degree.

Our delegation is prepared to continue to seek mutually acceptable solutions. 
For example, for the sake of common interests we accepted the exchange of 
annual plans of notifiable military activities, agreed to reduce the level for 
notification of maneuvers of land forces, and, although it was very difficult for 
us, agreed to postpone notification of independent air and naval exercises till the 
second stage of the conference.

At the same time all must be aware that air and naval forces in general are the 
two main services of the armed forces which represent a particularly dangerous 
threat to security. It is not only we but also many other states that are greatly 
concerned about exclusion from the coverage by confidence-building measures 
of independent military activities of air and naval forces while land forces are 
subject to the maximal measures of notification, observation, and verification. 
This underlines the importance of the constructive steps offered by the Warsaw 
Treaty states, which agreed to postpone the consideration of notification of air 
and naval maneuvers. However, we are confident that during the second stage of 
the conference activities of these services of the armed forces will occupy an 
appropriate place in negotiation. Notification of these maneuvers must find its 
solution.

Our desire to achieve an agreement at the Stockholm Conference, like our 
disarmament proposals in general, is based on the awareness of the great 
responsibility for security of our nation and of all European nations as well. We 
are entitled to expect reciprocal steps on the part of NATO states. However, we 
have to note that on a number of important issues discussed at the conference 
matching movement on their part is clearly insufficient.

The Soviet Union made a proposal to limit the scale of major military 
maneuvers; many participants in the conference supported us in this respect. We 
cannot understand the stubborn refusal to limit the scale of major military 
maneuvers, as it exempts the most dangerous type of military activities in Europe 
from any limitation. What do modem major maneuvers mean? They mean 
putting the armed forces in combat readiness on the scale of the entire European 
continent, putting command and control centers up to the highest echelon into the 
war-time regime, and moving ground forces. In the course of such maneuvers
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large contingents of troops and airforces are transferred to Europe from overseas. 
They are accompanied by a broad mobilization of human and material resources.

Thus, the Autumn Forge exercise of NATO forces which will be also 
conducted this year involves up to 300,000 troops, approximately 4,000 tanks, 
2,000 aircraft and 300 naval ships. The exercise covers the entire territory of 
Western Europe (from North Cape to the southern coast of Turkey) and the 
adjoining sea area. In the course of this exercise with the entire duration of over
2 months they practice plans of preparing and conducting the initial period of war 
with the use of conventional, chemical, and nuclear weapons, test new weapons 
and hardware and various methods of warfare. Suppose that a similar exercise 
would be conducted by the Warsaw Treaty organization at the same time? The 
situation in Europe in such periods would become critical.

We are convinced that such exercises are not required for normal training of 
troops and naval forces. These exercises are used as a means of military pressure. 
We do not conduct such exercises. Given the dangerous destabilizing nature of 
such exercises, the demand of most countries that major exercises must be 
significantly limited is quite legitimate.

There is also obviously the problem of covering the U.S. territory with 
confidence-building measures. We are speaking of it in terms of the future. It 
concerns directly or indirectly Europe. Military activities with respect to the 
European continent—of one of the participants in the conference which possess 
the biggest armed forces—^become frequently unpredictable. The noncoverage 
by confidence-building measures of U.S. military activities on its territory 
becomes dangerous and puts at a disadvantage the other participants in the 
Stockholm Conference. The recent statement of the U.S. Administration on the 
final session of the Stockholm Conference referred to usefulness of confidence- 
building measures, to their contribution to the predictability of the military 
situation in Europe depends to a large extent on the predictability of U.S. action, 
their readiness to cover with confidence-building measures their own military 
activities, in particular, major maneuvers of the armed forces.

If maneuvers of troops near the Volga River and the Urals are subject to 
notification and verification, legitimate thoughts come to people’s mind as to 
why the same activities are not verified near the Missouri River and Cleveland.

Avoiding this issue under various pretexts the United States seek at the same 
time to put under control and day-to-day training of subunits and units of land 
forces in areas of permanent location in the form of the so called “out-of-garrison 
activities.” What lies behind the “out-of-garrison activities” concept? The 
substance of the U.S. position, upon close scrutiny, on this question means 
control for the state of units and subunits when they are engaged in combat 
training in areas of permanent location.

In order to achieve agreement on notification of any type of military activities 
it is necessary to define clearly what specific military activities will be subject to 
notification and, accordingly, verification. The “out-of-garrison activities” concept 
for notification or its modification, that of “outside permanent locations”, 
provides no solution to the problem. It contains many leeways for abuse and 
interference into the internal affairs of states and thus cannot serve as the criterion 
for notification. We can say with even greater justification that the out-of
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garrison concept is incompatible with inspections. Inspection must have a 
concrete address, i.e., maneuvers, movements, and transfers of forces which are 
subject to notification.

The Soviet Union is prepared to agree to any reasonable verification measures 
promoting the limitation of the arms race and confidence-building among 
countries. Obviously, verification is not an end in itself. Its scope and methods 
depend on the character and volume of concrete agreements regarding measures 
of disarmament and confidence-building.

Any attempts to portray things in such a way as if the USSR is against 
inspections and hence it is impossible to agree on any real disarmament steps 
constitute a deliberate lie. We accept the widest possible inspection to terminate 
nuclear testing. By the way, when we raised this question in this fashion in 
negotiation it turned out that our counterparts were simply being cunning: they 
made out of the verification problem an artificial obstacle covering up for their 
unwillingness to give up nuclear testing. We are ready to accept inspection in 
solving the problem of banning and completely eliminating chemical weapons. 
The Warsaw Treaty member states envisaged on-site inspections in their propos
als regarding the reduction of the armed forces and conventional weapons in 
Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals. In brief, the verification problem does not 
exist. The USSR is agreeable to various forms of verification, including interna
tional ones. We confirm this here, at the Stockholm Conference, as well in 
solving questions of verification of confidence-building measures.

Of course, we regret that our most active interlocutor on the inspection issue 
among the participants in the conference while speaking in favour of “openness 
of all military activities in Europe” puts its own territory outside verification. It 
seems likely that in this case there is a desire to open (“make transparent”) Europe 
to the Urals and close its own military activities.

Despite this the Soviet Government deemed it possible to agree to inspections 
in order to verify confidence-building measures. The USSR is doing so guided 
by the desire to make progress in the consideration of the questions at the 
conference and to conclude it by concrete results. Obviously, we believe that 
inspections must not be turned into an intelligence gathering instrument, i.e., they 
must not diminish anyone’s security. Specifically, the USSR considers that each 
state participating in the Stockholm Conference could allow the conduct of on
site inspections on its territory within the European continent based on the quota 
of one to two inspections per year on requests from other participating states, if 
suspicions arise regarding compliance with confidence-building measures which 
will be negotiated.

The inspection area specified in the request of an inspecting state forms an 
important element in this scheme. It should be an area where a notifiable military 
activity takes place—troops or operational and tactical exercises, movements, 
transfers of forces, and exercise- and movement-related concentrations of forces 
outside areas of permanent locations above a notifiable level. In order not to 
diminish security of the inspected state requests should not claim the conduct of 
inspections in closed areas or in military and defense installations with restricted 
access. At the same time we act on the assumption that such closed areas will be 
defined as applied to an agreement on verification of compliance with CSBMs.
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Naturally, the number and extent of these closed areas should be kept within 
reasonable limits, i.e., they should be so as to assure compliance with agreements 
reached at the conference. They should not include areas where notifiable 
military activities take place.

There are still divergencies at the conferenc;^ regarding methods for inspec
tion: NATO countries, in particular, insist on air inspection.

I’ll be frank; to us military men, inspection from the air has been a traditionally 
difficult question since the “open skies” doctrine proclaimed by President 
Eisenhower."  ̂At that time, as is Imown, no agreement was reached to this effect. 
However, time moves us to new frontiers, requires new political and military 
approaches to questions of ensuring peace and cooperation, confidence and 
security in the entire world and especially in Europe.

With this understanding and taking into account the situation at the Stockholm 
Conference we could think of adopting an air/ground version of on-site inspec
tion on the clear understanding that inspections would be carried out from 
transportation vehicles and aircraft provided by the inspected state. In our view, 
delegations could consider it at the conference. Such are constructive proposals 
of the USSR and other socialist countries aimed at achieving agreements on the 
major issues of the conference. Our steps are dictated by the peaceful policies of 
the Soviet Union and follow from the defensive nature of our military doctrine.

Unfortunately, the conference is still proceeding slowly and there remain 
many unresolved issues, although time is running out. It would seem appropriate 
to come to grips with all the questions under discussion without putting anything 
off till the end of the conference so that it would complete its work on September 
19 by adopting substantial agreements.

We count on a reciprocally constructive approach of all the participants in the 
conference. In so doing we assume that the problem of security today is our 
common problem and hence our common concern and our common responsibil
ity. It would seem that this truth is evident to all. However, the work for detente, 
enhanced stability, and confidence in the world takes place in difficult circum
stances. On the one hand, the Soviet moratorium on nuclear tests has been in force 
for the second year; we have declared and put on the negotiating table in all fora 
our constructive proposals to achieve mutually acceptable agreements on arms 
limitation. Forces working for peace have intensified their efforts throughout the 
world. On the other hand, there exists a direct and open refusal to terminate 
nuclear testing, stubborn commitment to the arms race, opposition to peace 
initiatives, and disregard for the peoples’ concerns about the dangerous course 
of events in the world.

In these circumstances it is very important to conclude the Stockholm Confer
ence positively. The main significance of this fact would be that there would be 
made an important step for the better in European affairs and in international life 
in general.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 486-488.
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159. Letter to Senator Quayle From a Deputy Negotia
tor (Cooper) for the U.S. Delegation to the Nuclear 
and Space Arms Talks: Interpretation of the Anti- 
Ballistic l\/lissile Treaty With Respect to Future 
Systems, August 29,1986^

As you requested, I am writing to provide the substance of our conversation last 
week regarding my perception, based on our negotiations since March 1985, of 
the Soviet views on the restraints on development and testing of “future 
technologies” under the ABM Treaty.^ I trust these thoughts will be useful to you 
in your discussion with your colleagues in the Senate.

The March 1985 Soviet proposal (which is still on the table) included a ban on 
the development, testing and deployment of so-called “space-strike arms.” The 
Soviets have defined “space-strike arms” to include all space-based ABM 
systems and components, all space-based weapons capable of attacking targets 
in the atmosphere and on Earth’s surface, and anti-satellite (ASAT) systems of 
all basing modes. (Notably they left our [out] ground-based ABM systems, which 
have been the focus of most of their ABM research, development and deployment 
activities.)

Their proposed ban on the latter two categories (i.e., space-to-earth weapons 
and ASATs) clearly went beyond existing international commitment. But their 
proposed ban on space-based ABM systems at first puzzled us because it seemed 
redundant with existing U.S.-Soviet obligations under Article V of the ABM 
Treaty. (They did propose to ban all “scientific research” as a part of develop
ment, which went beyond the ABM Treaty, but we never took that as a serious 
proposal.)

Light was shed on this puzzle last year by an intensive internal review of the 
ABM Treaty negotiating record. During our second round, we began to draw 
upon the record to refute Soviet charges regarding the legitimacy of the SDI 
program under the ABM Treaty. Following these initial discussions with the 
Soviets in the second round, a very comprehensive review was undertaken in 
Washington between the second and third rounds, and during the third round. 
That review led to the conclusion that the Soviets never agreed to include ABM 
systems based upon “other physical principles” in the Article V prohibition. The 
only limitation on such ABM systems and components agreed to by the Soviets 
was included under Agreed Statement D which prohibits deployment without 
negotiation and amendment to the Treaty, but not development and testing of 
such systems and components.

As Ambassador Gerard Smith makes clear in his book, “Double Talk,” the 
Soviets opposed all limitations on future ABM systems. (See attached excepts.^) 
Indeed, the earliest versions of the draft Treaty tabled by both sides were 
understood by both sides to apply to only then-current technologies. After the

‘ Congressional Record, June 30, 1987, pp. S9021-S9022. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Not printed here.
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U.S. Government decided (following substantial internal debate as described by 
Ambassador Smith) to seek limitations of “future” ABM systems as well, the 
U.S. Delegation pursued that objective with diligence. Just as diligently, the 
Soviets opposed the U.S. objective. Careful study of the record shows that neither 
side was totally successful, and both sides were partially successful, in achieving 
their objectives. The U.S. objective of a limitation on ABM systems based on 
“other physical principles” was achieved, and that limitation was embodied in 
Agreed Statement Ambassador Smith points to this achievement with 
legitimate pride in his book. (See p. 344 in the attached excerpts.) But he did not 
get everything he wanted; the record shows that the Soviets did not accept Article 
V to apply for substitute “devices” for ABM components (i.e., ABM interceptors, 
ABM launchers, and ABM radars) in spite of the U.S. negotiators’ best efforts 
to get them to do so.

In this light, we now understand that the inclusion of all space-based ABM 
systems and components in the March 1985 Soviet proposal to ban “space-strike 
arms” was not redundant with prohibitions under the ABM Treaty—as we first 
thought in March 1985. Furthermore, I believe the Soviets probably had believed 
since 1972, that the ABM Treaty permitted development and testing of other than 
fixed land-based ABM systems composed of ABM interceptors, ABM launchers 
and ABM radars. This was their “half-a-loaf ’ in 1972. Some of my conversations 
with my Soviet counterparts, prior to the U.S. public announcement of the results 
of our comprehensive review tends to confirm this view. Since then, the Soviets 
have adopted a uniformly contrary view. This is understandable, because our 
decision to constrain the SDI program to be consistent with our previously held 
view of the terms of the Treaty puts them in the best of all worlds; The U.S. has 
legitimized the “broader interpretation” for them, if there was any doubt, while 
continuing the narrow restraints on activities under the U.S. SDI program. Their 
public position is no doubt intended to provide pressure to help perpetuate this 
situation.

I want to emphasize again that I believe our Negotiating Group, because of our 
dialogue with the Soviets in Geneva, stimulated the study by Defense, State and 
ACDA last summer and fall. The study was not undertaken out of the blue to 
“torpedo the Treaty” as some have suggested. It was a logical consequence of our 
negotiations. Indeed, the absence of negotiations on strategic defenses since 
1972 was probably the reason why this was the first time such a comprehensive 
study of the negotiating record was undertaken. This is itself a rather startling 
fact.

From my personal study of the 1972 negotiating record and the 1972 ratifica
tion hearings, I believe what happened was simply that many on the U.S. side 
believed they achieved their negotiating objective of including ABM systems 
based on “other physical principles” under the Article V prohibitions. I believe 
the Soviet negotiators probably returned to Moscow believing they had agreed 
to limit deployment of such systems, but that they had a partial victory in not 
prohibiting their development and testing. I have no doubt but that if we had

 ̂Printed as Agreed Interpretation E in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 206.
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observed the Soviets conducting such development and testing of Article V 
systems based on “other physical principles,” they could have explained the 
legitimacy of their activities with a clear rationale, based upon the Treaty and 
negotiating record. And our lawyers would have argued they had a case difficult 
to refute. I trust the current study of the record by the Senators will arrive at the 
same conclusion.

160. Address by ACDA Director Adelman: Arms Con
trol and the Congress, August 30,1986^

Arms control today stands at a crossroads. One path before us points to a bright, 
even promising future, the other to a confused, somewhat discredited past. One 
path points to renewed strength and confidence, the other to weakness and 
increased anxiety, to Hamlet-like inaction if not retreat.

At this crossroads in arms control, I believe President Reagan is pointing the 
right way. Unfortunately, many in Congress are not.

A critical question before us today is whether the Congress of the United 
States—whether the House of Representatives, in particular—whether both 
parties working side by side will permit the American people to take the right path 
on arms control—the path of safety, the path of peace.

As I speak to you today, the answer to that question is in doubt.
I come to you today with a message from Washington. And that message is that 

in the House of Representatives of the Congress of the United States, things have 
gotten sadly out of joint.

For 5 long years, with the strong support of the American people. President 
Reagan has laid the groundwork for a more stable world and for more effective 
and realistic arms control. For 5 long years. President Reagan has repaired our 
national defenses so that we could bargain with the Soviet Union from a position 
of confidence and strength. For 5 long years. President Reagan has pushed and 
prodded the Soviet Union toward genuine arms control, toward the goal of deep, 
equitable, and verifiable reductions in nuclear weapons. For 5 long years, 
President Reagan has reshaped the arms control agenda to provide a formula for 
real security.

Now, at the very moment when the President’s policies are obviously begin
ning to pay off—when the Soviets themselves have begun to talk for the first time 
of the possibility of reducing their vast and growing nuclear arsenal—at the very 
moment when our negotiators are hard at work in Geneva, Vienna and Stock
holm, in Moscow and Washington—at this very moment, some in Congress are 
trying to switch tracks.

When the Congress should be doing everything possible to strengthen the 
President’s hand—the House is actively trying to tie his hands.

' ACDA press release, August 30, 1986. The address was delivered before a joint 
session of the American Legion’s National Security and Foreign Relations Commissions 
at the Convention Center in Cincinnati, Ohio.
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Now is when national unity is most needed. The high-level arms control 
experts’ meetings are underway, the Geneva talks resume on September 18;̂  
Secretary Shultz meets with Foreign Minister Shevardnadze on September 19; 
and the summit is expected later this year.

But the House has just voted a defense authorization bill whose clear effect will 
be to pull the rug right out from under our negotiators and sap our strength. In a 
nutshell: the House bill is a bad idea, coming at the worst possible time.

The House bill is a bad idea, first, because it would force the United States in 
effect to subscribe to a nuclear testing moratorium that the Soviet Union has been 
pushing in large part for propaganda purposes and to divert attention from the real 
task at hand—the negotiations of deep reduction in nuclear arsenals. This 
moratorium is similar to one from 1959 to 1961, the one President Kennedy 
declared the Soviets “callously broke.” And break it they did indeed. They 
conducted the largest series of nuclear tests ever, 40 tests in 2 months, and 
exploded the largest single blast ever (55 megatons) on October 30, 1961. And 
now the House is imposing, in effect, another moratorium.

Second, the version of the defense bill passed by the House, and to a lesser 
extent the Senate, would slash funds necessary for the U.S. Strategic Defense 
Initiative, a research effort vital to our future, and the very program which is 
largely responsible for getting the Soviets back to the negotiating table and for 
driving them to concede that nuclear weapons should really be reduced.

Third, the House bill is a bad idea because it would require the United States 
to comply unilaterally with SALT IP limits. SALT II is an agreement that was 
never approved by the Senate and thus never ratified; an agreement that would 
have expired under its own terms even if it had been ratified; and an agreement 
that the Soviet Union is clearly and seriously violating. In fact, the USSR is 
violating two key provisions that were hailed in 1979 as major hallmarks and 
accomplishments of SALT II.

Fourth, the bill is a bad idea because it would forbid testing in space of a U.S. 
anti-satellite weapon needed to provide a deterrent against an already existing 
and operational Soviet ASAT weapons system—thereby conceding to the 
Soviets an ASAT monopoly.

Fifth, it’s a bad idea because it would prohibit production of binary chemical 
weapons vitally necessary to restore the waning credibility of our deteriorating 
chemical deterrent, to raise the nuclear threshold in Europe, and to provide the 
Soviets with a concrete incentive for serious negotiations on our proposed global 
ban on chemical weapons. And this is coming at a time when the Soviets have 
vastly expanded their chemical forces.

A political cartoon a while ago in the Richmond News-Leader summed up this 
situation. The first frame shows a Soviet general, who says, “We have finally 
discovered a perfect defense for your MX missile.” In the second frame there is 
a picture of the U.S. Capitol, labeled: “U.S. Congress.”

Members of Congress cannot have it both ways. They cannot demand that the 
President achieve progress in sound arms control and then remove the very means

2 I.e., the Nuclear and Space Arms Talks.
 ̂For the text of the SALT 11 Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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he has to get it. Sapping the strength of America’s defenses simultaneously saps 
our arms control bargaining position. That is exactly what the House version of 
the Defense Authorization bill would do, if it ever became U.S. law.

In the field of arms control today, there is a new animal. It is rather like those 
mythical beasts of old comprised of part horse, part bird; part man, part horse. 
This one is part dove, part pigeon. It’s called an “arms control amendment.”

Just what is this beast?
Look at the House’s unilateral testing ban, the House’s unilateral ASAT ban, 

the House’s unilateral ban on chemical weapons, and the House’s unilateral cuts 
in our vital research program to determine if defenses against nuclear missiles are 
feasible. These unilateral cuts are all being sold to the Congress, and sold to the 
American people, on the ground that they are amendments to help arms control.

An “arms control amendment” says that you can strengthen America’s 
bargaining position by cutting America’s defenses.

An “arms control amendment” restricts U.S. defense programs, but can do 
nothing about Soviet defense programs.

I don’t buy this. It’s a cop-out. Nor should the American people buy it. In the 
name of advancing arms control and strengthening national security, these House 
actions undermine both.

It’s one thing to oppose a particular defense program. Not everybody is going 
to agree with specific programs. It’s one thing to vote to cut a program on its own 
merits. But it’s another thing to kid yourself into thinking that cutting defense 
programs is going to advance the cause of arms control. That’s just illogical.

I sometimes hanker for a return to a simpler, more direct national security 
debate. Do you remember those days when, if a member of Congress opposed a 
defense program, he or she got up and said simply and forthrightly: “I oppose this 
program. It’s a lousy program for A, B, or C, reasons.”

Today when a member wants to cut our defenses, he or she frequently concocts 
an arms control amendment. This says, “I am here today to do wondrous things 
to advance peace and arms control. I’m going to vote against this program.” Or, 
better yet, “I’m going to link this program to Soviet behavior. As long as the 
Soviets do such-and-such, there will be no funds for this program.”

One of the worst-ever examples would have had us stop building any more MX 
missiles—a system four Presidents considered essential to our national secu
rity—to reward the Soviets— n̂ot for giving us anything in return—but just for 
returning to the negotiating table, which they had no right to leave in the first 
place. That is a risky approach to our security and to negotiations, to put it mildly.

To the degree that the defense authorization bill becomes a patchwork of such 
amendments, the Soviets are given greater and greater control over the pace at 
which we modernize our defenses, over which programs we deploy for our 
national security, over whether we will be able to acquire programs to match ones 
they already have.

They are also given much less reason to negotiate. Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft, 
President Ford’s National Security Adviser, summed it up: “[I]f I were a Russian 
negotiator, I wouldn’t rush to the bargaining table. We’re doing so many things 
to ourselves, it would be interesting for them to simply sit back and see what else 
we can do.”
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The basic problem here is that while Congress can restrain American pro
grams, it can’t restrain Soviet programs. You would think that this would be 
glaringly obvious, but apparently it isn’t.

Two hundred years ago, when Congress was debating the creation of the 
Federal Army, General Washington happened to be present when a member 
proposed a resolution limiting the army to 5,000 soldiers. General Washington 
thereupon suggested another resolution, limiting any army of an invading enemy 
to 3,000 soldiers. The first resolution was drowned in laughter. In today’s House, 
I’m afraid. General Washington’s satirical suggestion could easily be mistaken, 
and provide a formula for an “arms control amendment.”

Obviously, many members of Congress do want to argue programs on their 
merits, and the arms control arguments are sometimes just sugar-coating. Many 
seem to feel that researching new technologies to defend this country and our 
allies—technologies that might provide us with a means of destroying an 
attacker’s missiles in flight, technologies that might strengthen strategic stability 
and reduce our vulnerability—^many seem to feel that we are researching these 
technologies too vigorously. I certainly don’t think so, and I strongly disagree 
with those who want to cut back the SDI program.

SDI is vital to our security. SDI is vital to our future. SDI is vital to obtaining 
real reductions.

Those who want to cut SDI need to remember that the Soviets are looking at 
the big picture over here. When the Congress make these cuts, it has to consider 
the response of the Soviets, who have a huge strategic defense program which is 
unrestrained by any parliament and which is violating the ABM Treaty."^Winston 
Churchill put it well. He wrote, “However a commander may be absorbed in the 
elaboration of his own thought, it is necessary sometimes to take the enemy into 
consideration.”

The Defense cuts contained in the current version of the House bill add up. 
Credibility is a seamless web, and cut after Congressional cut in this seamless 
web undermines our overall defense and arms control credibility. When the 
Soviets look at the big picture, these individual cuts add up to one big message. 
That message is that the Soviets might do better to count on Congress to give them 
something for free, rather than give up something themselves in negotiations. 
That is a message of weakness, not strength. As President Reagan has said, we 
should lower our defense capabilities only in response to a reduced threat—not 
in response to reduced U.S. will.

Hiding behind all these so-called arms control amendments there is an age-old 
failed hope: “unilateral concessions on our side will bring matching concessions 
on the other side.” This is something akin to the flat-earth theory of the arms 
control business or to the alchemist’s old trick of transmuting lead into gold. That 
trick didn’t work in the Middle Ages, and this one won’t work today.

Haven’t we all learned this about arms control in the past quarter-century? The 
Soviets see these cuts as a sign not of goodwill, but of lack of will. Unilateral 
concessions on our side simply mean unilateral advantages on theirs.

 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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Examples abound. During the late 1970s, President Carter ended the B-1 
bomber program. Shortly afterward, Senator John Tower, then chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Conmiittee and later one of our arms control negotiators 
under President Reagan, was in Moscow. He noted that President Carter had 
ended the B -1 bomber program and asked the Academician Aleksandr Shchukin 
what the Soviets would now do in return. Shchukin’s response was as terse as it 
was direct. He replied: “Sir, I am neither a pacifist nor a philanthropist.” They 
never have been and never will be pacifists or philanthropists. If we don’t hang 
in there with a strong hand, we can expect nothing in return.

Congress, of course, has a critical role to play in these matters, and a great 
service to perform. Members of Congress provide essential continuity between 
administrations. As such, they are the trustees of the long-term national interest; 
clearly this was the Founding Fathers’ intention. But Congress best performs this 
role not by haggling over minor matters but by taking the wider and longer 
perspective.

All these so-called “arms control amendments” are in fact unilateral conces
sions undercutting genuine arms control. They reflect an increasingly partisan 
and counterproductive character in the security and arms control debate.

Maybe it’s that time in the calendar every even-numbered year when the silly- 
season of election-time approaches. But we shouldn’t let it.

We need to stop spending so much time negotiating with ourselves and start 
spending more time negotiating with the Soviets.

The late Sen. Henry S. (“Scoop”) Jackson used to say that the best politics on 
national security is “no politics.” That’s an excellent rule, and one that should be 
followed today.

161. Newspaper Interview of Soviet General Secretary 
Gorbachev by the Chief Editor of Rude Pravo 
(Horeni), September 8,1986^

Question: Your statement on the extension of the unilateral moratorium on 
nuclear explosions until 1 January 1987  ̂evoked a very broad response and, it 
seems to us in Czechoslovakia, it has had a serious impact on the arrangement of 
sociopolitical forces in the world regarding questions of disarmament.

How do you assess the reasons for this and the possible consequences of the 
Soviet Union’s major new peace-loving action?

Answer: The answer to the first part of the question seems obvious. Consid
erably more people have now learned about the Soviet moratorium than some 
time ago. The political leaders and mass information media of the West are

‘ Moscow Izvestiya in Russian, September 9,1986, morning edition, p. 1; FBIS Daily 
Report, September 9, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. AA l-A A ll. The answers of the General 
Secretary were handed to Zdenek Horeni, chief editor, by Yegor Ligachev, to the 
questions sent to him beforehand.

 ̂Document 153.
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finding it increasingly difficult to hush up the fact of the unilateral 1-72 year 
moratorium,^ and indeed, the U.S. arguments in favor of testing have become 
tarnished and their effect on the public has waned somewhat. That is my first 
observation. Secondly, an increasingly profound realization of the reality of the 
nuclear threat is spreading throughout the world. This threat can be averted only 
be eliminating nuclear weapons, as we are proposing, and—as a first step— b̂y 
ending nuclear testing. This is as clear as daylight, as the saying goes. Even 
people obsessed with the arms race cannot fail to realize this, in their heart of 
hearts.

Our socialist friends, communist parties, the conference of the Nonaligned 
Movement in Harare which represents dozens of states, the leaders of the “Delhi 
Six,” numerous public organizations and trade unions, authoritative political 
parties, including the West German Social Democrats, and the British Laborites, 
and prominent figures of science and culture throughout the world have come out 
in support of the Soviet moratorium and have appealed to America to follow the 
USSR’s example. On the whole it can be said that it is easier to enumerate those 
who have not supported our action than those who have approved it.

Words of support—and we value them highly—confirm that the new political 
thinking is forcing a way for itself through ingrained prejudices, outmoded 
notions, and through the obstructions of falsehood about the “Soviet threat.”

So far as can be judged from American data, U.S. public opinion and a 
considerable proportion of the Congress support the idea of ending nuclear tests.

In a word, it has never before been so generally accepted that nuclear war 
cannot be waged and that there cannot be a victor in such a war whatever artful 
scenarios for hostilities may be devised.

Something else can be added to this: U.S. policy is beginning to scare people 
more and more; glaring manifestations of a militarist line have opened many 
people’s eyes and no longer can anyone conceal alarm over the fact that a 
catastrophe really could occur.

The response generated by the Soviet Union’s ending of nuclear explosions is 
also linked, of course, with the fact that this is not a declaration but action. For 
the fourth time we have extended the moratorium. A year without explosions is 
both a political and military reality. The trend of wisdom and common sense is 
now present in practice in world politics and can be developed and consolidated 
with an agreement on mutual prohibition of nuclear tests. And also by other bold, 
strong steps, and by the solution of pressing issues and issues that are overdue for 
solution.

Surely, for instance, it is important for the destiny of Europe and of the whole 
world to crown the work of the Stockholm conference with a sound accord? 
Undoubtedly it is. And for its part, the Soviet Union together with Czechoslova
kia and the other socialist countries is taking practical steps to have that come 
about. There is a possibility—I have already had occasion to speak about this— 
to reach a consensus on banning chemical weapons and eliminating their 
industrial base.

 ̂For the original moratorium announcement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985,
pp. 444-445.
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Rational compromises are possible on strategic arms, medium-range nuclear 
missile weapons, and conventional arms if one in fact strives for a lowering of 
the level of military confrontation and for equivalent [ravnoznachnyy] security. 
An accord is also possible on strengthening the regime of such a fundamental 
document as the ABM treaty."̂

But things must be looked at as they actually are. The opportunities would seem 
to be multiplying but there is no change for the better.

In this sense the reaction in the U.S. ruling circles to our statement is indicative. 
From the very outset the reaction has revealed that at least in the entourage of the 
President, whose spokesman this time did not even attempt to conceal his 
annoyance, there is, for the moment, no serious thought being given to the 
elimination of the nuclear threat. This is why the extension of the moratorium 
generated such dissatisfaction there. One can see that people in those circles felt 
uncomfortable when faced with the new Soviet proposals. It has evidently 
become very difficult to justify one’s stance in the eyes of both the world public 
and the U.S. public.

But once again they have set off along the same old road, seeking to belittle the 
significance of our action by labeling it “propaganda.” [paragraph continues] But 
the question arises: If this is propaganda what do we want to prove to people and 
what do we want to say with it? To convince them that it is possible to do without 
nuclear explosions? To say that we are backing up our appeal for mankind to be 
rid of nuclear weapons by ending the testing of them? What’s wrong with such 
“propaganda”?

In general, regarding our being accused of “propaganda,” I have already said 
repeatedly: It is not serious of people to want to transfer our responsible political 
actions to such a plane. This is the wrong approach to take at such a tense, one 
could say, turning point of world development.

We do not want to win in a propaganda war. We do not even want to participate 
in such a “skirmish,” considering it unworthy of the importance of the topic 
[schutaya yeye nedostoynoy vazhnosti predmeta]. Our aim is to take a real step 
toward real disarmament. And we sincerely invite the U.S. Administration to do 
this. We want to get the negotiations moving in order to drive away the nuclear 
threat for the sake of the security of everyone and for the sake of genuine detente 
[razraydkd].

There is certainly a great deal of propaganda speculation surrounding our 
moratorium in the entourage of the White House, in political circles, and also in 
the press. The impression is sometimes formed that in the United States there is 
a general inclination to replace foreign policy with propaganda. How can we get 
a businesslike dialogue then, one that promises success! We reject such a style 
and we believe that we are talking about things that are too serious for verbal 
games to be played around them. And we want to count on the fact that ultimately 
we will be understood in America and that our appeal will receive an adequate 
and fitting response.

Speaking of the “seriousness” that we have been urged to show regarding our 
latest extension of the moratorium, I would like to say that today the attitude

The text of the treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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toward ending nuclear tests and to the speediest drawing up of a treaty on their 
total prohibition has become a most cogent indicator of how seriously each of the 
biggest nuclear powers does in fact regard disarmament, international security, 
and indeed the cause of peace in general.

In the 18 August statement, I have already said that one’s attitude to nuclear 
explosions is a test of historical maturity. I am deeply convinced of this.

Moreover, this is a touchstone for verifying real purposefulness and for 
verifying the main content of a nuclear state’s foreign policy.

Indeed.
If you want military superiority you don’t need a moratorium.
If you want to continue the arms race, and particularly if you want to shift it into 

new spheres, into space, you don’t need a moratorium.
If you want to have new and more sophisticated types of weapons a moratorium 

counts for nothing here.
If in solving international problems you count on force and intend to resort to 

diktat and blackmail a moratorium is also an impediment to you.
If you fear honest competition with the other social system in the field of the 

economy, democracy, culture, and the spiritual richness of human life, a 
moratorium is obviously not suitable for you.

If you are not concerned about what happens to nature or the human environ
ment [you] will continue to carry out nuclear explosions.

If the avaricious appetites of the bosses of the military business and all those 
connected with them are more important than the opinions and vital interest of 
hundreds of millions of people throughout the world you continue nuclear tests.

In other words, the attitude taken toward a moratorium reveals the real essence 
and thrust of a policy. There is no getting away from this.

But if there is a real desire to start reducing and then to completely do away with 
nuclear weapons, as both the President himself and certain members of his 
administration have officially and solenmly stated repeatedly, if there is a real 
understanding that nuclear war is intolerable, if the thrust is that the United States 
does not seek military superiority, there are no fundamental obstacles to reaching 
an equal and stricdy verifiable \proveryayemyy] agreement.

This is why we consider that “the ball is not in the Russians’ court,” as the 
silver-tongued heralds of the White House assert, but in the Americans’ court.

Incidentally, the question is even broader and more significant than the attitude 
toward a moratorium, although, I repeat, the attempts to avoid this disarmament 
problem of fundamental importance, lose [rastvorii] it in other questions, and 
switch it to another plane are quite characteristic.

For if you catalogue the administration’s entire post-Geneva policy, an 
alarming picture takes shape. Here we find the expediting of SDI, tests of the 
AS AT antisatellite complex, and other actions undermining the ABM treaty; the 
tests of a new ICBM and new aircraft and submarines and statements about 
abandoning the SALT II treaty^—and at the very moment when it is being 
proposed that a second summit meeting be held with us; fantastic requests for the 
new military budget; appropriations for binary weapons; strong-arm marauding

5 Ibid,, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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“neoglobalist” actions against Libya and Nicaragua and in southern Africa and 
elsewhere; and military maneuvers in the vicinity of the Soviet Union—from the 
North Sea and the Baltic to the Far East—which have no parallel since the fifties 
in terms of resources mobilized. Marshal Akhromeyev was right when he said at 
the Stockholm conference: Imagine what would happen if the Warsaw Pact 
countries launched such maneuvers

How are we to interpret these challenging military demonstrations? As a 
manifestation of peaceableness and an aspiration for mutual understanding or, 
maybe, as preparing the atmosphere for a summit meeting?

Incidentdly, in and around the White House it is being stated outright: All this 
is necessary to force the Russians into new concessions. Such is the level of 
responsibility of those for whom the arms race is a pot of gold and, incidentally, 
the level of their understanding of those with whom they are dealing.

This kind of military-political practice prompts a very serious conclusion: 
They want to legalize the arms race; essentially this is material and psychological 
preparation for world war. The question that the public is rightfully beginning to 
ask is: What? Is America preparing [sobirayetsya] to fight? If so, the logic of the 
administration’s actions is understandable.

Association with the sixties, when an extreme reactionary grouping nakedly 
expressed its White House ambitions, involuntarily come to mind. But at that 
time America itself put that grouping under siege. Other people came to power, 
and an opportunity opened up for curbing the spread of “cold war” and then, in 
the seventies, halting it altogether. Treaties were concluded, and some of them 
are still operating today.

But what are we seeing now? Military programs are again being launched, but 
programs of a kind which create a much greater threat of the unleashing of world 
war than at that time since this is taking place at a new scientific and technical 
stage of the arms race and when much bigger arsenals of weapons capable of 
destroying civilization several times over are in existence.

Therefore the task for our two countries and all peace-loving forces is to 
prevent this arms race from becoming irreversible.

A much more serious responsibility than before—a special responsibility, I 
would say—for the direction which the course of world events will take lies with 
the American people. They have something to ponder.

I want to believe in the American people’s sense, realism, and even elementary 
sense of self-preservation. Our two peoples need to cooperate, not be hostile; to 
be friendly, not fight. I again appeal for this.

I know. Comrade Horeni, that in your country, Czechoslovakia, in our country, 
and in other countries the following question is often asked: Does not a desire to 
undermine the USSR and the socialist conmiunity economically lie behind the 
policy of an uncurbed arms race? In particular, how is it possible to assess both 
the official statements and the conjectures in the mass media that the economic 
problems and difficulties existing in the USSR will force it, if a bit more pressure 
is exerted, to agree to one-sided consessions?

 ̂Document 158.
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We do have economic problems and difficulties. We have been and continue 
to be open about them. There are a considerable number of problems and 
difficulties in other countries, particularly those which have recently embarked 
on the path of independent development. But surely such problems also exist in 
the West, in the United States itself? Moreover they are growing threateningly 
there, most acute problems are accumulating, the state debt has reached astro
nomical figures, and the enormous unemployment is again beginning to assume 
threatening dimensions, and social contradictions are deepening.

As for our economic concerns, we would like to cope with them more rapidly 
and better and therefore we would welcome any opportunity to switch resources 
and forces from defense into civilian sectors, into increasing people’s prosperity. 
But we will never sacrifice security interests here and will not make concessions 
on security, including at talks. Indeed, the Soviet people would not allow us to 
do this.

We can see clearly the attempts to use the arms race to undermine the USSR 
and world socialism economically. And we will do everything to prevent these 
malicious plans from coming about. We will act in several areas at once: in the 
diplomatic, military, political and—indeed yes!—^propaganda areas, but primar
ily in the economic area. We will increase the economy’s efficiency, build up 
acceleration, and improve management.

From this viewpoint, high-quality labor by Soviet people and working people 
from the socialist community countries is simultaneously a contribution to the 
cause of peace. If we show any weakness, the pressure by the enemies of 
socialism grows. If we become stronger and more solid economically, politically, 
and socially, the capitalist world shows greater interest in normal relations with 
us, and any illusions that the course of history can be reversed are dispersed.

Question: Responses to your statement include some like this: It is said that 
neither a unilateral moratorium nor even a bilateral agreement with the United 
States on this issue would make any practical contribution to the solution of the 
nuclear disarmament problem. Is this so?

Answer: Under no circumstances can I agree with this.
Attempts are indeed being made to place the moratorium in opposition to arms 

reduction, and even to prove that it supposedly prevents the start of the 
disarmament process. The following opinion is current in certain circles and the 
press: It is said that nuclear weapons are an “evil,” but a “necessary evil” since 
they serve deterrence, and if this is so, they need to have their reliability 
checked—in other words, tests must be conducted.

All this is absurd, if not an attempt to confuse people.
Way back in January we proposed a joint start on “eradicating the evil itself’— 

eliminating all nuclear weapons by the end of the century.*̂  Of course, this is not 
an easy task. But we also propose that it be solved stage by stage taking all 
complexities into account; we allow 15 years for this; we envisage parallel efforts 
in the sphere of the elimination of chemical weapons and radical reductions of 
conventional weapons; and, simultaneously with disarmament, we have in mind

 ̂Document 5.
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progress in the political, economic, and humanitarian spheres of international 
relations.

Attempts to set the question of ending nuclear explosions in opposition to the 
question of reducing nuclear weapons are in bad faith for one more reason. Such 
attempts sow the illusion that apparently the two powers had already “almost” 
agreed on radical reductions of nuclear weapons, and suddenly the USSR created 
an obstruction with its moratorium. But matters stand completely differently. 
Since the time of the Geneva meeting, and despite all the USSR’s efforts, we have 
not moved an inch closer to an arms reduction agreement.

And yet, a mutual termination of nuclear explosions would immediately and 
substantially help an agreement on this. After all, termination of tests would 
essentially halt the race in the most dangerous sphere—the sphere of the creation 
[sozdaniye] of new types of nuclear weapons and their improvement. The only 
thing left to tackle is the quantitative arms race, which is simpler.

Thus, our stance is that the termination of nuclear explosions is organically 
linked with the reduction of nuclear arms and would seriously help solve this task. 
I am no longer talking about the political aspect of the matter. You would agree 
that mistrust, fear, and suspicion have a fatal effect on the international climate. 
There is also the ethical and moral aspect. To continue tests means to expend 
resources and funds for evil, while there is an unbelievably great and still growing 
need for them for good humanitarian work.

Question: It is said that Soviet nuclear weapons are "simpler and do not need 
reliability checks,” while the American ones are “more complex and therefore 
their efficiency must be continually tested.”

Another story is circulating to the effect that, prior to announcing its morato
rium in 1985, the Soviet Union had improved its nuclear arsenal, considerably 
overtook America in this respect, and therefore can allow itself a break in testing, 
while the United States, it is said, now has to “catch up” and that is why it is 
conducting explosions.

What is the truth?
Answer: There is no truth at all. All these claims are false from beginning to 

end.
Specialists prove extremely convincingly that nuclear explosions are in no way 

necessary to confirm the reliability of already existing nuclear weapons. Relia
bility can be verified [kontrolirovat] just as efficiently and, at the same time, far 
more cheaply and safely by other methods, without nuclear explosions.

Prolonged practical experience testifies that it is possible to feel sure about 
nuclear ammunition without conducting explosions and while confining oneself 
to checking [proverka] the nonnuclear components of bombs and warheads. In 
accordance with the existing treaty, the United States and the USSR have not 
conducted tests with a yield in excess of 150 kilotons since 1974. Meanwhile, 
ammunition with yields that exceed this “threshold” constitutes 70 percent of the 
U.S. nuclear arsenal, and ours is no less. This means that both we and they have 
faith in the reliability of weapons even without explosions! Why confuse the 
issue?

If the Americans doubt the durability [ustoychivost] of their nuclear arsenal, let 
them embark on the elaboration of an agreement to terminate tests and our
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specialists will share with them the “secrets’' of how to check the condition of the 
nuclear charges even without tests.

No. The main purpose of the nuclear weapon tests being conducted by the 
United States is the creation [sozdaniye] of fundamentally new types of weapons. 
What does this mean? Here is what it means: New nuclear warheads, with greater 
yield and increased accuracy, are being developed [razrabatyvatsya]. Space- 
based nuclear weapons—X-ray lasers with so-called nuclear pumping—are 
being created [sozdatsya] in the course of the tests. Work is being done to prepare 
\podgotovka\ a completely new type of weapon capable of striking targets both 
on earth and in space. Under these circumstances it is hypocritical to say that a 
test ban would produce nothing to solve the problem of nuclear disarmament.

With regards to the second argument, it could have sounded somewhat like the 
truth during the first couple of months of our moratorium, but not now that the 
silence reigning on Soviet nuclear test sites is into its second consecutive year. 
If the development [razrabotka] of new nuclear weapons and the improvement 
of old ones demand more and more nuclear tests—and this is undoubtedly the 
case— t̂hen, according to logic, the United States, which has conducted many 
more explosions than the USSR, plus the 18 in the year of our moratorium, should 
be far ahead. It appears, therefore, that we rather than they should be catching up. 
To put it briefly, the actual way in which the issue is presented is absurd.

We have also heard the following opinion: It is not possible, as far as tests are 
concerned, to be satisfied for a certain period of time with a compromise between 
the Soviet and U.S. positions; in other words, not a complete ban, but some kind 
of “regulation” [reglamentatsiya] of tests.

Of course, when proposing an agreement to the other side, one must never 
reject compromises outright. But the idea of “regulation” instead of termination 
still seems to me incorrect in principle.

In the first place, we already have regulation: the 1963 treaty® and the so-called 
“threshold” agreements of 1974  ̂and 1976.*® But they have not halted the arms 
race. It has even been intensified—of course, not because these treaties are in 
existence.

The very same thing could happen with the proposed “regulation’' of under
ground nuclear tests. It is more than likely to result in the race taking another 
direction which would later appear to have been even more dangerous.

There can simply be no halfway solution to the problem of nuclear tests. There 
is only one honest way to present the question: Either agree not to test nuclear 
charges and put an end to this once and for all times, or signal the start of even 
more dangerous military preparations. There is no third option.

If the Americans were able to drag the world into a space arms race, whatever 
terms they might use to describe these arms—“defensive” or otherwise—it 
would certainly lead to an extremely risky destabilization of the entire military-

* I.e., the so-called Limited Test Ban Treaty. For the text, see Documents on Disarma
ment, 1963, pp. 291-293.

 ̂The text of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty may be found ibid., 1974, pp. 225-227. 
Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332 (the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty).
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strategic situation. The threat to mankind would take on qualitatively new lethal 
parameters. No one has the right to close his eyes to this.

Question: Once again, as with all the Soviet Union’s other initiatives. 
President Reagan’s entourage and representatives of certain other NATO gov
ernments are trying to distract attention from the cardinal problem you have 
raised—that of the nuclear disarmament process—using all kinds of speculations 
about monitoring [kontrol] and verification \proverkd\.

How do you evaluate this approach?
Answer: Precisely as you do—as an attempt to distract attention. They want 

to prolong the life of the bankrupt argument to the effect that a nuclear test ban 
is impossible to verify [prokontrolirovat]. This argument has become bankrupt, 
primarily because of the successes of science. Today it is possible to detect any 
nuclear explosion, even the smallest, by national means. In order to help resolve 
the problem, the Soviet Union has nonetheless consented to other methods of 
verification [kontrol]. The “Delhi Six” offered their services^‘—we agreed;but 
the United States was silent. Scientists reached agreement on installing seismo
graphs and other equipment near the nuclear testing ranges in the USSR and the 
United States—we supported this initiative too, despite the fact that the Ameri
can Government was scornful of it.

Not so long ago I received a group of prominent scientists and specialists in this 
sphere from USSR, the United States, the West European countries, and Japan, 
and had a detailed conversation with them. I was once again convinced that they 
do not have the slightest doubt about the possibility of the most reliable 
verification [kontrol] of a nuclear test ban.

But at the moment, this is how things stand: The United States has not 
expressed any readiness to embark on disarmament and is talking not about 
verification [kontrol] of disarmament, but about verification [kontrol] of arms.

I myself and our military comrades have more than once had occasion to say: 
We know what the Americans are doing, what happens at their nuclear and other 
testing ranges. And their attempts to conceal some things, including some of their 
explosions (among them one carried out a week ago), convince us yet again that 
you cannot take them at their word. And indeed: We have no reason to trust the 
American generals, and we cannot count on trust on their part. We are therefore 
in favor of strict, scientifically substantiated verification [kontrol] and we will 
insist on it, including on-site inspection. But I repeat: not of the carrying out of 
explosions, but of the ending of explosions.

American instruments have already been installed near the Soviet nuclear 
testing range in Semipalatinsk Oblast. We believe that it would be possible to 
transform the scientists’ accord^  ̂into an official agreement and jointly keep an 
eye on things in order to ensure that a possible agreement on ending nuclear 
explosions is not violated. We could also think about creating an international, 
supranational network of verification [kontrol] of the ending of tests. I will take

" Documents 27, 142, and 144.
Documents 33 and 156.
Document 85.
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this opportunity to put this proposal to the U.S. President. The problem here is 
completely solvable. The fact that Washington is trying to portray it as a nut 
which cannot be cracked is simple to explain: The United States is not prepared 
to renounce the arms race, and so it is bluffing.

I repeat: They need nuclear explosions not for deterrence (there is nobody to 
deter; nobody is about to attack the United States) but for the creation of weapons 
designed for the waging of nuclear war.

Question: One last, delicate question, Comrade Gorbachev, if I may. Judging 
by numerous statements from the U.S. President’s entourage, and indeed the 
Western press, they now want to focus the world public’s attention on a new 
meeting between you and Mr Reagan and in effect to substitute talk about this for 
all the topical problems of curbing the arms race.

What can you say about that?
Answer: We are in favor of holding a Soviet-American sunmiit meeting, a 

meeting which would be marked by perceptible progress in resolving at least one 
or two significant problems of international security.

After Geneva we took many steps to bring our positions closer together on a 
wide range of problems concerning overcoming the arms race. The approach 
which could be formulated as “all or nothing” is alien to us. But it is not worth 
having a meeting for the sake of “nothing.” Perhaps that would suit some people; 
it certainly does not suit us.

The questions at issue concern all countries, the entire world community, 
although the measure of responsibility is, of course, particularly great for the 
Soviet Union and the United States. That is why, however much we are provoked, 
we do not break the threads of contacts with the American Administration, we do 
not call into question their usefulness, we do not slam the door (although some 
people in the West, and particularly in the U.S. President’s entourage, would very 
much like that). But the value of contacts lies not in contacts themselves, but in 
their results.

We expect that the upcoming meeting between E.A. Shevardnadze and U.S. 
Secretary of State G. Shultz will help to clarify where we stand at the moment, 
whether the Soviet-American dialogue has a chance of progress.

If they deliberately proceed from the premise that a moratorium is unaccept
able, if the question of medium-range missiles in Europe is blocked, if strategic 
arms have to be improved, and so forth, then what is there to negotiate about? In 
the atmosphere of a frantic arms race, fueling of tension, and demolition of 
existing treaties, a summit meeting is hardly going to be of any use. But it would 
be quite easy to use it to deceive people, to reassure the public by creating a 
semblance of well-being and at the same time continue to [pursue a] dangerous 
policy. In fact, there are already attempts to do this by creating the impression that 
preparations for a meeting are in fiill swing.

And by fueling false optimism this way: Everything is virtually ready for the 
meeting they say—they are reckoning, perhaps, on making sure that they shift the 
responsibility for the results of their destructive policy onto the Soviet Union. 
There is another idea that probably has the same purpose: the idea that the USSR 
has concluded that you will not get anywhere with the Reagan administration.
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But we attach too much importance to the time factor to decide now to mark 
time for 2 and 1/2 years. No. To wait, to delay would be an inexcusable error. We 
will continue to use every opportunity for productive dialogue, for progress 
toward the limitation and reduction of armaments, and for the settlement of 
regional conflicts and the development of international cooperation in all urgent 
areas. In this sense we have a clear conscience as far as the Soviet people and other 
peoples are concerned. And our Czechoslovak friends and the socidist conmiu- 
nity countries understand us well and consistently and firmly support us.

I want to stress that we very much value and scrupulously take into account our 
allies’ opinion and are fully resolved to further improve the mechanism and 
methods of consultations and the joint elaboration of socialism’s foreign policy. 
We value highly our allies’ and friends’ political initiatives and their activeness 
in the struggle for a new way of political thinking and active and equal 
participation in common efforts to solve the problems of peace, security, and 
disarmament.

I do not think I can remain silent about another aspect of the matter connected 
with the sunmiit prospects. There have been many fabrications about my 
confidential correspondence with the U.S. President. I do not want to disclose its 
content, but I will say something about the fabrications. Their sin lies in the fact 
that they are deliberately optimistic and there is something of a publicity 
maneuver about them.

In late July we received another letter from the U.S. President—a reply, as it 
were, to our initiatives. I know that in the West this letter is presented as 
something new in terms of Washington’s stance, “leaks” that have been arranged 
for the administration’s benefit, and they pretend that the ball is now is Moscow’s 
court. We will, of course, give the President our reply.

I have thoroughly examined the President’s letter, under a microscope and 
through a telescope, figuratively speaking. I will not be more specific—after all, 
confidentiality was agreed. But I can appreciate people’s desire to know what is 
in it—in this private letter. After all, it affects them all, all the people in the world. 
If they could see the texts of both letters and compare the significance of each of 
them in terms of unraveling the main knots on the path of disarmament they 
would see how seriously and responsibly the Soviet leadership approaches the 
problem of preventing war, the way we formulate our proposals in a specific and 
businesslike manner, taking into account the other side’s interests.

They would see, too, that we are by no means without hope, that we believe in 
the force of reason and mankind’s sense of self-preservation.

By our actions and initiatives we are seeking to strengthen the peoples’ hope 
that the situation can be changed, that there is an available alternative to 
confrontation. I believe we have already entered the second stage of the global 
antinuclear process, the phase not only of hopes but of realistic plans and specific 
actions based on them. As a Communist I believe in the strength of the masses 
who are in the grips of the new thinking which points to a way out of the crisis 
situation.

The time for the adoption of joint, responsible—albeit compromise—deci
sions is the most valuable time we still have. But it is passing quickly. The age 
of nuclear weapons is evidently the most rapid of all the ages world history has
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been through. That is why specific action is so essential. I will end by appealing 
for this.

On behalf of the CPSU and all Soviet people I send best wishes to the fraternal 
Czechoslovak people.

162. Article by the Chief of Staff of the Soviet Armed 
Forces (Ai<hromeyev): Nuciear Tests and the Soviet 
Response to the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative, 
September 8,1986^

Whitewashing the U.S. Administration’s refusal to terminate nuclear explo
sions, some American representatives contend that since the U.S. is behind the 
U.S.S.R. in the modernization of nuclear weaponry it needs to stage tests. 
Washington also says that the U.S.S.R. can afford the moratorium because it is 
supposedly ahead of the U.S. in the number of tests conducted. These statements 
are inaccurate. The facts show that it is the U.S. that is in the lead in the number 
of nuclear tests held, accounting for more than half of all explosions detonated 
over the entire period worldwide. The U. S. is also in the lead in the number of tests 
in each medium, in the atmosphere, under ground and under water.

Consider the last two years. In 1984 the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. conducted an 
approximately equal number of nuclear tests. In 1985 the U.S.S.R. conducted 
nine tests, prior to its moratorium, while the U.S. staged 20. The U.S.S.R. has 
staged no nuclear tests for more than a year now, while the U.S. has conducted 
18 since our moratorium came into effect. Of this number it reported 15. The 
other three, which it did not report, were of low capacity. One was held in August 
1985, just after the Soviet-announced moratorium,^ the other two were conducted 
in the autumn of 1985 and in the spring of 1986. They were recorded by the 
national technical means available to the Soviet Union.

Hence, the issue is not one of a “lag”, but rather that if nuclear testing is stopped, 
it will be impossible to develop national anti-missile defences or deploy space- 
based strike weaponry, at any rate on the large scale envisaged in the U.S. 
Furthermore, the Pentagon intends to modernize its nuclear potential completely. 
To this end new nuclear warheads are needed, and these must be tested. Some 
nuclear tests are conducted to ascertain the reliability of existing nuclear devices. 
However, they account for a very small proportion of tests.

Eighty percent of tests, perhaps even more, are carried out to develop new 
nuclear weaponry and energy sources for space-based arms.

When U.S. preparations for “star wars” are mentioned, what is meant are plans 
to employ a multi-tiered system for the anti-missile defence of U.S. territory and

' Moscow New Times in English, No. 35, September 8, 1986, pp. 4-5; 
JPRS-TAC-86-080, October 6, 1986, pp. 5-6. The article appeared under the general 
headline, “The Historic Chance Must Not Be Missed: A Military Man’s View. We Will 
Find the Proper Reply to SDL”

 ̂For this announcement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444-445.
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to devise and deploy space-based strike weapons. The aim of the U.S. is to make 
Soviet strategic nuclear forces worthless, disarm the U.S.S.R. and thus acquire 
the opportunity to threaten us continually with a massive nuclear-missile strike. 
The deployment of national ABM defences and space-based strike weaponry 
will upset the existing military equilibrium between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S., 
generate strategic chaos instead of stability, and drastically increase the danger 
of nuclear war.

Should the U.S. continue to implement its plans for “star wars” the U.S.S.R. 
will be obliged to take appropriate measures in response. We will quickly find a 
suitable reply and, moreover, it will not be what the U.S. expects. It will be a reply 
that will make the “star wars” programme worthless. The U.S. has no monopoly 
on scientific and technological progress in the military field. The development 
of science and technology in this field has reached a level at which the perennial 
struggle between sword and shield, defensive and offensive weaponry, is decided 
in many, not just one, directions. The U.S.S.R. is capable of meeting U.S. action 
to subvert the balance by means of a national anti-missile defence system and 
space-based strike weaponry. However, strategic offensive weaponry may be 
improved in a manner that will make the SDI programme fabulously expensive 
and difficult to implement. There are other possibilities as well.

Of course, if the U.S. deploys SDI we will have to reply. Unfortunately, we 
shall require additional resources to do so. But why waste resources and 
manpower devising newer and newer kinds of weaponry? That is another reason, 
prompted by economic considerations, why we want to end the arms race and are 
opposed to the development of space-based strike systems.

However, in the present situation the U.S.S.R. is obliged to conduct research 
in many fields. In some of these we can confidently envisage effective measures 
to counteract the U.S. SDI programme. They could be prompdy implemented 
should the U.S. deploy a national ABM system and space-based strike weaponry. 
The U.S.S.R. will choose modes of operation that best accord with its defence 
interests and will in turn confront the U.S. with the need to find a reply.

But if nuclear testing is stopped, the further development of strategic arma
ments will also be halted. It will then be well-nigh impossible to deploy either 
space-based strike weaponry or national anti-missile defences. The U.S.S.R. has 
a stake in this. In announcing the extension of its moratorium, it hopes that peace- 
loving states and the world community will support it. The decision to extend the 
moratorium for the fourth time had to be weighed carefully. It was vital to have 
an accurate estimation of the balance of forces. Still, we placed ourselves at a 
definite disadvantage, believing it to be acceptable for the time being. Our own 
defence capacity and that of our friends is being maintained at proper levels.
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163. Statement by the U.S. Representative (Lowitz) to 
the Second Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, 
September 9,1986^

The United States welcomes the opportunity to join other states in the second 
review conference of the parties to the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven
tion.^ This is an important occasion, and my delegation believes that it should be 
utilized for a thorough and productive assessment of how the convention is 
operating and what'further actions parties should undertake.

The United States fully abides by the provisions of the Biological and Toxin 
Weapons Convention and is committed to strengthening the international norm 
against biological and toxin weapons established by this convention. However, 
my delegation cannot overlook the problem that became evident at the first 
review conference, and the problems that exist today, concerning compliance of 
other states with the convention. Therefore, the U.S. approach to the conference 
is both critical and constructive.

The objective of this convention is the elimination of a broad range of 
dangerous and morally repugnant weapons. The United States signed and ratified 
the convention in the hopes of eliminating, once and for all, all biological and 
toxin weapons. Unfortunately, since that time, toxins have been used for hostile 
purposes. We have concluded that there have been a number of instances of 
noncompliance with the convention. In light of this situation, the United States 
has drawn very serious conclusions about the effectiveness of the convention.

We are not here to insist on agreement with our conclusions or to ask that 
allegations be accepted as proven. But we do stress that states parties have an 
obligation to resolve concerns that are raised about their activities and that other 
parties to such a multilateral agreement have an obligation to address and 
investigate questions which are raised with respect to compliance. Such re
sponses have not been forthcoming in many cases, and in some instances, 
investigations have been actively impeded. To date the United States has not 
received satisfaction with respect to its specific concerns regarding noncompli
ance, and investigations of the use of toxins, mandated by the UN General 
Assembly, have been blocked. These actions have hurt the convention and, more 
generally, the arms control process.

We have been able to determine in some cases that the convention has been 
violated, despite its lack of stringent verification provisions and I would note that 
potential violators should understand that they face a risk of exposure.

Another concern related to the convention results from advances in biotechnol
ogy. These have increased man’s ability to design new substances or modify 
known substances. They have also made it easier to produce such materials. 
These advances have now made it possible to manufacture biological or toxin

' Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, pp. 40-41.
 ̂For the text of the Convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.

Document 163



LOWITZ STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 9 535

agents in much smaller, less distinctive facilities than in the past. While 
promising great medical and industrial benefits, these developments have 
brought about capabilities which, if misused, could pose a significant biological 
and toxin weapons threat. And they have further complicated verification of 
compliance with the convention.

The United States believes that the international norm against biological and 
toxin weapons established by the convention is important and should be main
tained, supported, and strengthened. We believe that, in the course of the present 
review of the convention, measures can be adopted that would help make more 
visible activities which are permitted under the convention but which could give 
rise to suspicions if conducted secretly. We are prepared to join other delegations 
in exploring a series of such measures to help provide assurance that permitted 
activities are not being used as a cover for prohibited activities. Such measures 
could be agreed upon now at the review conference and embodied in the final 
document.

I would now like to set out briefly our views concerning the convention; to 
begin with, the purposes of the preamble. The United States continues to attach 
great importance to making effective progress toward general and complete 
disarmament. Likewise we attach great importance to strict compliance with the 
Geneva protocol of 1925,  ̂and we deeply regret the violations of this fundamental 
instrument for arms control that have occurred. And we continue to be convinced 
that, because the use of biological and toxin weapons is repugnant to the 
conscience of mankind, no effort should be spared to minimize this risk, with the 
objective of excluding completely the possibility of such use.

As I stated at the outset, the United States has fully abided by the provisions 
of the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, and it will continue to do so.

With regard to Article I, the United States is in full compliance with its 
obligations. Facilities previously used for development, production, or stockpil
ing of biological or toxin weapons were converted to peaceful purposes well in 
advance of the time specified by the convention. However, the United States 
believes that the Soviet Union, in violation of this article, has continued to 
maintain an offensive biological warfare program and capability and has been 
involved in the production and use of toxins for hostile purposes in Laos, 
Cambodia, and Afghanistan.

In accordance with Article II, the United States destroyed all existing stocks 
of biological and toxin weapons and means of delivery prohibited under Article 
I prior to the deadline stipulated by the convention.

With regard to Article III, the United States has never transferred to any state, 
or assisted any state in acquiring, biological or toxin weapons. However, the 
United States believes that the Soviet Union has been involved in the production 
and transfer of toxin weapons to Laos and Vietnam.

With regard to Article IV, the U.S. Government has taken and continues to take 
steps to preclude domestic activities contrary to the provisions of the convention. 
These actions include:

3 Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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• Certification by all Federal agencies that they are in compliance;
• Enactment of legislation and promulgation of regulations to control biologi

cal development and production activities; and
• A continuing review of existing U.S. laws and regulations.

With regard to the consultative process provided for in Article V, we have 
sought to make use of it with the Soviet Union concerning the outbreak of anthrax 
in Sverdlovsk in 1979; concerning Soviet involvement in the production, 
transfer, and use of my cotoxins; and concerning its maintenance of an offensive 
biological warfare program. We have also raised our concerns with Laos and 
Vietnam regarding their use of mycotoxins for hostile purposes. To date we have 
received no satisfactory responses.

Under Article IX of the convention, the United States and other parties 
recognized the objective of an effective prohibition on chemical weapons and 
pledged to continue negotiations in good faith toward that end. The United States 
is honoring this conmiitment. In 1984, at the request of President Reagan, Vice 
President Bush tabled a comprehensive draft convention in the Conference on 
Disarmament."  ̂This draft remains a primary model for an effective and verifiable 
ban on chemical weapons. Since that time, we have continued to negotiate 
seriously in the Conference on Disarmament. Also in the joint statement 
following the 1985 summit meeting of President Reagan and General Secretary 
Gorbachev, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to accelerate bilateral 
discussions on chemical weapons.^ Since that time, three rounds of these 
discussions have been held.

The United States shares the dissatisfaction of many states over the slow pace 
of progress toward a chemical weapons ban. We support efforts to intensify the 
negotiations.

In accordance with the provisions of Article X, the United States has initiated 
and participated in a large number of activities to facilitate the fullest possible 
exchange of scientific information and technology for the use of biological 
agents and toxins for peaceful purposes. Our participation is documented in more 
detail in the information on compliance provided to the Secretariat pursuant to 
the request of the preparatory committee.

In conclusion, I would like to stress again the U.S. commitment to support and 
strengthen the norm established by the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven
tion against these weapons. Even prior to the negotiation of the convention, the 
United States had unilaterally renounced biological and toxin weapons.^ Since 
that time, the United States has not developed, nor will it develop, such a 
capability; and the United States continues to adhere to the convention. The 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention is a valid international agreement, 
and all states parties have a solemn legal obligation to uphold its provisions and 
the norm which it establishes. We hope that other states will also fully comply 
with the convention. Until this occurs, the important purposes of this convention 
will not be realized.

Ubid., y m p p .  269-299.
5 Ibid., 1985, pp. 866-870.
 ̂Ibid, 1969, pp. 591, 592-593.
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164. U.S. Technical Paper Submitted to the Second 
Review Conference of the Parties to the Biological 
and Toxin Weapons Convention: Scientific and 
Technological Developments Relevant to the 
Convention, September 9,1986^

1. Introduction

In preparation for the 1986 Review Conference on The Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction (BWC),  ̂the Prepara
tory Committee requested the depositary nations to prepare national papers on 
new scientific and technological developments relevant to the Convention.

While nothing of the fundamental significance of the breakthroughs in 
recombinant DNA techniques in the 1970s has occurred since the last Review 
Conference, the industrial applications of these discoveries have become more 
and more prominent in everyday life. The applications of these discoveries to 
medicine, agriculture and other fields of scientific endeavour are all around us. 
In addition, the number of countries developing their own biotechnology 
industry is growing. These trends have practical significance for the BWC.

Accordingly, our examination of advances relevant to the Convention cannot 
be limited solely to revolutionary breakthroughs in knowledge, for it is perhaps 
the adaptation of these breakthroughs to everyday use that brings about the 
changes most relevant to the Convention. Advances have taken place in the 
industrial application of these discoveries to a vast array of human problems. 
These advances have increased our ability to manufacture new substances or 
modify old ones, as well as making it easier and faster to produce these products. 
While promising great benefits for mankind, these developments also cause 
concern, for they have brought about the proliferation of industrial biotechnolo
gies, complicated verification and brought into being techniques and products 
that, if misused, could pose a significant biological and toxin weapons threat.

2. Advances in Industrial Application of Biotechnology

In a number of areas, the industrial application of biotechnology has relevance 
to the Convention.

Altered Organisms. Biotechnology enables the development of micro-organ
isms and products with new, unorthodox characteristics. These new micro
organisms have a variety of uses, for example, in developing environmentally 
safer pesticides or new treatments for cancer. However, in examining these 
developments from the point of view of the BWC, we cannot ignore the potential 
misuse of biotechnology to produce new biological agents or to improve certain 
characteristics in those already known. Transferring certain genetic traits into

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, pp. 44-46.
 ̂The text of the Convention may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972,

pp. 133-138.
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naturally infectious micro-organisms can potentially create organisms of greater 
virulence, antibiotic resistance and environmental stability. Changing the mi
crobes genetically could alter their immunogenicity, thereby rendering vaccines 
and serodiagnostic techniques useless. Otherwise harmless micro-organisms 
could be altered into virulent ones, although the host would continue to recognize 
these micro-organisms as innocuous and therefore not defend against them.

Bio-engineering of micro-organisms has other implications as well. Bacteria 
and yeasts, genetically altered to produce products, are miniature factories by 
virtue of their ability to reproduce rapidly. Large quantities of compounds, 
previously available only in minute amounts, thus become available. Such a 
method of production is becoming more commonplace in civilian industry.

In addition, it is now possible to identify genes which have desirable properties 
and transfer them between host micro-organisms. A nearly infinite variety of 
biological compounds designed for specific uses and given specific characteris
tics is possible. Given the technical progress in this area, future developments 
should be of concern to the Review Conference. Within the next decade, the 
potential for misuse of ongoing developments in biotechnology could be most 
pronounced in the following areas:

Microbial pathogens could be genetically engineered to maximize infectivity 
and pathogenicity. Likewise they could be modified to increase or decrease their 
environmental stability and persistency.

Toxins. Naturally occurring protein toxins could be made in host organisms by 
modifying their DNA. Plant and/or fungal toxins could be mass produced. If used 
as an agent, the origin of these toxins could be difficult to pinpoint, given that they 
are already in the environment, albeit at low concentrations. Improvements in 
biotechnology since the previous Review Conference lead us to believe that 
production of potent toxins, which until now were available only in minute 
quantities, and only upon isolation from immense amounts of biological mate
rials, can now be produced in kilogram quantities, which could be militarily 
significant.

Peptides. Peptides have been called “the antibiotics of the year 2000” because 
these biological materials may represent a new class of miracle drugs. Peptides 
are precursors of proteins made up of amino acids. They are interesting molecules 
for many reasons. They are active at very low concentrations (one part per billion 
or trillion) which makes their detection very difficult. They can be successfully 
modified as agonists (more active products) or antagonists (having a contrary 
activity). For example, modification of LHRH, a fertility hormone, by substitut
ing a single amino acid has yielded a product 50 times more potent. Another 
modification of this same peptide yields a product useful in the treatment of 
prostate cancer.

Their range of activity covers the entire living system, from mental processes 
(e.g., endorphins) to many aspects of health such as control of mood, conscious
ness, temperature control, sleep or emotions, exerting regulatory effects on the 
body. Even a small imbalance in these natural substances could have serious 
consequences, inducing fear, fatigue, depression or even causing death.

The predictable modification of peptide and protein structure and function 
(i.e., protein engineering) is in its infancy. Computer-aided molecular design will
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rapidly develop, enabling molecules to be manipulated for varying degrees of 
physiological activity, specificity and stability. Technologies permitting the 
direct chemical synthesis of peptides and proteins in large yields will, in the more 
distant future, augment or replace microbial production of these molecules.

Advances in Production. As mentioned above, once a suitable recombinant 
organism has been engineered, exploiting it becomes a matter of using estab
lished procedures. Biological production technology has proceeded to the point 
where large quantities of biological products can be produced quickly in small 
facilities. Long term storage, in some cases, will not be needed because large 
quantities can be produced very quickly. Several relevant technological consid
erations regarding biological production are discussed below.

Mammalian Cell Culture. Recent advances in mammalian cell culture make 
possible the growth of mammalian cells on the surface of minute beads, rather 
than on the inner surface of glass roller bottles. These cell culture systems provide 
the ideal environment for the growth of viruses. The new techniques greatly 
simplifies virus production and allows large scale yields in facilities for very 
modest size. As another example of advances in this field, the amount of tissue 
culture media needed to produce antibodies has been reduced a hundredfold by 
the use of encapsulated hybridomas. Such developments are eroding the distinc
tion between production facilities and small laboratories.

Continuous Flow Fermentors. The introduction of computer controlled, 
continuous flow fermentors has dramatically increased productivity. Most likely 
the size of fermentors operating by batch process can be reduced a thousandfold 
by conversion to a continuous flow process.

Safety Standards. Pharmaceutical plants around the world increasingly have 
incorporated safety provisions akin to those which were once unique to BW 
production facilities, making it increasingly difficult to distinguish between 
permitted and prohibited activities.

Hollow Fibre Technology. Hollow fibre technology provides an example of 
the industrial production potential of the new technologies. This technology 
permits a far greater concentration of cells with a markedly increased rate of 
recovery in a shorter time than previously obtained using roller bottles. This 
equipment occupies less than one twentieth the volume of the previous technol
ogy. In the isolation of such cellular biomaterials as pyrogens, a similar 
transformation has taken place. Separation and reconstitution of the product can 
now be accomplished in about an hour using new compact ultrafiltration 
methods, whereas older methods took as much as four days.

Though not without constraints, developing biological and toxin weapons is an 
easier task than developing adequate defenses against them. However, the very 
advancements in biotechnology that have caused increased concern have also put 
new tools in the hands of those conducting permitted biological defense research.

In particular, gene splicing techniques can have an impact on development of 
effective vaccines against those disease agents already identified. Advances in 
production of biological materials can greatly facilitate production of vaccines, 
once these have been developed. Development and production of highly specific 
antibodies using recently developed techniques may provide the hope of more 
rapid identification of biological agents and toxins. Nevertheless, these positive
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developments represent a partial and incomplete response to the potential 
dangers resulting from advances in biotechnology.

Improvements in equipment, speed of production and quality of product are a 
common occurrence in the history of the commercial development of any new 
technology. Because of the large number of technical innovations in biotechnol
ogy, especially in the area of industrial microbiology, the B WC has become more 
difficult to verify since its signature in 1972.

Developments intended to increase production, decrease cost and create safer 
conditions for handling biological materials have blurred former distinctions 
important for purposes of verification—for example, between a large production 
facility and a laboratory. Also, capabilities to break out of the Convention in a 
very short time have increased.

3. Outbreaks of Infectious Diseases

Acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS) represents a newly recog
nized epidemic illness since the last Review Conference in 1980. Rift Valley 
Fever (R VF) represents a classic example of a long-known disease which spreads 
into a new geographical area with relatively disastrous results.

AIDS. AIDS in a short period of time has become a major worldwide health 
problem. AIDS is caused by human T-Cell lymphotrophic virus (HTLV-III), a 
retrovirus. The disease results from virus infection and destruction of T-helper 
cells, an important component of the immune system that helps the body ward off 
disease. Without these cells the patients is susceptible to a wide variety of 
opportunistic pathogens such as pneumocystis, fungi, and mycobacteria.

HTLV-III first entered the USA in 1977. HTLV-III antibodies have not been 
detected in serum specimens collected and frozen in the USA before 1977. 
HTLV-III probably evolved as a mutant of an African retrovirus. Serum 
specimens obtained from Ugandan children in 1973 had antibodies to HTLV-III 
or an HTLV-III-like virus. Epidemic AIDS was first recognized in 1981. Cases 
characteristically occurred among homosexual males, haemophiliacs. Haitian- 
born immigrants and intravenous drug abusers. Approximately 16,000 cases 
have been reported to date in the United States.

AIDS is a classic example of a new disease that has now become pandemic and 
which arose either from a mutational event of an existing human virus or 
introduction of an animal (monkey) virus into the human population.

Rift Valley Fever (RVF). RVF has long had a major role as a domestic animal 
and human pathogen in sub-Saharan Africa. RVF virus was first discovered in 
Kenya in 1931 as a consequence of a major epizootic in sheep with secondary 
human infections. There is no evidence that there has been geographic spread of 
the virus within Africa with two exceptions: (a) the 1977 Egyptian epidemic with 
the 1951 epizootic to be discussed below and (b) recognition of RVF in South 
Africa.

Sudan-reared sheep were being transported in 1977 from north central Sudan 
to live animal markets in southern Egypt at a time when sheep in Sudan 
experienced signs consistent with RVF. Rapid transport of sheep from epizootic 
areas allowed infected sheep to survive the trip to southern Egypt where RVF 
virus was spread to local animals.
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Once introduced, the RVF virus spread rapidly and caused an impressive 
epizootic epidemic. In 1977,18,000 human cases with 598 deaths were officially 
reported. There may have been more than a million infections in humans. Viral 
activity declined with onset of cool weather, but transmission of virus reoccurred 
in the warm season of 1978 and the disease extended its geographic distribution 
within Egypt. During 1979, there were occasional outbreaks and a few RVF virus 
isolations with further decline of virus activity in 1980. The potential for RVF 
infection in Egypt continues to exist, but for no documented reason, disease 
activity has diminished and perhaps even disappeared.

4. Summary

The past ten years have witnessed impressive strides in the fields of molecular 
biology and biotechnology. As the two juxtaposed words “molecular biology” 
imply, the distinction between biology and chemistry is becoming blurred. 
However, the US continues to believe that Article I, which defines the scope of 
the Convention, has proved sufficiently comprehensive to have covered recent 
scientific ^ d  technological developments relevant to the Convention. In many 
ways, recent progress in biological technology affects the ease of concealment 
of manufacturing plants and the availability of new delivery systems, particularly 
for biological chemicals such as toxins and peptides. Verification of the Conven
tion, always a difficult task, has been significantly complicated by the new 
technology. The confidence derived from the belief that certain technical 
problems would make biological weapons unattractive for the foreseeable future 
has eroded. The ease and rapidity of genetic manipulation, the ready availability 
of a variety of production equipment, the proliferation of safety and environ
mental equipment and health procedures to numerous laboratories and produc
tion facilities throughout the world are signs of the growing roles of biotechnol
ogy in the world’s economy. But these very same signs also give concern for the 
possibility of misuse of this biotechnology to subvert the Convention.

165. U.S. Background Document Submitted to the 
Second Review Conference of tlie Parties to tlie 
Biologicai and Toxin Weapons Convention: U.S. 
Compliance With the Convention, September 9, 
1986^

Article I

The United States is in full compliance with the obligations contained in 
Article I. Facilities previously used for development, production or stockpiling 
of biological weapons are now devoted to peaceful purposes. The United States 
biological defense programme is limited to research on strictly defined prophy
lactic, protective or other peaceful purposes, such as immunization.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, pp. 46-47.
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Article II

All United States stocks of agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of 
delivery prohibited under Article I were destroyed prior to the deadline specified 
in Article II. In January 1976, all heads of Federal departments and agencies 
certified to the President that as of the deadline (26 December 1975), their 
respective departments and agencies were in full compliance with the Conven
tion.^

Article III

The United States is in full compliance with its obligations under Article III not 
to transfer to any recipient whatsoever, directly or indirectly, and not in any way 
to assist, encourage or induce any State, group of States or international 
organizations to manufacture or otherwise acquire any of the agents, toxins, 
weapons, equipment or means of delivery specified in Article I of the Conven
tion.

Article IV

Manufacturing and commerce in biological products are subject to strict 
governmental scrutiny and regulation.

Extensive existing legislation controls certain private actions concerning 
items and actions prohibited under Articles I and III. Such legislation includes the 
Arms Export Control Act,  ̂the Export Administration Act, the Hazardous Ma
terial Transportation Act, the Toxic Substances Control Act, the Public Health 
Service Act and the Federal Insecticide, Pesticide and Rodenticide Act.

All existing law and regulation are under continual review to ensure the 
sufficiency of coverage.

Article V

The United States has continued to invoke the consultative process called for 
in this article with the Soviet Union with regard to the Sverdlovsk anthrax 
outbreak in 1979, with the Soviet Union concerning their involvement in the 
production, transfer and use of trichothecene mycotoxins for hostile purposes in 
Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan, and with the Soviets on their maintenance 
of an offensive biological warfare program. We have also raised concerns with 
Laos and Vietnam regarding the use of trichothecene mycotoxins for hostile 
purposes in Laos and Kampuchea. To date, we have not been provided with any 
satisfactory responses to our inquiries.

[The United States did not address Articles VI-VIII in this document.]

 ̂I.e., the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpil
ing of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, printed 
\n Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.

3 See ibid., 1976, pp. 386-430.
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Article IX

The United States has actively undertaken negotiations toward early agree
ment on effective measures for a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

In February 1983, Vice President George Bush announced in his speech to the 
Conference on Disarmament (CD) that the United States would like to see the 
work of the CD accelerated, and negotiations undertaken on a treaty to eliminate 
the threat posed by chemical weapons."^

In November 1983, the United States sponsored a workshop on potential 
verification procedures to confirm the destruction of chemical weapons for 
member and observer nations of the CD.

In April 1984, Vice President Bush returned to Geneva and presented to the CD 
the United States draft chemical weapons convention which would prohibit the 
development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, retention, transfer or use of 
chemical weapons. This convention seeks a complete, effective and verifiable 
ban on such weapons.^

Also in 1984, as a complement to the multilateral negotiations, the United 
States initiated bilateral discussions with the Soviets to consider how to ensure 
confidence in each other’s compliance with the provisions of the convention. 
These ad hoc discussions have continued through the 1986 CD summer session.

Pursuant to an agreement between President Ronald Reagan and General 
Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev to accelerate efforts to conclude an effective and 
verifiable international convention on the general and complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons, delegations of the United States and the USSR have held 
three intensified rounds of bilateral discussions since February 1986. The 
purpose of these discussions has been to assist multilateral efforts to achieve a 
chemical weapons ban.

Additionally, the United States has contributed several working papers to the 
Conference on Disarmament to help further the discussions on various provi
sions of a chemical weapons convention.

Article X

The United States has undertaken a number of activities in accordance with the 
provisions of Article X to facilitate the fullest possible exchange of equipment, 
materials, scientific and technological information for the use of bacteriological 
(biological) agents and toxins for peaceful purposes. These activities include 
bilateral co-operative efforts as well as participation in international organiza
tions concerned with the further development and application of scientific 
discoveries in the field of bacteriology (biology) for prevention of disease, or for 
other peaceful purposes.

The United States currently operates 34 World Health Organization collabo
rative specialty centres in the United States which participate with public health 
laboratories and programmes world-wide to deal with various diseases.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 85-87.
5 Ibid., 1984, pp. 269-299.
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The National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases (NIAID), a compo
nent of the National Institutes of Health (NIH), supports research in bacteriologic 
and other infectious diseases. Funds for this research amounted to $203 million 
in fiscal year 1985, the most recent year for which full data is available. The major 
part of this research was conducted in NIAID laboratories, or through grants 
(1,086 in FY 1985) or contract awards (70 in FY 1985) totalling $168.6 million. 
While awards are made primarily to United States academic institutions, some 
awards have also been made to foreign institutions. Extensive international 
collaboration, however, is undertaken by NIAID staff scientists or awardees to 
develop new knowledge applicable to the diagnosis, prevention and treatment of 
tropical (such as malaria, schistosomiasis, cholera and leprosy) and arboviral 
diseases. The NIAID laboratories provide research training to non-United States 
scientists through participation in the NIH Visiting Scientists Program. The 
NIAID also has developed special emphasis domestic grants to United States 
institutions to engage in international co-operation in infectious disease research 
with counterparts in the developing world.

The National Academy of Sciences instituted a programme of exchanges of 
individual scientists with the Academies of Sciences of the USSR, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and with the Council of the Academies of 
Yugoslavia. The programme was initiated in 1959 when the first interacademy 
agreement was signed with the Academy of Sciences of the USSR. Since 1981, 
approximately 300 foreign scientists have visited the United States on the 
interacademy exchange programme either for short-term survey visits of 1-2 
months or for long-term visits of three months or more for the purpose of 
collaborative research. A slightly higher number of American scientists have 
made scientific visits of the same type to the USSR and Eastern Europe during 
the same period of time. The most active areas of scientific exchange of both sides 
is that of the life sciences, with the narrower field of the biomedical sciences 
attracting the most activity. About 25 per cent of all visits since 1981 have been 
concerned with some aspect of biomedical research, such as neuroscience 
research and a number of collaborative efforts devoted to cancer research, 
cardiovascular disease and pharmacology.

The National Science Foundation (NSF) supports a variety of international, 
infrastructural activities related to biotechnology and basic research related to 
microbiology, virulogy and biochemistry. The NSF provides direct financial 
support for the Escherichia coli stock centre at Yale University and shares in the 
support of a European stock centre in Holland. In addition, NSF is the principal 
supporter for the United States of the International Congress of Scientific Unions 
which fosters international co-operation between all nations.

The Agency for International Development (AID) sponsored an International 
Symposium on Vaccine Development and Utilization in June 1986. This confer
ence brought together more than 300 researchers and programme planners and 
managers from 49 countries to address critical issues in vaccine delivery and 
strategies for achieving universal immunization. Between 1984 and 1985, AID 
virtually doubled its budget for basic biomedical research and, in 1986, AID will 
commit $29 million, roughly 13 per cent of its health budget, to biomedical 
research. As a result of this commitment, two prototype malaria vaccines will be
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tested on humans this year, and AID is supporting development of measles 
vaccine that can be given to children as young as six months of age.

The United States Army Medical Research Institute on Infectious Disease 
(USAMRJID) publishes the results of research in open literature and, in 1985, 
contributed over 145 papers which were published in nationally and internation
ally recognized scientific peer-reviewed and refereed journals. Scientists from 
other countries have been invited and accepted invitations to visit and work 
within the Institute and the US AMRIID has hosted numerous visits by represen
tatives of both domestic and foreign press. The USAMRIID hosted major 
international conferences in 1980, 1981 and 1984 and is currently planning 
another for April 1987 on “The Pathogenesis of Hemostatic Defects Associated 
with Haemorrhagic Fevers.”

166. Newspaper Interview of Norwegian Prime i\/linister
Brundtland: Nordic Nuciear Free Zone, Septem
ber 9(?), 1986'

Question: In concrete terms, what do you mean by a nuclear weapons free 
zone?

GHB: Our starting point must be that our defense plans do not include the use 
of nuclear weapons. We must clarify what this implies in the way of confidence- 
creating measures and agreements, and how this can be placed in a larger 
European context. But it must be quite clear that this will not come about through 
unilateral statements. Such zones must be established as parts of East-West 
agreements, for the result must be balanced, and must be a part of a larger 
European framework.

Question: Does that mean that the Norwegian Government looks toward 
Soviet concessions?

GHB: Yes, but much needs to be clarified. The idea is that there be an East- 
West agreement which means that in a part of the area of the Western Alliance, 
tension is reduced. This means that the other side must make concessions if there 
is to be a balance.

Question: Will the visits by foreign vessels with a nuclear capability to 
Norwegian ports become a part of the development of a nuclear weapons free 
zone?

GHB: We do not see a direct link between such visits and the zone debate. That 
is a different question, which goes a long ways back. For a long time, and 
particularly since 1975, when the then-Prime Minister, Trygve Bratteli, made a 
statement to the Parliament about naval visits: he made it clear that visiting naval 
ships cannot carry nuclear weapons. This requirement has been conveyed to the 
countries affected by it. We have every confidence that our allies will comply 
with it.

' ACDA files. The interview was with the Copenhagen newspaper Politiken. Excerpts 
were carried in the Oslo newspaper September 10, 1986.

Document 166



546 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

Question: Isn’t there a draft agreement for a nuclear weapons free zone in 
existence, one which was drafted by Jens Evensen, a former Norwegian cabinet 
member?

GHB: This draft was based on concepts stemming from the Tlatelolco 
agreement,^ which concerns an area for which there exists no defense system or 
alliance. [That] One starts from scratch, and in an area where there are no nuclear 
weapons today. Our [Labor] party has never brought this proposal up.

It is not difficult to make agreements if the political and substantive contents— 
concerning demands, counter demands and results that serve the cause of 
disarmament—are in order. It is not the legal aspects of such agreements that are 
difficult.

Question: When the discussion about nuclear weapons free zone got started 
a few years ago, it was argued that one could easily see which advantages the 
Russians would have [in] such a zone. Did anyone see advantages for the United 
States?

GHB: My first answer to that is that to me the world does not consist of two 
nations, the Soviet Union and the United States. All of us—whether we are in the 
NATO or Warsaw Pact Alliance, or are neutrals—must see to it that not 
everything becomes a part of the perspectives of the superpowers. It is our 
responsibility to analyze what is important, what serves the interest of our 
country, and our area. The Nordic countries have always done that. Neither 
Norway nor Denmark has—as a NATO ally—become involved in discussions 
in which they have seen their own security as a mere reflection of what our allies 
might consider correct from their global points of view.

Question: One can imagine the Nordic countries—both the neutral and the 
Nordic allied countries—find a common policy in this question?

GHB: That is possible. We cannot reach this aim without co-operation from 
both the U.S. and the USSR, however, because we are strategically placed 
geographically. But if we abstain from thinking about our own situation and just 
trust others to do the work for us, I think we would be moving in the wrong 
direction.

Question: Must a NNWFZ be acceptable to the U.S. before it can be realized?
GHB: I think so. It is difficult to imagine it carried out without understanding 

and cooperation also from the U.S. That may mean that we have years of work 
ahead of us before we reach such an agreement.

Question: What is the perspective for this?
GHB: One should remember that Norway has a strategic location and is 

important to Europe, the U.S., and the rest of the Western defense cooperation, 
which I think many people underestimate. We are a member of an alliance and 
the relationship between Norway and the U.S. as allied countries is characterized 
by mutual independence.

Question: You think, in other words, that a NISTWFZ will strengthen the 
alliance?

 ̂I.e., the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. For the text
of the Treaty and its Protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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GHB: That could be. We would like to find out whether that is the case. We 
think that if Norway and Denmark had not looked at issues from their own 
perspective, and our politicians had not stressed what they see most relevant, the 
alliance would have been worse off than it is today. It was an advantage—not only 
for us, but for the Alliance as a whole— t̂hat we did it that way.

Question: When you say the Alliance would have been worse off, do you mean 
that it would have had less public support?

GHB: No, but that is probably also a point. The most important thing to me is 
that I think Europe’s security is greater today based on our agreement about low 
tension and a defense without nuclear weapons on Norwegian and Danish soil.

Question: The official reports so far, I take it the same goes for the Norwegian 
as the Danish, have basically concluded that a NNWFZ would be difficult to carry 
out with the present NATO strategy?

GHB: Yes, but we do not see NATO’s strategy as something final and 
unchangeable. If one does that, there would be no hope for future disarmament 
agreements. With a locked perspective and a belief that nothing will work, all 
such arguments would stop any debate and progress. In that case one would not 
believe that things can change and strategies be altered by agreeing to treaties.

167. Letter to the Editor of The New York Times From 
the Press Counselor of the Indian Embassy in 
Washington (Mukherjee): Indian Nuclear Program 
[Extract^ September 16,1986^

I write in response to “Is India Dodging Nuclear Controls?” (Op-Ed Sept. 8), 
Gary Milhollin’s article on India’s nuclear program, and to a Sept. 7 news article 
reporting that India, a critic of apartheid, conducts a trade in gems with part of 
the South African De Beers mining conglomerate.

Gary Milhollin is not even sure what “crime” India has committed: has it 
“imported” heavy water from China or “diverted” it from one of its own reactors? 
He seems unable to explain what conceivable motive China could have for 
supplying a strategic conmiodity to a country with which it has outstanding 
disputes. His reference to an alleged Chinese thirst for foreign exchange is too 
far-fetched. Mr. Milhollin refers to India’s refusal to publish heavy-water 
production figures, though such data are not published by the United States and 
Canada either, let alone the Soviet Union and China.

Mr. Milhollin hedges his bets and accuses India of illegally diverting heavy 
water from a safeguarded reactor. To this, I need only point out that after the 
appearance of the fall Foreign Policy article, from which yours was adapted, a 
spokesman for the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, Hans- 
Fredrich Meyer, stated Aug. 30 that the agency had checked India’s heavy-water 
inventories and had detected no diversion.

’ The New York Times, September 27, 1986, p. D29. Copyright © 1986 by The New 
York Times Company. Reprinted by permission.
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India’s nuclear program is focused on power production, is operated by our 
department of atomic energy, which issues a public annual report and is 
answerable to the Indian Parliament in a manner familiar to any democratic 
society. India has for many years had the technical capability to make nuclear 
weapons, but has chosen not to do so. A policy followed consistently for so long 
should generate confidence, even in Mr. Milhollin.

• • • • • • •

168. Report to the Congress by the Under Secretary of 
State for Security Assistance, Science, and Tech
nology (Schneider): Export of Conventional Arms 
[Extract], September 17,1986^

• • • • • • •

LESSONS OF THE PAST

As has been noted earlier, both the production base and the markets for 
conventional armaments are widely dispersed. Past discussions and negotiations 
indicate clearly that far-reaching arrangements to control levels of weapon sales 
or arms transfers on a global or regional basis are not likely to be effective without 
the cooperation of the Soviet Union and other significant suppliers at a minimum, 
as well as that of the recipients.

In light of the very large number of suppliers as well as diverse, and sometimes 
conflicting, political, security, and economic objectives they pursue, it is highly 
doubtful that any single supplier or select group of suppliers has a realistic 
prospect of being able to impose an effective restraint regime.

The cooperation of recipient states is also essential for a comprehensive arms 
transfer restraint regime to work. As long as the demand for new and refurbished 
military equipment remains strong and the international tensions generating that 
demand remain unabated, arms suppliers alone will not be able to induce 
restraint. This is evidenced all too clearly by the fact that whenever the topic of 
arms transfer limitation has been raised, many recipient nations (e.g., Nigeria, 
India, Yugoslavia) speak out strongly in opposition. They claim that any restraint 
regime would constitute discrimination, since they do not have the indigenous 
capacity or technological capability to produce their own arms. Their only 
alternatives to providing for their self-defense and security, they maintain, are to 
acquire arms from other countries or to rely on someone else for defense.

PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

Despite the problems of the past and obstacles to new breakthroughs, the 
United States remains committed to the search for international cooperation

• ACDA files.
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towards arms transfer restraints. We continue efforts to identify and take 
advantage of opportunities, working with others, to bring about practical, 
verifiable controls whenever such controls hold promise of contributing to 
regional stability and international security.

Cooperation Among Major Suppliers

There has been little or no serious interest in arms transfer limitations 
demonstrated by the Soviet Union or, for that matter, by most other arms 
producers. Therefore, immediate negotiations with France, the Soviet Union, 
and other suppliers to establish a comprehensive regime to limit the transfer of 
conventional arms to less developed countries is not likely to be fruitful at this 
time.

Given our past experience in attempting to develop a broadly-based arms 
transfer restraint regime and the failure of the CAT talks in 1978, we believe that 
a more promising and effective approach to reducing international arms transfers 
would be to focus on the resolution of regional conflicts. We must deal with the 
underlying motivations for arms acquisitions and give more thought to regional 
security and confidence-building measures designed to reduce the pressures to 
buy arms. These efforts can help to provide a realistic political context for 
bringing about limitations on arms transfers.

In his address to the U.N. General Assembly on October 24, 1985, President 
Reagan proposed that a process of negotiation be established among the warring 
parties in Afghanistan, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Angola, and Nicaragua to bring 
about an improvement in internal conditions. Once these negotiations take hold 
and the parties directly involved are making real progress, representatives of the 
United States and the Soviet Union should address how best to support the 
ongoing talks among the warring parties, ''In every case the primary task is to 
promote this goal: verified elimination of the foreign military presence and 
restraint on the flow of outside arms, We hope that the Soviets will respond 
positively to this initiative, which offers the best prospect of addressing arms 
transfer restraint in specific country and regional contexts.

In this connection, the U.S. interest in a regional approach is also reflected in 
our support for the development of a comprehensive, verifiable peace treaty for 
Centrd America based on the full and simultaneous implementation of the 
Document of 21 Objectives subscribed to by the Central American countries and 
the Contadora Group.  ̂ These include noninterference in the affairs of one’s 
neighbors, national reconciliation through serious dialogue with domestic oppo
sition groups, free elections and democracy, removal of foreign military person
nel cind a reduction of armaments,

U,S,-Western European Cooperation

Efforts to develop a broadly-based cooperative arrangement on the part of the 
United States and Western European suppliers to control levels of sophisticated

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 28, 1985, pp. 1294-1295. 
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 788-791.
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weapons sales on a global or regional basis are not likely to be effective without 
the cooperation of the Soviet Union and other Communist bloc suppliers. To date 
there is no demonstrated Soviet interest in such limitations. As previously 
discussed, the Western European suppliers believe that Soviet cooperation is 
essential to a worthwhile restraint regime, given the Soviet Union’s status as the 
largest individual supplier and the increasing importance of their East European 
allies (e.g., Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania) as arms exporters. The United 
States concurs with this European assessment.

The difficulties of reaching agreement with Western European suppliers on 
such a broadly-based restraint regime are compounded by the differences in 
approaches to arms transfers. While U.S. arms transfers are directed toward 
enhancing the security of friends and allies and maintaining stability, arms 
transfers by many of the Western European suppliers are driven largely by the 
economic motivations cited earlier, including the reduction of military produc
tion costs, the balance of payment considerations, and the levels of domestic 
employment.

Finally, the number of arms suppliers capable of providing reasonably sophis
ticated arms further complicates the problem of developing an effective broadly- 
based restraint regime among the United States and Western European arms 
suppliers. As pointed out earlier, the total number of arms exporters increased by 
nearly 50 percent from 1973 to 1983.

• • • • • • •

At the present time there is not sufficient common interest in arms transfer 
limitations among arms suppliers and recipients to reach agreement through the 
Committee on Disarmament or other international fora. Most members of these 
bodies, whether they are arms suppliers or recipients, have shown little or no 
interest in such limitations. Past efforts to raise the subject in international fora 
have met with particularly strong resistance by arms recipients as being discrimi
natory against countries which do not have the capacity to produce their own 
arms. However, the United States stands ready to cooperate in practical efforts 
to develop effective, verifiable conventional arms control arrangements which 
enhance stability and reduce the risk of war.

169. Letter From Secretary of State Shultz to the Presi
dent of the Senate (Dole): Arms Control and the 
Department of Defense Authorization Bill, Sep
tember 19,1986’

The foremost responsibility of every Administration is to ensure the national 
security. This Administration, with the cooperation and support of the Congress

 ̂Congressional Record, September 23,1986 (vol. 132, No. 126),pp. S13398-S13399.
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and the American people, has developed a comprehensive framework for peace 
and security. This framework is based on a strong national defense, a vigorous 
pursuit of genuine arms control to bring about real and stabilizing reductions in 
nuclear weapons, and exploration of the possibility of developing an alternative 
to our total reliance on the threat of nuclear retaliation as the basis of deterrence.

Our comprehensive framework has served as well. We are today a stronger, 
more confident nation. The Soviets have come to understand that we are not 
going to disarm unilaterally; they have returned to the bargaining table for 
negotiations in a variety of fora.

At the same time, we have strengthened the NATO Alliance. Western unity is 
essential to our efforts to maintain collective security and to negotiate effectively 
with the Soviet Union. This unity—all the more remarkable given real differ
ences on economic issues and differing perspectives on important issues such as 
how best to deal with international terrorism—should not lightly be put in 
jeopardy. That, however, would be precisely the effect of amendments to the 
DOD Authorization Bill which would arbitrarily change the rules on the Allies 
in two politically sensitive areas: SDI participation and chemical weapons 
modernization.

We remain hopeful that the arms control process can now be given some 
momentum. The Soviets for the first time have made proposals for actual 
reductions in strategic nuclear weapons. While these proposals are still tied to 
unacceptable definitions and conditions, they offer the potential for reaching 
agreements which would be in the interest of both East and West. As the President 
noted during his June 19 address at Glassboro, this could be a moment of 
opportunity for real arms reductions and a turning point in the U.S.-Soviet 
relationship.^ It is in this spirit that the President wrote to General Secretary 
Gorbachev in July, with new U.S. arms control proposals.

Now, this is all at risk. The effect of some Congressional actions would be to 
upset this framework, despite its obvious success in strengthening deterrence and 
in bringing the Soviets back to the bargaining table.

The Conference Committee on the Fiscal Year 1987 Department of Defense 
Authorization Bill is facing decisions of historic proportions, decisions which 
will have serious implications for the security of this country. Fundamentally, the 
Conference must decide whether we will support a strong national defense which 
has enabled us to bargain with the Soviets from a position of confidence and 
strength, or whether we will undermine the positions of our negotiators by giving 
the Soviets, without any requirement for reciprocity, what they have been unable 
to achieve through negotiations in Geneva.

I would like to comment specifically on some of the major arms control issues 
under consideration:

Nuclear Testing: We strongly oppose nuclear testing limitations. Such limits 
are not in the security interest of the U.S. or our friends and allies. Nuclear 
weapons will remain for the foreseeable future a key element of our deterrent. As

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, vol. 22, No. 25 (June 23, 1986),
p. 838.
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long as we must rely on nuclear weapons to deter aggression, some testing will 
continue to be required to ensure the continued reliability, safety and effective
ness of these weapons.

Moreover, the Threshold Test Ban Treaty^ and the Peaceful Nuclear Explo
sions Treaty,"̂  as currently drafted, lack adequate provisions for verification. Our 
highest priority in the area of nuclear testing limitations is reaching agreement on 
essentiad improvement of these verification provisions. We hope that the ongoing 
expert-level discussions will lead to the needed improvement of these treaties so 
they can be submitted to the Senate for ratification. Imposition of arbitrary and 
unverifiable testing limits now would seriously undercut these efforts.

SALT 11:̂  The Administration opposes legislation requiring future decisions 
on the levels of our strategic forces to be made on the basis of selected provisions 
of a flawed and expired treaty, which the Soviets are violating. Rather, the Ad
ministration believes that future U.S. decisions regarding our strategic force 
structure must reflect the nature and magnitude of the threat posed by the Soviet 
Union and the need to maintain a credible strategic deterrent. Enactment of such 
legislation would jeopardize necessary modernization of the U.S. strategic 
deterrent and would signal the Soviets that they need not take seriously their arms 
control obligations and commitments, that they can pick apart arms control 
agreements and discard limitations they find inconvenient.

Such legislation would also undercut the President’s May 27 decision on U.S. 
interim restraint policy which seeks to substitute a truly mutual framework of 
restraint for one which was not working.^ As the President has made clear, the 
U.S. will continue to exercise utmost restraint, seeking to meet our strategic 
needs by means that minimize incentives for a continued Soviet buildup. 
Assuming no significant change in the threat we face, we will not deploy more 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or more strategic ballistic missile warheads 
than the Soviet Union. Of course, no policy of interim restraint can become an 
adequate substitute for an agreement on deep, equitable and effectively verifiable 
reductions in offensive nuclear arms. Such reductions remain our top arms 
control priority.

SDI Funding: SDI is a crucial element of our national security policy in 
responding to the Soviet strategic threat. It offers the only hope of moving the 
world away from dependence on threats of destruction to deter war. Significant 
reductions in funding would signal to the Soviets a lack of resolve.

After five rounds of stalemate at Geneva due to the unwillingness of the Soviet 
Union to acknowledge their own commitment to strategic defense and their long
standing activities in this area, we finally are making progress.

We have sent General Secretary Gorbachev a new proposal designed to allay 
the Soviets’ professed concerns and fully protect our SDI program. It would also 
facilitate movement toward what other arms control agreements have never

 ̂For the texts of the Treaty and its Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, 
pp. 225-229.

^Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
 ̂The text of the SALT II agreement may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Documents 82 and 83.
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delivered—real nuclear arms reductions—and agreement on a transition to a 
safer world based on the introduction of effective strategic defenses, should they 
prove feasible.

Allied Participation in SDI: We oppose restrictions on Allied participation 
inSDI as contained in the Senate bill. U.S. and Allied security are indivisible. The 
SDI program reflects this fact. In March, 1985, Secretary Weinberger invited 18 
of our friends and allies to participate in SDI research. We have reached 
agreement with the governments of Great Britain, West Germany, and Israel on 
SDI participation, and we expect to sign a similar agreement with Italy soon. 
Moreover, the Japanese government decided on September 9 that Japanese 
participation in SDI research will further enhance mutual cooperation under the 
Japan-United States Security Treaty*̂  and decided to begin consultation with us 
to work out the modalities of participation. The Senate amendment would totally 
undercut our friends in all these countries.

Beyond this, the amendment is pure protectionism—always a short-sighted 
policy, but especially dangerous when it involves the national security. This 
amendment would cheat American taxpayers by restricting our ability to award 
SDI contracts through open, competitive procurement. Moreover, by foreclosing 
our ability to take advantage of Allied technical expertise, the amendment would 
slow progress in SDI research and increase costs. Also, this amendment would 
undermine our efforts to secure better Allied cooperation in defense matters.

Chemical Weapons Modernization: The Administration opposes legislation 
which would delay the procurement of binary chemical weapons and require the 
deployment of binary weapons to Europe to replace unitary weapons there. A 
legislative requirement for such deployment, which General Rogers, among 
others, has said is unnecessary, would send a disturbing signal to our European 
Allies and would serve to erode their confidence in steady American leadership. 
It would leave an impression akin to that generated during the neutron bomb 
crisis that the commitments already taken by NATO Allies at some political cost 
are not appreciated or recognized by the U.S.

Partially as a result of American resolve to modernize its aging retaliatory 
stockpile, we and the Soviets have made some progress this summer toward the 
achievement of a comprehensive and effectively verifiable global ban on 
chemical weapons. Lack of resolve to move ahead with our chemical weapons 
modernization program as scheduled would not only prolong our inadequate 
deterrent posture in this area, but would also send mixed signals to the Geneva 
negotiations resulting in further Soviet intransigence in negotiating effective 
verification measures for the global elimination of these weapons—our foremost 
goal.

ASAT: The Administration opposes House legislation which would continue 
a moratorium on tests against objects in space. Our ASAT program is critical to 
denying the Soviets the unilateral use of sophisticated space-based systems to 
target our land and sea forces in times of conflict. More importantly, our ASAT 
program, even though it is still in the testing stage, is the only near term deterrent

7IIUST 1632, TIAS 4509,373 UNTS 186; IIUST 1652, TIAS 4510,373 UNTS 248;
II UST 1758, TIAS 4511.
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to the Soviet ASAT, which is already operational. We should not help the USSR 
achieve its goal of avoiding a U.S. ASAT threat v^hile maintaining its own fully 
operational capability.

In addition to the arms control provisions of this bill, there are other foreign 
policy issues of serious concern to the Administration:

Foreign Missions Act Amendment: This Senate amendment is unacceptable. It 
would render meaningless an important aspect of our policy of differentiation 
among Eastern Bloc countries. The amendment would invite retaliatory meas
ures by the affected countries and could, in the end, seriously impair the entire 
range of our diplomatic, consular, cultural, and intelligence activities in Eastern 
Europe. The amendment would also adversely affect our flexibility in dealing 
with Cuba.

Nicaragua: A House provision would prohibit the introduction of U.S. troops 
into combat in Nicaragua, except under certain specified conditions. We oppose 
this amendment which would unduly limit the President’s constitutional author
ity as Commander-in-Chief to respond in a timely manner to events which in his 
judgment require the expeditious use of U.S. armed forces in order to stabilize 
a crisis situation.

We believe that concerns expressed by this amendment have been addressed 
by the war powers resolution. While we do not believe that the withdrawal 
provisions of the war powers resolution are constitutional, we do believe that the 
reporting and consultation provisions of the act ensure adequate congressional 
involvement in the deployment of U.S. armed forces abroad.

Burden Sharing Amendment to the Military Construction Bill: The Ad
ministration shares Congressional concern that our allies bear their fair share 
of the defense burden. However, this amendment creates a duplicative Congres
sional reporting requirement for DOD without advancing this objective. We, 
therefore, oppose this amendment.

NATO Arms Cooperation: The Administration strongly supports inclusion 
of requested funds for NATO cooperative research and development as con
tained in the Senate bill. This FY 1986 initiative of Senator Nunn deserves 
continued support because of its contribution to increased rationalization, 
standardization and interoperability.

There is also a jurisdictional matter which affects foreign policy:
Executive Branch Jurisdiction on Nuclear Proliferation: The Senate 

version of the bill would allow the Secretary of Defense to have, upon request, 
all information regarding nuclear proliferation matters which the Secretaries of 
Energy and State may have. This provision is an intrusion by Congress into the 
management of the Executive Branch. The Department of State regards the 
provision as wholly inappropriate and strongly opposes this legislation. I am 
committed, and I will assure, that the Department of State will share with the 
Department of Defense all information necessary for it to fulfill effectively its 
responsibilities in the nuclear area.

As I have noted in this letter, many of the provisions in this legislation are a 
threat to the foreign policy and national security interests of this country. I ask 
you to use your influence to bring about responsible changes to this legislation.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that from the standpoint of the 
Administration’s program there is no objection to the submission of this report.
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170. Document of the Stockholm Conference on Con
fidence- and Security-Building l\yieasures and 
Disarmament in Europe, September 19,1986^

(1) The representatives of the participating States of the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Canada, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, the German 
Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, the Holy See, 
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, 
the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom, the United States of America and Yugoslavia, met in Stock
holm from 17 January 1984 to 19 September 1986, in accordance with the 
provisions relating to the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building 
Measures and Disarmament in Europe contained in the Concluding Document of 
the Madrid Follow-up Meeting of the CSCE.^

(2) The participants were addressed by the Prime Minister of Sweden, the late 
Olof Palme, on 17 January 1984.

(3) Opening statements were made by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and 
other Heads of Delegation.^ The Prime Minister of Spain as well as Ministers and 
senior officials of several other participating States addressed the Conference 
later. The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Sweden addressed the Conference on 
19 September 1986.

(4) The Secretary-General of the United Nations addressed the Conference on 
6 July 1984.

(5) Contributions were made by the following non-participating Mediterra
nean States: Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Syria and Tunisia.

(6) The participating States recalled that the aim of the Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe is, as 
a substantial and integral part of the multilateral process initiated by the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, to undertake, in stages, new, 
effective and concrete actions designed to m ^e  progress in strengthening 
confidence and security and in achieving disarmament, so as to give effect and 
expression to the duty of States to refrain from the threat or use of force in their 
mutual relations as well as in their international relations in general.

(7) The participating States recognized that the set of mutually complementary 
confidence- and security-building measures which are adopted in the present 
document and which are in accordance with the Madrid mandate serve by their 
scope and nature and by their implementation to strengthen confidence and 
security in Europe and thus to give effect and expression to the duty of States to 
refrain from the threat or use of force.

' Department of State Bulletin, November 1986, pp. 20-25.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793.
 ̂ The opening statement by Secretary of State Shultz may be found ibid., 1984, 

pp. 18-23.
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(8) Consequently the participating States have declared the following:

REFRAINING FROM THE THREAT OR USE OF FORCE

(9) The participating States, recalling their obligation to refrain, in their mutual 
relations as well as in their international relations in general, from the threat or 
use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, 
or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations, 
accordingly reaffirm their commitment to respect and put into practice the 
principle of refraining from the threat or use of force, as laid down in the Final 
Act.^

(10) No consideration may be invoked to serve to warrant resort to the threat 
or use of force in contravention of this principle.

(11) They recall the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an 
armed attack occurs, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations.

(12) They will refrain from any manifestation of force for the purpose of 
inducing any other State to renounce the full exercise of its sovereign rights.

(13) As set forth in the Final Act, no occupation or acquisition of territory 
resulting from the threat or use of force in contravention of international law, will 
be recognized as legal.

(14) They recognize their commitment to peace and security. Accordingly they 
reaffirm that they will refrain from any use of armed forces inconsistent with the 
purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the provisions 
of the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between Participating States, 
against another participating State, in particular from invasion of or attack on its 
territory.

(15) They will abide by their commitment to refrain from the threat or use of 
force in their relations with any State, regardless of that State’s political, social, 
economic or cultural system and irrespective of whether or not they maintain with 
that State relations of alliance.

(16) They stress that non-compliance with the obligation of refraining from the 
threat or use of force, as recalled above, constitutes a violation of international 
law.

(17) They stress their commitment to the principle of peaceful settlement of 
disputes as contained in the Final Act, convinced that it is an essential comple
ment to the duty of States to refrain from the threat or use of force, both being 
essential factors for the maintenance and consolidation of peace and security. 
They recall their determination and the necessity to reinforce and to improve the 
methods at their disposal for the peaceful settlement of disputes. They reaffirm 
their resolve to make every effort to settle exclusively by peaceful means any 
dispute between them.

(18) The participating States stress their commitment to the Final Act and the 
need for full implementation of all its provisions, which will further the process

The arms control portions of the Final Act appear ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308. For the 
complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 
1975), pp. 323-350.
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of improving security and developing co-operation in Europe, thereby contrib
uting to international peace and security in the world as a whole.

(19) They emphasize their commitment to all the principles of the Declaration 
on Principles Guiding Relations between Participating States and declare their 
determination to respect and put them into practice irrespective of their political, 
economic or social systems as well as of their size, geographical location or level 
of economic development.

(20) All these ten principles are of primary significance and, accordingly, they 
will be equally and unreservedly applied, each of them being interpreted taking 
into account the others.

(21) Respect for and the application of these principles will enhance the 
development of friendly relations and co-operation among the participating 
States in all fields covered by the provisions of the Final Act.

(22) They reconfirm their commitment to the basic principle of the sovereign 
equality of States and stress that all States have equal rights and duties within the 
framework of international law.

(23) They reaffirm the universal significance of human rights and fundamental 
freedoms. Respect for and the effective exercise of these rights and freedoms are 
essential factors for international peace, justice and security, as well as for the 
development of friendly relations and co-operation among themselves as among 
all States, as set forth in the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between 
Participating States.

(24) They reaffirm that, in the broader context of world security, security in 
Europe is closely linked with security in the Mediterranean area as a whole; in 
this context, they confirm their intention to develop good neighbourly relations 
with all States in the region, with due regard to reciprocity, and in the spirit of the 
principles contained in the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between 
Participating States, so as to promote confidence and security and make peace 
prevail in the region in accordance with the provisions contained in the Mediter
ranean chapter of the Final Act.

(25) They emphasize the necessity to take resolute measures to prevent and to 
combat terrorism, including terrorism in international relations. They express 
their determination to take effective measures, both at the national level and 
through international co-operation, for the prevention and suppression of all acts 
of terrorism. They will take all appropriate measures in preventing their respec
tive territories from being used for the preparation, organization or commission 
of terrorist activities. This also includes measures to prohibit on their territories 
illegal activities, including subversive activities, of persons, groups and organi
zations that instigate, organize or engage in the perpetration of acts of terrorism, 
including those directed against other States and their citizens.

(26) They will fulfil in good faith their obligations under international law; 
they also stress that strict compliance with their commitments within the 
framework of the CSCE is essential for building confidence and security.

(27) The participating States confirm that in the event of a conflict between the 
obligations of the members of the United Nations under the Charter of the United 
Nations and their obligations under any treaty or other international agreement,
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their obligations under the Charter will prevail, in accordance with Article 103 
of the Charter of the United Nations.

(28) The participating States have adopted the following measures:

PRIOR NOTIFICATION OF CERTAIN MILITARY ACTIVITIES

(29) The participating States will give notification in writing through diplo
matic channels in an agreed form of content, to all other participating States 42 
days or more in advance of the start of notifiable^ military activities in the zone 
of application for confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs).^

(30) Notification will be given by the participating State on whose territory the 
activity in question is planned to taJce place even if the forces of that State are not 
engaged in the activity or their strength is below the notifiable level. This will not 
relieve other participating States of their obligation to give notification, if their 
involvement in the planned military activity reaches the notifiable level.

(31) Each of the following military activities in the field conducted as a single 
activity in the zone of application for CSBMs, at or above the levels defined 
below, will be notified.

(31.1) The engagement of formations of land forces^ of the participating 
States in the same exercise activity conducted under a single operational 
command independently or in combination with any possible air or naval 
components.

(31.1.1) This military activity will be subject to notification whenever it 
involves at any time during the activity:

• at least 13,000 troops, including support troops, or
• at least 300 battle tanks
if organized into a divisional structure or at least two brigades/regiments, 

not necessarily subordinate to the same division.
(31.1.2) The participation of air forces of the participating States will be 

included in the notification if it is foreseen that in the course of the activity 200 
or more sorties by aircraft, excluding helicopter, will be flown.

(31.2) The engagement of military forces either in an amphibious landing or 
in a parachute assault by airborne forces in the zone of application for CSBMs.

(31.2.1) These military activities will be subject to notification whenever 
the amphibious landing involves at least 3,000 troops or whenever the parachute 
drop involves at least 3,000 troops.

(31.3) The engagement of formations of land forces of the participating 
States in a transfer from outside the zone of application for CSBMs to arrival 
points in the zone, or from inside the zone of application for CSBMs to points of 
concentration in the zone, to participate in a notifiable exercise activity or to be 
concentrated.

 ̂ In this document, the term notifiable means subject to notification [text in source 
document].

 ̂See Annex I [text in source document].
In this context, the term land forces includes airmobile and airborne forces [text in 

source document].
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(31.3.1) The arrival or concentration of these forces will be subject to 
notification whenever it involves, at any time during the activity:

• at least 13,000 troops, including support troops, or
• at least 300 battle tanks
if organized into a divisional structure or at least two brigades/regiments, 

not necessarily subordinate to the same division.
(31.3.2) Forces which have been transferred into the zone will be subject 

to all provisions of agreed CSBMs when they depart their arrival points to 
participate in a notifiable exercise activity or to be concentrated within the zone 
of application for CSBMs.

(32) Notifiable military activities carried out without advance notice to the 
troops involved are exceptions to the requirement for prior notification to be 
made 42 days in advance.

(32.1) Notification of such activities, above the agreed thresholds, will be 
given at the time the troops involved commence such activities.

(33) Notification will be given in writing of each notifiable military activity in 
the following agreed form:

(34) A—General Information
(34.1) The designation of the military activity;
(34.2) The general purpose of the military activity;
(34.3) The names of the States involved in the military activity;
(34.4) The level of organizing and commanding the military activity;
(34.5) The start and end dates of the military activity.

(35) B—Information on different types of notifiable military activities
(35.1) The engagement of land forces of the participating States in the same 

exercise activity conducted under a single operational command independently 
or in combination with any possible air or naval components;

(35.1.1) The total number of troops taking part in the military activity (i.e., 
ground troops, amphibious troops, airmobile and airborne troops) and the 
number of troops participating for each State involved, if applicable;

(35.1.2) Number and type of divisions participating for each State;
(35.1.3) The total number of battle tanks for each State and the total 

number of anti-tank guided missile launchers mounted on armoured vehicles;
(35.1.4) The total number of artillery pieces and multiple rocket launchers 

(1(X) mm calibre or above);
(35.1.5) The total number of helicopters, by category;
(35.1.6) Envisaged number of sorties by aircraft, excluding helicopters;
(35.1.7) Purpose of air missions;
(35.1.8) Categories of aircraft involved;
(35.1.9) The level of command, organizing and commanding the air force 

participation;
(35.1.10) Naval ship-to-shore gunfire;
(35.1.11) Indication of other naval ship-to-shore support;
(35.1.12) The level of command, organizing and commanding the naval 

force participation.
(35.2) The engagement of military forces either in an amphibious landing or 

in a parachute assault by airborne forces in the zone of application for CSBMs;
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(35.2.1) The total number of amphibious troops involved in notifiable 
amphibious landings, and/or the total number of airborne troops involved in 
notifiable parachute assaults;

(35.2.2) In the case of a notifiable amphibious landing, the point or points 
of embarkation, if in the zone of application for CSBMs;

(35.3) The engagement of formations of land forces of the participating 
States in a transfer from outside the zone of application for CSBMs to arrival 
points in the zone, or from inside the zone of application for CSBMs to points of 
concentration in the zone, to participate in a notifiable exercise activity or to be 
concentrated:

(35.3.1) The total number of troops transferred;
(35.3.2) Number and type of divisions participating in the transfer;
(35.3.3) The total number of battle tanks participating in a notifiable 

arrival or concentration;
(35.3.4) Geographical co-ordinates for the points of arrival and for the 

points of concentration;
(36) C—The envisaged area and timeframe of the activity

(36.1) The area of the military activity delimited by geographic features 
together with geographic co-ordinates, as appropriate;

(36.2) The start and end dates of each phase (transfers, deployment, 
concentration of forces, active exercise phase, recovery phase) of activities in the 
zone of application for CSBMs of participating formations, the tactical purpose 
and corresponding geographical areas (delimited by geographical co-ordinates) 
for each phase;

(36.3) Brief description of each phase.
(37) D—Other information

(37.1) Changes, if any, in relation to information provided in the annual 
calendar regarding the activity;

(37.2) Relationship of the activity to other notifiable activities.

OBSERVATION OF CERTAIN MILITARY ACTIVITIES

(38) The participating States will invite observers from all other participating 
States to the following notifiable military activities:

(38.1) • The engagement of formations of land forces^ of the participating 
States in the same exercise activity conducted under a single operational 
command independently or in combination with any possible air or naval 
components;

(38.2) • The engagement of military forces either in an amphibious landing 
or in a parachute assault by airborne forces in the zone of application for CSBMs;

(38.3) • In the case of the engagement of formations of land forces of the 
participating States in a transfer from outside the zone of application for CSBMs 
to arrival points in the zone, or from inside the zone of application for CSBMs 
to points of concentration in the zone, to participate in a notifiable exercise

 ̂In this context, the term land forces includes airmobile and airborne forces [text in 
source document].
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activity or to be concentrated, the concentration of these forces. Forces which 
have been transferred into the zone will be subject to all provisions of agreed 
confidence- and security-building measures when they depart their arrival points 
to participate in a notifiable exercise activity or to be concentrated within the zone 
of application for CSBMs.

(38.4) The above-mentioned activities will be subject to observation when
ever the number of troops engaged meets or exceeds 17,000 troops, except in the 
case of either an amphibious landing or a parachute assault by airborne forces, 
which will be subject to observation whenever the number of troops engaged 
meets or exceeds 5,000 troops.

(39) The host State will extend the invitations in writing through diplomatic 
channels to all other participating States at the time of notification. The host State 
will be the participating State on whose territory the notified activity will take 
place.

(40) The host State may delegate some of its responsibilities as host to another 
participating State engaged in the military activity on the territory of the host 
State. In such cases, the host State will specify the allocation of responsibilities 
in its invitation to observe the activity.

(41) Each participating State may send up to two observers to the military 
activity to be observed.

(42) The invited State may decide whether to send military and/or civilian 
observers, including members of its personnel accredited to the host State. 
Military observers will, normally, wear their uniforms and insignia while 
performing their tasks.

(43) Replies to the invitation will be given in writing not later than 21 days after 
the issue of the invitation.

(44) The participating States accepting an invitation will provide the names 
and ranks of their observers in their r^ply to the invitation. If Ae invitation is not 
accepted in time, it will be assumed that no observers will be sent.

(45) Together with the invitation the host State will provide a general 
observation programme, including the following information:

(45.1) • the date, time and place of assembly of observers;
(45.2) • planned duration of the observation programme;
(45.3) • languages to be used in interpretation and/or translation;
(45.4) • arrangements for board, lodging and transportation of the observers;
(45.5) • arrangements for observation equipment which will be issued to the 

observers by the host State;
(45.6) • possible authorization by the host State of the use of special 

equipment that the observers may bring with them;
(45.7) • arrangements for special clothing to be issued to the observers 

because of weather or environmental factors.
(46) The observers may make requests with regard to the observation pro

gramme. The host State will, if possible, accede to them.
(47) The host State will determine a duration of observation which permits the 

observers to observe a notifiable military activity from the time that agreed 
thresholds for observation are met or exceeded until, for the last time during the 
activity, the thresholds for observation are no longer met.
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(48) The host State will provide the observers with transportation to the area 
of the notified activity and back. This transportation will be provided from either 
the capital or another suitable location to be announced in the invitation, so that 
the observers are in position before the start of the observation programme.

(49) The invited State will cover the travel expenses for its observers to the 
capital, or another suitable location specified in the invitation, of the host State, 
and back.

(50) The observers will be provided equal treatment and offered equal 
opportunities to carry out their functions.

(51) The observers will be granted, during their mission, the privileges and 
immunities accorded to diplomatic agents in the Vienna Convention on Diplo
matic Relations.

(52) The host State will not be required to permit observation of restricted 
locations, installations or defence sites.

(53) In order to allow the observers to confirm that the notified activity is non
threatening in character and that it is carried out in conformity with the 
appropriate provisions of the notification, the host State will:

(53.1)* at the commencement of the observation programme give a brief
ing on the purpose, the basic situation, the phases of the activity and possible 
changes as compared with the notification and provide the observers with a map 
of the area of the military activity with a scale of 1 to not more than 500,000 and 
an observation programme with a daily schedule as well as a sketch indicating 
the basic situation;

(53.2) • provide the observers with appropriate observation equipment; 
however, the observers will be allowed to use their personal binoculars, which 
will be subject to examination and approval by the host State;

(53.3) • in the course of the observation programme give the observers 
daily briefings with the help of maps on the various phases of the military activity 
and their development and inform the observers about their positions geographi
cally; in the case of a land force activity conducted in combination with air or 
naval components, briefings will be given by representatives of these forces;

(53.4) • provide opportunities to observe directly forces of the State/States 
engaged in the military activity so that the observers get an impression of the flow 
of the activity; to this end, the observers will be given the opportunity to observe 
major combat units of the participating formations of a divisional or equivalent 
level and, whenever possible, to visit some units and communicate with com
manders and troops; commanders or other senior personnel of participating 
formations as well as of the visited units will inform the observers of the mission 
of their respective units;

(53.5) • guide the observers in the area of the military activity; the observers 
will follow the instructions issued by the host State in accordance with the 
provisions set out in this document;

(53.6) • provide the observers with appropriate means of transportation in 
the area of the military activity;

(53.7) • provide the observers with opportunities for timely communica
tion with their embassies or other official missions and consular posts; the host 
State is not obligated to cover the communication expenses of the observers;
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(53.8) • provide the observers with appropriate board and lodging in a 
location suitable for carrying out the observation programme and, when neces
sary, medical care.

(54) The participating States need not invite observers to notifiable military 
activities which are carried out without advance notice to the troops involved 
unless these notifiable activities have a duration of more than 72 hours. The 
continuation of these activities beyond this time will be subject to observation 
while the agreed thresholds for observation are met or exceeded. The observation 
programme will follow as closely as practically possible all the provisions for 
observation set out in this document.

ANNUAL CALENDARS

(55) Each participating State will exchange, with all other participating States, 
an annual calendar of its military activities subject to prior notification,^ within 
the zone of application for CSBMs, forecast for the subsequent calendar year. It 
will be transmitted every year, in writing, through diplomatic channels, not later 
than 15 November for the following year.

(56) Each participating State will list the above-mentioned activities chrono
logically and will provide information on each activity in accordance with the 
following model:

(56.1) • type of military activity and its designation;
(56.2) • general characteristics and purpose of the military activity;
(56.3) • States involved in the military activity;
(56.4) • area of the military activity, indicated by appropriate geographic 

features and/or defined by geographic co-ordinates;
(56.5) • planned duration of the military activity and the 14-day period, 

indicated by dates, within which it is envisaged to start;
(56.6) • the envisaged total number of troops engaged in the military 

activity;
(56.7) • the types of armed forces involved in the military activity;
(56.8) • the envisaged level of command, under which the military activity 

will take place;
(56.9) • the number and type of divisions whose participation in the military 

activity is envisaged;
(56.10) • any additional information concerning, inter alia, components of 

armed forces, which the participating State planning the military activity consid
ers relevant.

(57) Should changes regarding the military activities in the annual calendar 
prove necessary, they will be communicated to all other participating States no 
later than in the appropriate notification.

(58) Information on military activities subject to prior notification not included 
in an annual calendar will be communicated to all participating States as soon as 
possible, in accordance with the model provided in the annual calendar.

 ̂As defined in the provisions on Prior Notification of Certain Military Activities [text 
in source document].
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CONSTRAINING PROVISIONS

(59) Each participating State will communicate, in writing, to all other 
participating States, by 15 November each year, information concerning military 
activities subject to prior notification® involving more than 40,000 troops,* which 
it plans to carry out in the second subsequent calendar year. Such communication 
will include preliminary information on each activity, as to its general purpose, 
timeframe and duration, area, size and States involved.

(60) Participating States will not carry out military activities subject to prior 
notification involving more than 75,000 troops, unless they have been the object 
of conmiunication as defined above.

(61) Participating States will not carry out military activities subject to prior 
notification involving more than 40,000 troops unless they have been included 
in the annual calendar, not later than 15 November each year.

(62) If military activities subject to prior notification are carried out in addition 
to those contained in the annual calendar, they should be as few as possible.

COMPLIANCE AND VERIFICATION

(63) According to the Madrid Mandate, the confidence- and security-building 
measures to be agreed upon “will be provided with adequate forms of verification 
which correspond to their content.”

(64) The participating States recognize that national technical means can play 
a role in monitoring compliance with agreed confidence- and security-building 
measures.

(65) In accordance with the provisions contained in this document each 
participating State has the right to conduct inspections on the territory of any 
other participating State within the zone of application for CSBMs.

(66 ) Any participating State will be allowed to address a request for inspection 
to another participating State on whose territory, within the zone of application 
for CSBMs, compliance with the agreed confidence- and security-building 
measures is in doubt.

(67) No participating State will be obliged to accept on its territory, within the 
zone of application for CSBMs, more than three inspections per calendar year.

(6 8 ) No participating State will be obliged to accept more than one inspection 
per calendar year from'the same participating State.

(69) An inspection will not be counted if, due to force majeure, it cannot be 
carried out.

(70) The participating State which requests an inspection will state the reasons 
for such a request.

(71) The participating State which has received such a request will reply in the 
affirmative to the request within the agreed period of time, subject to the 
provisions contained in paragraphs (67) and (68 ).

(72) Any possible dispute as to the validity of the reasons for a request will not 
prevent or delay the conduct of an inspection.

® As defined in the provisions on Prior Notification of Certain Military Activities [text 
in source document].
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(73) The participating State which requests an inspection will be permitted to 
designate for inspection on the territory of another State, within the zone of 
application for CSBMs, a specific area. Such an area will be referred to as the 
“specified area.” The specified area will comprise terrain where notifiable 
military activities are conducted or where another participating State believes a 
notifiable military activity is taking place. The specified area will be defined and 
limited by the scope and scale of notifiable military activities but will not exceed 
that required for an army level military activity.

(74) In the specified area the representatives of the inspecting State accompa
nied by the representatives of the receiving State will be permitted access, entry 
and unobstructed survey, except for areas or sensitive points to which access is 
normally denied or restricted, military and other defence installations, as well as 
naval vessels, military vehicles and aircraft. The number and extent of the 
restricted areas should be as limited as possible. Areas where notifiable military 
activities can take place will not be declared restricted areas, except for certain 
permanent or temporary military installations which, in territorial terms, should 
be as small as possible, and consequently those areas will not be used to prevent 
inspection of notifiable military activities. Restricted areas will not be employed 
in a way inconsistent with the agreed provisions on inspection.

(75) Within the specified area, the forces of participating States other than the 
receiving State will also be subject to the inspection conducted by the inspecting 
State.

(76) Inspection will be permitted on the ground, from the air or both.
(77) The representatives of the receiving State will accompany the inspection 

team, including when it is in land vehicles and an aircraft from the time of their 
first employment until the time they are no longer in use for the purposes of 
inspection.

(78) In its request, the inspecting State will notify the receiving State of:
(78.1)* the reasons for the request;
(78.2) • the location of the specified area defined by geographical co

ordinates;
(78.3) • the preferred point(s) of entry for the inspection team;
(78.4) • mode of transport to and from the point(s) of entry and, if appli

cable, to and from the specified area;
(78.5) • where in the specified area the inspection will begin;
(78.6) • whether the inspection will be conducted from the ground, from the 

air or both simultaneously;
(78.7) • whether aerial inspection will be conducted using an airplane, a 

helicopter or both;
(78.8) • whether the inspection team will use land vehicles provided by the 

receiving State or, if mutually agreed, its own vehicles;
(78.9) • information for the issuance of diplomatic visas to inspectors 

entering the receiving State.
(79) The reply to the request will be given in the shortest possible period of 

time, but within not more than twenty-four hours. Within thirty-six hours after 
the issuance of the request, the inspection team will be permitted to enter the 
territory of the receiving State.
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(80) Any request for inspection as well as the reply thereto will be communi
cated to all participating States without delay.

(81) The receiving State should designate the point(s) of entry as close as 
possible to the specified area. The receiving State will ensure that the inspection 
team will be able to reach the specified area without delay from the point(s) of 
entry.

(82) All participating States will facilitate the passage of the inspection teams 
through their territory.

(83) Within 48 hours after the arrival of the inspection team at the specified 
area, the inspection will be terminated.

(84) There will be no more than four inspectors in an inspection team. While 
conducting the inspection the inspection team may divide into two parts.

(85) The inspectors and, if applicable, auxiliary personnel, will be granted 
during their mission the privileges and immunities in accordance with the Vienna 
Convention on Diplomatic Relations.^

(86) The receiving State will provide the inspection team with appropriate 
board and lodging in a location suitable for carrying out the inspection, and, when 
necessary, medical care; however this does not exclude the use by the inspection 
team of its own tents and rations.

(87) The inspection team will have use of its own maps, own photo camera, 
own binoculars and own dictaphones, as well as own aeronautical charts.

(88) The inspection team will have access to appropriate telecommunications 
equipment of the receiving State, including the opportunity for continuous 
communication between the members of an inspection team in an aircraft and 
those in a land vehicle employed in the inspection.

(89) The inspecting State will specify whether aerial inspection will be 
conducted using an airplane, a helicopter or both. Aircraft for inspection will be 
chosen by mutual agreement between the inspecting and receiving States. 
Aircraft will be chosen which provide the inspection team a continuous view of 
the ground during the inspection.

(90) After the flight plan, specifying, inter alia, the inspection team’s choice 
of flight path, speed and altitude in the specified area, has been filed with the 
competent air traffic control authority the inspection aircraft will be permitted to 
enter the specified area without delay. Within the specified area, the inspection 
team will, at its request, be permitted to deviate from the approved flight plan to 
make specific observations provided such deviation is consistent with paragraph
(74) as well as flight safety and air traffic requirements. Directions to the crew 
will be given through a representative of the receiving State on board the aircraft 
involved in the inspection.

(91) One member of the inspection team will be permitted, if such a request is 
made, at any time to observe data on navigational equipment of the aircraft and 
to have access to maps and charts used by the flight crew for the purpose of 
determining the exact location of the aircraft during the inspection flight.

 ̂23 UST 3227, TIAS 7502, 500 UNTS 95. 
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(92) Aerial and ground inspectors may return to the specified area as often as 
desired within the 48-hour inspection period.

(93) The receiving State will provide for inspection purposes land vehicles 
with cross country capability. Whenever mutually agreed taking into account the 
specific geography relating to the area to be inspected, the inspecting State will 
be permitted to use its own vehicles.

(94) If land vehicles or aircraft are provided by the inspecting State, there will 
be one accompanying driver for each land vehicle, or accompanying aircraft 
crew.

(95) The inspecting State will prepare a report of its inspection and will provide 
a copy of that report to all participating States without delay.

(96) The inspection expenses will be incurred by the receiving State except 
when the inspecting State uses its own aircraft and/or land vehicles. The travel 
expenses to and from the point(s) of entry will be borne by the inspecting State.

(97) Diplomatic channels will be used for conmiunications concerning com
pliance and verification.

(98) Each participating State will be entitled to obtain timely clarification from 
any other participating State concerning the application of agreed confidence- 
and security-building measures. Communications in this context will, if appro
priate, be transmitted to all other participating States.

(99) The participating States stress that these confidence- and security- 
building measures are designed to reduce the dangers of armed conflict and 
misunderstanding or miscalculation of military activities and emphasize that 
their implementation will contribute to these objectives.

(100) Reaffirming the relevant objectives of the Final Act, the participating 
States are determined to continue building confidence, to lessen military con
frontation and to enhance security for all. They are also determined to achieve 
progress in disarmament.

(101) The measures adopted in this document are politically binding and will 
come into force on 1 January 1987.

(102) The Government of Sweden is requested to transmit the present docu
ment to the follow-up meeting of the CSCE in Vienna and to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations. The Government of Sweden is also requested to 
transmit the present document to the Governments of the non-participating 
Mediterranean States.

(103) The text of this document will be published in each participating State, 
which will disseminate it and make it known as widely as possible.

(104) The representatives of the participating States express their profound 
gratitude to the Government and people of Sweden for the excellent arrange
ments made for the Stockholm Conference and the warm hospitality extended to 
the delegations which participated in the Conference.

ANNEX I

Under the terms of the Madrid mandate, the zone of application for CSBMs is 
defined as follows:

On the basis of equality of rights, balance and reciprocity, equal respect 
for the security interests of all CSCE participating States, and of their
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respective obligations concerning confidence- and security-building meas
ures and disarmament in Europe, these confidence- and security-building 
measures will cover the whole of Europe as well as the adjoining sea area’® 
and air space. They will be of military significance and politically binding 
and will be provided with adequate forms of verification which correspond 
to their content.
As far as the adjoining sea area and air space is concerned, the measures will 
be applicable to the military activities of all the participating States taking 
place there whenever these activities affect security in Europe as well as 
constitute a part of activities taking place within the whole of Europe as 
referred to above, which they will agree to notify. Necessary specifications 
will be made through the negotiations on the confidence- and security- 
building measures at the Conference.

Nothing in the definition of the zone given above will diminish obligations 
already undertaken under the Final Act. The confidence- and security- 
building measures to be agreed upon at the Conference will also be 
applicable in all areas covered by any of the provisions in the Final Act 
relating to confidence-building measures and certain aspects of security and 
disarmament.

ANNEX II

Chairman’s Statement

It is understood that, taking into account the agreed date of entry into force of 
the agreed confidence- and security-building measures and the provisions 
contained in them concerning the timeframes of certain advance notifications, 
and expressing their interest in an early transition to the full implementation of 
the provisions of this document, the participating States agree to the following:

The annual calendars concerning military activities subject to prior notifica
tion and forecast for 1987 will be exchanged not later than 15 December 1986.

Communications, in accordance with agreed provisions, concerning military 
activities involving more than 40,000 troops planned for the calendar year 1988 
will be exchanged by 15 December 1986. Participating States may undertake 
activities involving more than 75,000 troops during the calendar year 1987 
provided that they are included in the annual calendar exchanged by 15 Decem
ber 1986.

Activities to begin during the first 42 days after 1 January 1987 will be subject 
to the relevant provisions of the Final Act of the CSCE. However, the participat
ing States will make every effort to apply to them the provisions of this document 
to the maximum extent possible.

“In this context, the notion of adjoining sea area is understood to refer also to ocean 
areas adjoining Europe” [quoted text in source document]. Whenever the term “the zone 
of application for CSBMs” is used in this document, the above definition will apply [text 
in source document].
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This statement will be an annex to the Document of the Stockholm Conference 
and will be published with it.

ANNEX III 

Chairman’s Statement

It is understood that each participating State can raise any question consistent 
with the mandate of the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building 
Measures and Disarmament in Europe at any stage subsequent to the Vienna 
CSCE Follow-up Meeting.

This statement will be an annex to the Document of the Stockholm Conference 
and will be published with it.

ANNEX IV 

Chairman’s Statement

It is understood that the participating States recall that they have the right to 
belong or not to belong to international organizations, to be or not to be a party 
to bilateral or multilateral treaties including the right to be or not to be a party to 
treaties of alliance; they also have the right of neutrality. In this context, they will 
not take advantage of these rights to circumvent the purposes of the system of 
inspection, and in particular the provision that a participating State will be 
obliged to accept on its territory within the zone of application for CSBMs, more 
than three inspections per calendar year.

Appropriate understandings between participating States on this subject will 
be expressed in interpretative statements to be included in the journal of the day.

The statement will be an annex to the Document of the Stockholm Conference 
and will be published with it.

171. Address by President Reagan Before the UN 
General Assembly [Extract], September 22,1986^

• • • • • • •

Delegates to the 41st General Assembly of the United Nations: Today I want 
to report to you on what has transpired since the summit; notably the important 
letter I sent July 25th to Mr. Gorbachev. In that letter, I dealt with the important 
issues of reducing nuclear arms, agreeing on strategic defenses, and limiting 
nuclear testing. In addition to those issues, which concern the military aspects of 
Soviet-American relations, I would also like to address other essential steps 
toward peace: the resolution of political conflicts, the strengthening of the 
international economy, and the protection of human rights.

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, September 29,1986, pp. 1234-1237.
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Before I do this, however, let me, in the tradition of candor established at 
Geneva, tell you that a pall has been cast over our relations with the Soviet Union. 
I refer here to a particularly disturbing example of Soviet transgressions against 
human rights.

Recently, after the arrest of a Soviet national and U.N. employee accused of 
espionage in the United States, an American correspondent in Moscow was made 
the subject of fabricated accusations and trumped-up charges. He was arrested 
and jailed in a callous disregard of due process and numerous human rights 
conventions. In effect, he was taken as a hostage—even threatened with the death 
penalty.

Both individuals have now been remanded to their respective Ambassadors. 
But this is only an interim step agreed to by the United States for humanitarian 
reasons. It does not change the facts of the case: Gennadi Zakharov is an accused 
spy who should stand trial; Nicholas Daniloff is an innocent hostage who should 
be released. The Soviet Union bears the responsibility for the consequences of 
its action. Misusing the United Nations for purposes of espionage does a grave 
disservice to this organization. And the world expects better. It expects contribu
tions to the cause of peace that only the leaders of the United States and the Soviet 
Union can make.

It is for this reason that I wrote last summer to Mr. Gorbachev with new arms 
control proposals. Before discussing the proposals, let us be clear about which 
weapons are the most dangerous and threatening to peace. The threat does not 
come from defensive systems, which are a shield against attack, but from 
offensive weapons—ballistic missiles that hurtle through space and can wreak 
mass destruction on the surface of the Earth, especially the Soviet Union’s heavy, 
accurate ICBM’s, with multiple warheads, which have no counterparts in size or 
number in any other country.

And that is why the United States has long urged radical, equitable, verifiable 
reductions in these offensive systems. Note that I said “reduction,” for this is the 
real purpose of arms control—not just to codify the levels of today ’ s arsenals, not 
just to channel their further expansion, but to reduce them in ways that will reduce 
the danger of war. Indeed, the United States believes the prospect of a future 
without such weapons of mass destruction must be the ultimate goal of arms 
control.

I am pleased to say that the Soviet Union has now embraced our idea of radical 
reductions in offensive systems. At the Geneva summit last November, we 
agreed to intensify work in this area. Since then the Soviets have made detailed 
proposals which, while not acceptable to us, appear to represent a serious effort. 
So, we continue to seek a 50-percent reduction of American and Soviet arsenals, 
with the central focus on the reduction of ballistic missile warheads. If the Soviet 
Union wants only a lesser reduction, however, we are prepared to consider it— 
but as an interim measure. In other provisions as well, we have sought to take 
account of Soviet concerns. So, there has been movement.

Similarly, in the area of intermediate-range nuclear forces, the United States 
seeks the total elimination of such missiles on a global basis. Again, if the Soviet 
Union insists on pursuing such a goal in stages, we are prepared to conclude an 
interim agreement without delay.
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All this gives me hope. I can tell you the exchanges between our two sides this 
summer could well have marked the beginning of a serious, productive negotia
tion on arms reduction. The ice of the negotiating stalemate could break if both 
sides intensify their effort in the new round of Geneva talks and if we keep the 
promises we made to each other last November.

For too long a time, however, the Soviet response has been to downplay the 
need for offensive reductions. When the United States began work on technology 
to make offensive nuclear weapons someday obsolete, the Soviets tried to make 
that the main issue—as if the main danger to strategic stability was a defense 
against missiles that is still on the drawing boards, rather than the menacing 
ballistic missiles themselves that already exist in excessive numbers.

Still, the United States recognizes that both the offensive and defensive sides 
of the strategic equation must be addressed. And we have gone far to meet Soviet 
concerns expressed about the potential offensive use of strategic defensive 
systems. I have offered firm and concrete assurances that our SDI could never be 
used to deploy weapons in space that can cause mass destruction on Earth. I have 
pointed out that the radical reduction we seek now in offensive arsenals would 
be additional insurance that SDI cannot be used to support a first-strike strategy. 
And our preference from the beginning has been to move forward cooperatively 
with the Soviets on strategic defenses so that neither side will feel threatened and 
both can benefit from the strategic revolution that SDI represents.

The United States continues to respect the antiballistic missile treaty^—in spite 
of clear evidence the Soviets are violating it. We have told the Soviets that if we 
can both agree on radical reductions in strategic offensive weapons, we are 
prepared right now to sign an agreement with them on research, development, 
testing, and deployment of strategic defenses based on the following:

First, both sides would agree to confine themselves through 1991 to research, 
development, and testing—which is permitted by the ABM treaty—to determine 
whether advance systems of strategic defense are technically feasible.

Second, a new treaty signed now would provide that if, after 1991, either side 
should decide to deploy such a system, that side would be obliged to offer a plan 
for sharing the benefits of strategic defense and for eliminating offensive ballistic 
missiles. And this plan would be negotiated over a 2-year period.

Third, if the two sides can’t agree after 2 years of negotiation, either side would 
be free to deploy an advanced strategic defensive system after giving 6 months 
notice to the other.

As the United States has repeatedly made clear, we are moving toward a future 
of greater reliance upon strategic defense. The United States remains prepared to 
talk about how—under what ground rules and process—we and the Soviet Union 
can do this cooperatively. Such strategic defenses, coupled with radical reduc
tions in offensive forces, would represent a safer balance and would give future 
statesmen the opportunity to move beyond it—to the ultimate elimination of 
nuclear weapons from the face of the Earth.

In addition to our proposals on offensive reductions and strategic defense, we 
have suggested new steps in another area: nuclear testing. Just as eliminating all

 ̂For the text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 179-201.
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nuclear weapons is our long-term goal, so, too, is a total ban on nuclear testing. 
But both must be approached with practical steps, for the reality is that for now 
we still must rely on these weapons for the deterrence of war. Thus, the safety and 
reliability of our deterrent are themselves critical to peace.

The United States is proud of its record of nuclear safety and intends to 
maintain it. Nevertheless, we are, as I said, ready now to take two important steps 
toward limiting nuclear testing. First, we are ready to move forward on ratifica
tion of the threshold test ban treaty  ̂and the treaty on peaceful nuclear explosions,"  ̂
once agreement is reached on improved verification procedures. We have 
proposed new ideas to make this possible. Second, upon ratification of those 
treaties, and in association with a program to reduce and ultimately eliminate all 
nuclear weapons, we’re prepared to discuss ways to implement a step-by-step, 
parallel program of limiting and ultimately ending nuclear testing.

These are steps we could take in the near future to show the world that we are 
moving forward. And I, therefore, call upon the Soviet Union to join us in 
practical, attainable progress in limiting nuclear testing.

Just a few days ago, I received a reply from General Secretary Gorbachev to 
my letter of July 25th. And for the moment, let me say simply that we are giving 
it serious and careful consideration.

As we move toward our goal of eliminating nuclear weapons, it is vital that we 
also address important imbalances of other kinds of weapons. And this is why the 
United States has proposed a comprehensive global ban on all chemical weapons 
and why we and our allies have tried hard to break the stalemate in the 
conventional force negotiations in Vienna. And in the Stockholm Conference a 
major advance has been achieved—a concrete, new set of military confidence- 
building measures which includes inspections.^

But we must remember from the experience of the 1970’s that progress in arms 
control cannot be divorced from regional political developments. As I said at the 
beginning, political tensions cause'the military competition, not the other way 
around. But while the United States and the Soviet Union disagree over the root 
causes of political tension, we do agree that regional conflicts could escalate into 
global confrontation.

• • • • • • •

 ̂For the texts of the treaty and its protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 
225-229.

Îbid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
 ̂Supra.
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172. Statement by President Reagan on the Results of 
the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Build- 
ing l\/leasures and Disarmament in Europe, Sep
tember 22,1986'

Today in Stockholm, the United States and 34 other governments adopted an 
accord that will, if faithfully implemented, reduce the risk of war in Europe, 
where there is the greatest concentration of military forces of the East and the 
West.^ I welcome this positive outcome at the CDE Conference. It will contribute 
to greater security in Europe and to improved East-West relations.

This accord also sends messages that should be welcomed by people through
out the world. It demonstrates that East and West, with seriousness of purpose 
and hard work, can establish common ground on which to build a more secure 
future. It also demonstrates that the nations of the West, around whose proposals 
the Stockholm accord was built, constitute a powerful force for peace.

The set of militarily significant and verifiable measures adopted by the 
Stockholm CDE Conference marks a substantial advance over those in the 
Helsinki Final Act.  ̂These measures will make military activities more predict
able and inhibit opportunities for political intimidation. In particular, the Stock
holm accord commits the 35 nations to notify one another of military activities 
above certain levels, to invite observers, to forecast activities a year in advance, 
and to allow inspectors to verify compliance with these commitments. This is the 
first East-West accord in which the Soviet Union has agreed to inspection of 
military activities on its territory. Although these inspection provisions are very 
different from those we would require to verify agreements which reduced or 
limited forces, they are appropriate to the Stockholm confidence- and security- 
building measures and offer us the opportunity to gain experience in conducting 
inspections.

The Stockholm document, of course, must become more than promises on 
paper. Implementation of its commitments will be the true measure of its 
contribution to European security. For its part the United States will meet its 
commitments fully. Soviet compliance, especially with the verification provi
sions, will be an important gauge of the possibilities for future progress in 
conventional arms control.

By advancing the principle of openness in the military-security field, this CDE 
accord can also contribute to progress in the broader Helsinki CSCE process. The 
accord achieved at Stockholm on security issues makes all the more imperative 
balanced progress on human rights and fundamental freedoms. At the Vienna

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, September 29,1986, pp. 1239-1240. 
 ̂ Document 170. The 35 delegations at the CDE agreed to “stop the clock” on 

September 19 so that the adoption of the CDE document would be in technical compliance 
with the adjournment date set by the conference in December 1985.

 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1975, pp. 304-308. The complete text is printed in vol.
LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975) pp. 323-350.
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CSCE follow-up meeting, which begins in November, the United States delega
tion will press for fulfillment of all CSCE commitments and for balanced 
progress across the full CSCE agenda.

These accomplishments are also a testimony to the skill, dedication, and 
energy of our negotiators. I want to congratulate Ambassador Robert L. Barry 
and his negotiating team on a job well done.

173. House Resolution 551: Commemorating the 25tli 
Anniversary of tlie Arms Controi and Disarma
ment Agency, September 22,1986^

Whereas the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was 
proposed by President John F. Kennedy and was established by an Act of 
Congress on September 26, 1961;^

Whereas the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is the only agency of the 
United States Government charged by the Congress with primary responsibility 
for making arms control an integral part of United States national security policy;

Whereas the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is the principal agency 
of the United States Government entrusted to provide impetus to world peace by 
dealing with the reduction and control of armaments, with the ultimate goal being 
world disarmament;

Whereas over the past 25 years, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
has dutifully performed its responsibility to advise the President, the Secretary 
of State, and the heads of other government agencies on United States arms 
control and disarmament policy, and has contributed positively to United States 
national security policy; and 

Whereas the national security and well-being of this Nation and other nations 
have been served by the prominent role of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency in fostering understanding and agreements between nations on critical 
arms control issues: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representatives commends the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, on the occasion of the 25th anniversary 
of its establishment, for its service to our Nation and to world peace.

' Congressional Record, September 22, 1986 (vol. 132, No. 125), p. H7885. 
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482^95.
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174. Address by the U.S. Representative to the Confer
ence on Confidence- and Security-Building Meas
ures and Disarmament in Europe (Barry): Work of 
the Conference, September 25,1986^

The Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures 
and Disarmament in Europe, CDE, has just completed its work successfully. I can 
think of no more appropriate place to discuss the conference, its outcome and 
implications than here in London. Her Majesty’s Government played a leading 
role in formulating and maintaining the Western position, and under the leader
ship of Ambassador Michael Edes, the British delegation at the Conference was 
a strong force in achieving the positive result.

The United States is satisfied with that result; the Stockholm document is a 
good accord which should contribute to stability and help to reduce the risk of 
military confrontation in Europe.^ The confidence-building regime established 
extends the concept of openness in military affairs and advances the broader 
principle, embodied in the Helsinki Final Act,  ̂ that relations among states— 
between East and West—should be based upon cooperation and dialogue and not 
on confrontation.

The Stockholm regime is not perfect, and much more can usefully be done in 
the area of confidence- and security-building measures. But Stockholm is an 
important step toward a more predictable and secure European military situation 
and toward creation of the atmosphere of greater confidence necessary for 
consideration of more far-reaching measures of arms control.

What Stockholm Achieved

When the Stockholm Conference began in January, 1984, the West had a clear 
idea of what it wanted to achieve: specifically, we sought concrete measures 
which would increase common understanding about the purpose and scope of all 
significant military activities taking place in Europe; thus, we sought to reduce 
the risk that a miscalculation or misinterpretation about the nature of those 
activities could set off the escalating chain of events which, unchecked, might 
lead to war. To meet.that goal, we proposed specific measures calling for an 
exchange of military information, the forecast, notification and observation of 
military exercises, and inspection for verification. To a large degree, the 
Stockholm document^ reflects exactly these measures, which also represent the 
approach supported by the neutral and non-aligned states in the Conference.

* ACDA files. Ambassador Barry spoke before the Royal Institute for International 
Affairs.

 ̂Document 170.
 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarma

ment, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, 
vol. LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.

 ̂See Document 170.
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The Eastern states in Stockholm, on the other hand, initially sought to focus 
discussion on purely declaratory proposals which had made up the political 
agenda they had been aiming at Western Europe, in some cases for years. Their 
tactics seemed intended more to divide the Western alliance, for example, on the 
issue of intermediate-range nuclear forces, than to advance serious negotiations. 
Although the East’s approach found no support in the Conference and their 
proposals eventually withered away, this opening diversionary tactic cost the 
negotiation many months. One result is that we reached final agreement only last 
Friday, rather than a year ago as the West had hoped to do at one time. We have 
not actually implemented the measures adopted; we still have no practical 
experience with them to guide us on the next steps.

Nevertheless, the achievement of the Stockholm Conference is considerable. 
Thirty-five nations have made the politically binding commitment to announce, 
far in advance, schedules and other information about the purpose, scope and 
location of their military activities. This firmly establishes in international 
relations the principle that states should know what other states are doing and 
planning to do in the military field. In practice, it should also establish a norm, 
an accepted standard of routine training and exercises, which should have a 
stabilizing effect on relations among potential adversaries. With a conmion 
calendar of events, in some cases projected 2 years ahead, military commanders 
will have a better idea of what to expect of others; it will be easy to distinguish 
between large, pre-planned exercises, to which no special response is required, 
and unannounced activities, which could require countermeasures. For example, 
if a state concentrated its forces on the border of another state for purposes of 
political intimidation, it would be in clear violation of the Stockholm agreement 
and would pay a heavy political price.

The Stockholm confidence-building regime will not prevent determined 
aggression or rule out the use of force for political intimidation. But it will greatly 
reduce the possibility of the “unwanted” or accidental war, and it will greatly 
raise the political cost for a state trying to intimidate another through military 
means.

Stockholm Advances Helsinki

In evaluating the accomplishment of the Stockholm confidence-building 
regime, a good perspective is gained by comparing it with the modest confidence- 
building measures of the Helsinki Final Act of 1975. The measures adopted in 
Stockholm are, in fact, qualitative and quantitative improvements over the 
Helsinki measures:

— F̂irst they are mandatory, politically binding, whereas Helsinki was 
voluntary; thus, the Stockholm measures are concrete commitments to 
actions, not symbolic gestures.

—Second, the Stockholm measures cover the whole of Europe, for the first 
time treating the entire region as one entity with interrelated security 
concerns; Helsinki exempted most of the Soviet territory in Europe.

—^Third, the Stockholm measures are verifiable, a prerequisite of real 
confidence-building; in keeping with its voluntary character, the Helsinki 
Final Act contained no provisions for verification.
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—And fourth, the Stockholm measures cover all significant military activi
ties going on in Europe; Helsinki covered only “major maneuvers.” The 
level of confidence-building activity under Stockholm will be much 
greater and, presumably, the level of confidence will be as well.

In short, the Stockholm measures have turned the concept of confidence- 
building measures contained in the Final Act into a practical system to operate 
in the real world of military affairs.

Implications

The next step, of course, will be implementation. We are hopeful that 
implementation of the Stockholm regime will live up to its potential for reducing 
suspicions and building confidence; it is now up to all parties to carry out their 
new commitments fully. That is not to question the good faith of any participating 
state in undertaking these obligations; but we are breaking new ground, and, 
naturally, we all—the neutral and non-aligned states and the East, as well as the 
West—will be watching carefully to see how the measures adopted work out in 
practice.

If implementation goes smoothly, we should explore ways to develop confi
dence- and security-building measures further to increase their stabilizing effect. 
From Stockholm, we already see several key areas where improvement should 
be possible. First and foremost, we should work to expand the commitment to 
exchange information about military force structures and locations in Europe. 
Stockholm was disappointing in this regard; the East refused to make the 
commitment to provide even the kind of information the West has routinely 
included in its notifications under the Helsinki Final Act since 1975—the 
designation of units participating in exercises. Questions of what forces are 
actually in Europe and where they are—the infamous “data issue”—have tied up 
the conventional arms reduction talks in Vienna for 13 years. Progress on this 
issue in any continuation of the Stockholm Conference seems to us essential if 
the confidence-building process is to advance and, certainly, if we are to consider 
new efforts of conventional arms reductions.

The annual calendar, forecasting military activities a year or more ahead, could 
be the most important of all the measures adopted in Stockholm. We should 
especially try to develop the calendar’s stabilizing effect by making it not just 
descriptive in announcing what is planned to happen but proscriptive in limiting 
what is allowed to happen. I believe that the value of prohibiting military 
activities which have not been announced 2 years in advance, a logical elabora
tion of a Western proposal in Stockholm, is self-evident. The alliance continues 
to explore the whole related area of constraints, ceilings, and limitations on the 
size and scope of military activities. We have not found a constraint which would 
affect all parties equally and would not penalize a defender more than an 
aggressor. But we recognize the potential value of such measures and continue 
our study.

The Stockholm Conference, thus, has taken an important first step toward 
establishing the viability of confidence- and security-building measures as arms 
control instruments; it has opened up a process potentially as important as arms
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reduction efforts it is designed to complement and support. But Stockholm also 
provides cautionary lessons.

Continued Eastern resistance to exchanging military information and estab
lishing a data base about forces is an obvious and serious obstacle to more 
ambitious efforts. Secondly, and related to the concept of openness, is the whole 
issue of verification. Stockholm made an historic breakthrough in accepting 
inspection and the principle that a state with doubts about the intention behind 
military activities of another state can go into that other state and see for itself 
what is going on. We have a chance to test the real effectiveness of inspection in 
practice. But the inspection regime from Stockholm is relatively modest and 
unintrusive. Inspection measures adequate for verifying an arms reduction 
agreement would have to be much more demanding. They would require access 
for inspectors to sensitive installations, such as defense plants, garrisons and 
weapons depots, not just to activities taking place in the field. The negotiations 
on inspection in Stockholm were very, very difficult, but they were a breeze 
compared with negotiations of measures needed for verification of arms reduc
tion.

A further caution from Stockholm is found in what I might call the “neutral 
dilemma.” The security requirements of neutral states which depend upon 
mobilization of civilians are very different from those of alliances with standing 
armies. Negotiating agreements which affect states with such different security 
organizations, needs, and commitments is an extremely complex task. One 
reason Stockholm succeeded in meeting those diverse needs of 35 states is that 
the mandate for the conference was limited and precise. Any future efforts on a 
Europe-wide basis must take care to start with instructions which are equally 
clear, concrete and achievable and which take into consideration the peculiar 
security needs of those not affiliated with alliances.

Even as we implement the Stockholm measures and seek ways to strengthen 
and expand them, we will seek ways to apply the lessons of Stockholm to the 
questions of reductions of conventional forces in Europe. As you know, the high- 
level task force in NATO is studying the whole issue of conventional arms 
reductions. The United States strongly supports the objective of reducing 
conventional forces, as we have demonstrated through our participation with the 
United Kingdom and others in the Vienna MBFR talks. In the final analysis, all 
these security issues are interconnected; progress in one area can help open the 
way to progress in another. Because arms reduction talks need a stable environ
ment in order of proceed, confidence- and security-building measures which lead 
to greater openness and understanding among states involved, and thus to greater 
stability, should have a key role to play. The lessons from Stockholm should be 
invaluable as we decide where to go next.

Beyond Military Security

Success in Stockholm comes at a time when the Soviet leadership, in particular 
General Secretary Gorbachev, is advocating greater openness in Soviet affairs, 
as well as in international relations. If Stockholm represents the beginning of a 
real change in Soviet thinking—a “strategic shift,” as one colleague recently 
termed it—we could have before us an opportunity, unprecedented for many
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decades, to improve the East-West relationship, eventually perhaps reestablish 
it on a new, more constructive basis.

This greater objective has, ultimately, provided the fundamental basis for 
participation of the United States in the Stockholm Conference and in the 
Helsinki CSCE process to which it belongs. As Secretary of State Shultz said in 
his address to the opening of the Conference, “the Helsinki process is an historic, 
peaceful effort to ease, and in time to end, the division of Europe. Confidence- 
building in the larger sense means pursuing the work of Helsinki—through 
practical steps to break down barriers, expand human contact and intellectual 
interchange, increase openness and stretch the boundaries of the human spirit.”  ̂
If the Soviet Union intends to adopt a new policy of glasnost—openness— 
Stockholm could give an important impulse to the whole Helsinki process. That 
is certainly the hope of the United States; when the results of Stockholm became 
known. President Reagan issued a statement in which he said:

I welcome this positive outcome at the CDE Conference. It will contribute 
to greater security in Europe and to improved East-West relations. This also 
sends messages that should be welcomed by people throughout the world. 
It demonstrates that East and West, with seriousness of purpose and hard 
work, can establish common ground on which to build a more secure future.^

In his statement, the President again underlined the necessary connection 
between the Stockholm Conference and its parent, the Helsinki CSCE process. 
“This CDE accord can also contribute to progress in the broader Helsinki CSCE 
process,” he said.

The accord achieved at Stockholm on security issues makes all the more 
imperative balanced progress on human rights and fundamental freedoms. 
At the Vienna CSCE follow-up meeting, which begins in November, the 
United States delegation will press for fulfillment of all CSCE commitments 
and for balanced progress across the full CSCE agenda.

The Stockholm Conference has moved the security area of the Helsinki process 
a significant step forward. The Stockholm measures are valuable in themselves, 
and they will be implemented. Other areas of the Helsinki process have not 
progressed; some, notably human rights, have moved backwards. In the Vienna 
CSCE review meeting, the United States will evaluate the achievement of 
Stockholm in the context of the Eastern failure to live up to all the commitments 
undertaken in the Helsinki Final Act, including human rights. The question of 
balance among all 10 principles of the Final Act will weigh heavily in our 
judgment as we decide how the CSCE process should proceed after Vienna. That 
is not a question of arranging more meetings spread evenly among various 
subjects of concern to various participants. It is a question of maintaining the 
credibility of CSCE as an organic whole. The Stockholm regime may function, 
but the viability of a security arrangement which depends on openness—on

^Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 21.
 ̂Document 172.
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mutual confidence— r̂emains tentative if participants continue to oppose open
ness, human contacts, travel, and conmiunication among the citizens of the 
participating states.

I would emphasize, in this regard, the seriousness with which the United States 
views the arrest in Moscow of the American journalist Nicholas Daniloff on 
trumped up charges. This one act, which flies in the face of everything the 
Helsinki process stands for, must raise doubts in all our minds about Soviet 
willingness to take the obligations of Helsinki—indeed, the obligations of 
Stockholm—seriously.

The United States supported the Stockholm Conference from its inception to 
its end. We worked with our allies for a successful conclusion, and we take 
satisfaction in the result, not least because it was an achievement of the alliance 
not just of individual states. NATO had specific objectives, fully developed and 
clearly articulated, at the very beginning of the conference, and we stuck together 
in working consistently to see that we accomplished them. In this way, too, 
Stockholm holds lessons for the future: a coherent, unified alliance position 
established at the very beginning of negotiations and maintained can lead to 
success even on highly complex, multilateral security issues. Quite simply, I 
believe Stockholm would never have reached the positive outcome it did if the 
alliance had not worked so well together.

The adjournment of the Stockholm Conference is not an end. It is an advance, 
and it offers new possibilities for East-West affairs. All 35 states have undertaken 
further commitments; we must all live up to them. We have also created new 
opportunities; we must all strive now to take advantage of them.

175. Statement by the Principal Deputy Press Secre
tary to the President (Spealces): l\/lutual and Bal
anced Force Reductions Talks, September 25, 
1986'

Representatives of NATO and the Warsaw Pact resume the mutual and 
balanced force reduction (MBFR) talks today in Vienna. It has long been 
NATO’s goal to reach a verifiable agreement that would reduce and limit 
conventional forces in the crucial region of central Europe. This round of talks 
offers an opportunity to make progress toward that end.

For its part, NATO has made every effort to lay the groundwork for success. 
On December 5,1985, in order to achieve a breakthrough in these negotiations, 
the West tabled a proposal that accepted the framework the Warsaw Pact had 
proposed for a time-limited, first-phase agreement calling for initial reductions 
by U.S. and Soviet ground forces, followed by a no-increase commitment on all 
forces of the two alliances in the area. Underscoring further its desire to achieve 
tangible progress in Vienna, the West at the same time changed its long-held

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, September 25, 1986, p. 1266.
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position that there should be agreement on the numbers of forces of both sides in 
central Europe before initial reductions were taken—a major compromise step 
in the East’s direction.

The Eastern response to this significant move has not contributed to progress 
in the talks. Despite public claims by Warsaw Pact leaders that they were willing 
to incorporate reasonable verification measures in an agreement, the Warsaw 
Pact, in the draft MBFR agreement it tabled on February 20, 1986, again 
proposed inadequate and unacceptable measures for ensuring compliance. 
Moreover, the East actually took a step backward from its 1983 verification 
position and would now exempt the half-million Soviet troops on annual rotation 
into and out of central Europe from any requirement to pass through monitoring 
points.

Despite this lack of movement by the East in the previous two negotiating 
sessions, the United States and its allies remain hopeful that success can be 
achieved at the Vienna negotiating table. We look to the Soviet Union to seriously 
respond to the important compromise proposal tabled by the West last December.

The President has instructed the U.S. delegation under Ambassador Robert D. 
Blackwill, in conjunction with other NATO delegations, to continue to make 
every effort to demonstrate how the Western position in MBFR would enhance 
peace and stability in central Europe. All NATO nations hope that the East is 
capable of mustering the political will necessary to do its part to advance the 
Vienna negotiations. It is time for the Warsaw Pact to demonstrate that it is indeed 
committed to meaningful and verifiable reductions in conventional forces.

176. Newspaper Article by Congressman Bennett: The 
Arms Control Provisions of the House Defense 
Authorization Bill, September 25,1986^

As a Democratic hawk, and the original author of legislation to establish an 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), I wish to respond to ACDA 
Director Kenneth Adelman’s recent opinion piece, “Congressional Muddle on 
Arms Control,” which ran in the Monitor Sept. 11.̂

I agree with Mr. Adelman’s general comments about arms control. He wisely 
noted that “arms control can’t be achieved by American concessions unmatched 
by Soviet restraint,” and that agreements must “contribute to, and not detract 
from. United States national security.” No problem. So far.

I disagree, however, with his declaration that “the House has approved a 
defense authorization bill which, if passed in its existing form, would undercut 
our security and our negotiating position.”

' The Christian Science Monitor, September 25, 1986, p. 13.
 ̂Not printed above, but see Adelman’s address of August 30, Document 160, in which 

the same points are made.
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Could his staff have erred? Is it possible he was given the wrong legislation to 
review? I ask these questions because the bill Adelman critiques and the bill I 
voted for are two very different documents indeed.

Let’s review the five provisions of the House bill which Adelman contends 
undercut both our security and the arms talks.
• Adelman claims the House bill forces the US “to subscribe, in effect, to a 

nuclear testing moratorium that the Soviet Union has been promoting for 
propaganda purposes.” That is simply not the case.

The Soviets propose a complete, permanent ban on all nuclear testing. 
Characteristically, they do not mention specific verification procedures.

The House bill is quite different. It states that the US will not conduct a 
nuclear test of greater than 1 kiloton yield for one calendar year, unless the 
President certifies that the Soviets have either violated the moratorium or 
have refused to follow on-site verification procedures to ensure mutual 
compliance. Rather than being a unilateral concession to Soviet demands, 
the House bill calls their bluff. Did Adelman read the bill?

• The ACDA director believes that “slashing funds necessary for the Strategic 
Defense Initiative” makes us less secure and weakens our negotiating 
position. That was neither the intention nor the effect of the amendment I 
offered, and which the House passed by 63 votes.

First, let’s set the record straight. The House voted to fund the SDI 
program at last year’s level, plus 3.5 percent for inflation. Thus, we did not 
cut SDI per se.

The 75 percent increase in SDI funding sought by the President would 
have made SDI our top defense priority. It is not. Our strategic forces are 
manifestiy redundant. Our conventional forces, meanwhile, are perilously 
deficient. A bipartisan majority of the House agreed with that assessment. 
Not even a majority of the House Republicans supported the President’s 
request!

• Adelman told Monitor readers that the House required the US to comply 
unilaterally with an unratified arms agreement—SALT IP—while the 
Soviets are violating that accord. Not true.

The House did require that the US not exceed the SALT II numerical limits 
on strategic weapons, as long as the Soviets do not exceed them. The Soviets 
are not now violating those numerical limits, nor have they in the past. 
Breaking out of those limits is not in our interest, as the Soviets are far better 
prepared to rapidly expand their offensive arsenal than are we.

The Soviets have violated other provisions of the SALT II agreement, 
provisions with which the House did not require US compliance. In fact, the 
Congress has repeatedly sought to accelerate the Midgetman missile pro
gram. Midgetman deployment would be a proportional response to the 
Soviet deployment of the SS-25, an apparent violation of SALT II. It is 
Adelman’s employers, not the Congress, who have slowed Midgetman and 
rejected my proposed response to Soviet violations (see my opinion piece, 
“The SALT II dilemma—a third option” in the April 21 Monitor).

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.

Document 176



LOWITZ STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 26 583

• Adelman next wrote that the House undermined US security by “forbidding 
testing of a US antisatellite weapon needed to provide a deterrent against an 
already existing and operational Soviet AS AT.”

The House did forbid such testing. However, we enhanced rather than 
undermined our security. You see, Adelman failed to mention that if the 
Soviets conduct an ASAT test, the restriction is lifted.

We are far more dependent on military satellites than the Soviets are. 
Thus, if neither side has an effective ASAT, we come out ahead. The existing 
Soviet ASAT is relatively primitive, and we can develop effective counter
measures to it as long as they do not test new ASAT technologies. If their 
ASAT is rendered ineffective, we don’t need one as a deterrent. That is why 
the House again voted to forbid ASAT testing as long as the Soviets do not 
test.

• Finally, Adelman lamented the House rejection of funds for new chemical 
weapons, which he believes are “necessary to restore the waning credibility 
of our deteriorating chemical deterrent.” I agree. New chemical weapons are 
needed. But he left much unsaid.

I have supported the production of new chemical weapons for years. This 
year, however, I cast the deciding vote against the President’s request. I did 
so because, believe it or not. President Reagan agreed last spring to withdraw 
unilaterally all US chemical weapons from Europe in exchange for West 
German support of American chemical weapon production.

Why should we spend several billion dollars on new chemical weapons if 
they cannot be deployed where they will actively deter Soviet first use? The 
House bill prohibits the withdrawal of existing US chemical arms from 
Europe until agreement is reached to replace them with new binary chemical 
weapons and holds hostage the new chemical weapons funds.

Despite Mr. Adelman’s claims, the House of Representatives did not system
atically undermine our strength or our negotiating position. I have two sugges
tions for the ACD A director. Read before you write and practice what you preach: 
“. . .  let’s not play politics with national security and arms control.”

177. Statement by the U.S. Representative (Lowitz) to 
the Second Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, 
September 26,1986^

The U.S. delegation welcomes the successful conclusion of this second review 
of the operation of the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention.^

When this conference began, my delegation said it would approach the review 
of the convention in both a critical and constructive way. We have endeavored 
to keep these two approaches central to our efforts.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, p. 41.
 ̂For the text of the Convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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It is in this context that I made clear that my government is convinced that the 
convention has been violated. I also want to note that the final declaration reflects 
the grave doubts of several parties about compliance with the most basic 
provisions of the convention and that the conference as a whole stressed the need 
to deal seriously with compliance issues.

Recognizing the importance of the norm established by the Biological and 
Toxin Weapons Convention—a norm the United States upholds and will 
continue to uphold—we have joined in recommending several measures in
tended to strengthen this norm, including international exchange of information 
on outbreaks of infectious diseases and on laboratories and research centers. My 
delegation hopes that these measures will be fully implemented by all parties to 
the convention and that they will thus lead to greater international transparency 
and openness with regard to the convention.

178. Final Declaration of the Second Review Confer
ence of the Parties to the Biological and Toxin 
Weapons Convention, September 26,1986^

Preamble

The States Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and on their Destruction,^ having met in Geneva 8-26 September 1986 in 
accordance with a decision by the First Review Conference 1980  ̂ and at the 
request of a majority of States Parties to the Convention, to review the operation 
of the Convention with a view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and 
the provisions of the Convention are being realized:

Reaffirming their determination to act with a view to achieving effective 
progress towards general and complete disarmament including the prohibition 
and elimination of all types of weapons of mass destruction and convinced that 
the prohibition of the development, production and their elimination, through 
effective measures, will facilitate the achievement of general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control,

Recognizing the continuing importance of the Convention and its objectives 
and the common interest of mankind in the elimination of bacteriological 
(biological) and toxin weapons,

Affiirming their belief that the universal adherence to the Convention would 
enhance international peace and security, would not hamper economic or 
technological development and, further, would facilitate the wider exchange of 
information for the use of bacteriological (biological) agents for peaceful 
purposes.

’ Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, pp. 41-44.
 ̂For the text of the Convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.

3 Ibid., 1980, p. 156.
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Confirming the common interest in strengthening the authority and the 
effectiveness of the Convention, to promote confidence and co-operation among 
States Parties,

Affirming the importance of strengthening international co-operation in the 
field of biotechnology, genetic engineering, microbiology and other related 
areas.

Reaffirming their adherence to the principle and objectives of the Geneva 
Protocol of 17 June 1925"̂  and calling upon all States to comply strictly with them.

Recalling that the General Assembly of the United Nations has repeatedly 
condenmed all actions contrary to the said principles and objectives.

Recognizing the importance of achieving as a matter of high priority an 
international convention on the complete and effective prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction.

Noting the relevant provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly devoted to Disarmament,^

Appealing to all States to refrain from any action which might place the 
Convention or any of its provisions in jeopardy.

Declare their strong determination for the sake of all mankind, to exclude 
completely the possibility of microbial, or other biological agents, or toxins being 
used as weapons and reaffirm their strong support for the Convention, their 
continued dedication to its principles and objectives and their legal obligation 
under international law to implement and strictly comply with its provisions.

Article I

The Conference notes the importance of Article I as the Article which defines 
the scope of the Convention and reaffirms its support for the provisions of this 
Article.

The Conference concludes that the scope of Article I covers scientific and 
technological developments relevant to the Convention.

The Conference notes statements by some States Parties that compliance with 
Articles I, II and III was in their view subject to grave doubt in some cases and 
that efforts to resolve these concerns had not been successful. The Conference 
notes the statements by other States Parties that such a doubt was unfounded and, 
in their view, not in accordance with the Convention. The Conference agrees that 
the application of States Parties of a positive approach in question [sic] of 
compliance in accordance with the provisions of the Convention was in the 
interest of all States Parties and that this would serve to promote confidence 
among States Parties.

The Conference, conscious of apprehensions arising from relevant scientific 
and technological developments, inter alia, in the fields of microbiology, genetic 
engineering and biotechnology, and the possibilities of their use for purposes 
inconsistent with the objectives and the provisions of the Convention, reaffirms

4 Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂The Final Document may be found ibid,, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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that the undertaking given by the States Parties in Article I applies to all such 
developments.

The Conference reaffmns that the Convention unequivocally applies to all 
natural or artificially created microbial or other biological agents or toxins 
whatever their origin or method of production. Consequently, toxins (both 
proteinaceous and non-proteinaceous) of a microbial, animal or vegetable nature 
and their synthetically produced analogues are covered.

Article II

The Conference notes the importance of Article II and welcomes the state
ments made by States which have become Parties to the Convention since the 
First Review Conference that they do not possess agents, toxins, weapons, 
equipment or means of delivery referred to in Article I of the Convention. The 
Conference believes that such statements enhance confidence in the Convention.

The Conference stresses that States which become Parties to the Convention, 
in implementing the provisions of this Article, shall observe all necessary safety 
precautions to protect populations and the environment.

Article III

The Conference notes the importance of Article III and welcomes the state
ments which States that have acceded to the Convention have made to the effect 
that they have not transferred agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of 
delivery, specified in Article I of the Convention, to any recipient whatsoever and 
have not furnished assistance or encouragement or inducement to any State, 
group of States or international organizations to manufacture or otherwise 
acquire them. The Conference affirms that Article III is sufficiently comprehen
sive so as to cover any recipient whatsoever at international, national or sub
national levels.

The Conference notes that the provisions of this article should not be used to 
impose restrictions and/or limitations on the transfer for purposes consistent with 
the objectives and the provisions of the Convention of scientific knowledge, 
technology, equipment'and materials to States Parties.

Article IV

The Conference notes the importance of Article IV, under which each State 
Party shall, in accordance with its constitutional processes, take any necessary 
measures to prohibit or prevent any acts or actions which would contravene the 
Convention.

The Conference calls upon all States Parties which have not yet taken any 
necessary measures in accordance with their constitutional processes, as required 
by the Article, to do so immediately.

The Conference notes that States Parties, as requested by the First Review 
Conference, have provided the United Nations Department for Disarmament 
Affairs with information on and the texts of specific legislation enacted or other 
regulatory measures taken by them, relevant to this Article. The Conference 
invites States Parties to continue to provide such information and texts to the
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United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs, for purposes of consulta
tion.

The Conference notes the importance of:
• Legislative, administrative and other measures designed effectively to 

guarantee compliance with the provisions of the convention within the 
territory, under the jurisdiction or control of a State Party;

• Legislation regarding the physical protection of laboratories and facilities to 
prevent unauthorized access to and removal of the pathogenic or toxic 
material; and

• Inclusion in textbooks, and in medical, scientific and military educational 
programmes of information dealing with the prohibition of bacteriological 
(biological) and toxin weapons and the provisions of the Geneva Protocol 
and believes that such measures which States might undertake in accordance 
with their constitutional process would strengthen the effectiveness of the 
Convention.

Article V

The Conference notes the importance of Article V and reaffirms the obligation 
assumed by States Parties to consult and co-operate with one another in solving 
any problems which may arise in relation to the objective of, or in the application 
of, the Convention.

The Conference reaffirms that consultation and co-operation pursuant to this 
Article may also be undertaken through appropriate international procedures 
within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

The Conference confirms the conclusions in the Final Declaration of the First 
Review Conference that these procedures include, inter alia, the right of any 
State Party to request that a consultative meeting open to all States Parties be 
convened at expert level.^

The Conference stresses the need for all States to deal seriously with compli
ance issues and emphasizes that the failure to do so undermines the Convention 
and the arms control process in general.

The Conference appeals to States Parties to make all possible efforts to solve 
any problems which may arise in relation to the objective of or in the application 
of the provisions of the Convention with a view towards encouraging strict 
observance of the provisions subscribed to. The Conference further requests that 
information on such efforts be provided to the Third Review Conference.

The Conference, taking into account views expressed concerning the need to 
strengthen the implementation of the provisions of Article V, has agreed:
• That a consultative meeting shall be promptly convened when requested by 

a State Party;
• That a consultative meeting may consider any problems which may arise in 

the relation to the objective of, or in the application of, the provisions of the 
Convention, suggest ways and means for further clarifying, inter alia, with 
assistance of technical experts, any matter considered ambiguous or unre

Ubid., 795ft pp. 154.
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solved, as well as initiate appropriate international procedures within the 
framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter;

• That the consultative meeting, or any State Party, may request specialized 
assistance in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the 
objective of, or in the application of, the provisions of the Convention, 
through, inter alia, appropriate international procedures within the frame
work of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter;

• The Conference considers that States Parties shall co-operate with the 
consultative meeting in its considerations of any problems which may arise 
in the relation to the objectives of, or in the application of, the provisions of 
the Convention, and in clarifying ambiguous and unresolved matters, as well 
as co-operate in appropriate international procedures within the framework 
of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

The Conference, mindful of the provisions of Article V and Article X and 
determined to strengthen the authority of the Convention and to enhance 
confidence in the implementation of its provisions, agrees that the States Parties 
are to implement, on the basis of mutual co-operation, the following measures, 
in order to prevent or reduce the occurrence of ambiguities, doubts and suspi
cions, and in order to improve international co-operation in the field of peaceful 
bacteriological (biological) activities.

1. Exchange of data, including name, location, scope and general description 
of activities, on research centres and laboratories that meet very high national or 
international safety standards established for handling, for permitted purposes, 
biological materials that pose a high individual and community risk, or specialize 
in permitted biological activities directly related to the Convention.

2. Exchange of information on all outbreaks of infectious diseases and similar 
occurrences caused by toxins, that seem to deviate from the normal pattern as 
regards type, development, place or time of occurrence. If possible, the informa
tion provided would include, as soon as it is available, data on the type of disease, 
approximate area affected and number of cases.

3. Encouragement of publication of results of biological research directly 
related to the Convention, in scientific journals generally available to States 
Parties, as well as promotion of use for permitted purposes of knowledge gained 
in this research.

4. Active promotion of contacts between scientists engaged in biological 
research directly related to the Convention, including exchanges for joint 
research on a mutually agreed basis.

The Conference decides to hold an A(i Hoc meeting of scientific and technical 
experts from States Parties, to finalize the modalities for the exchange of 
information and data by working out, inter alia, appropriate forms to be used by 
States Parties for the exchange of information agreed to in this Final Declaration, 
thus enabling the States Parties to follow a standardized procedure. The group 
shall meet in Geneva for the period of 31 March-15 April 1987 and shall 
communicate the results of the work to the States Parties immediately thereafter.

Pending the results of this meeting the Conference urges States Parties to 
promptly apply these measures and report the data agreed upon to the United 
Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs.
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The Conference requests the United Nations Department for Disarmament 
Affairs to make available the information received to all States Parties.

Article VI

The Conference also notes the importance of Article VI, which in addition to 
the procedures contained in Article V, provides for any State Party, which finds 
that any other State Party is acting in breach of its obligations under the 
Convention, to lodge a complaint with the United Nations Security Council, and 
under which each State Party undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any 
investigation which the Security Council may initiate.

The Conference notes the need to further improve and strengthen this and other 
procedures to enhance greater confidence in the Convention. The Conference 
considers that the Security Council may, if it deems it necessary, request the 
advice of the World Health Organization in carrying out any investigation of 
complaints lodged with the Council.

Article VII

The Conference notes that these provisions have not been invoked.

Article VIII

The Conference reaffirms the importance of Article VIII and stresses the 
importance of the Protocol for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases and of bacteriological methods of warfare.

The Conference reaffirms that nothing contained in the Convention shall be 
interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by 
any State under the Protocol for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases and of bacteriological methods of warfare, signed at 
Geneva on 17 June 1925. Noting the report of the Security Council (S/17911), 
the Conference appeals to all States Parties to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 to 
fulfil their obligations assumed under that Protocol and urges all States not yet 
Parties to the said Protocol to adhere to it at the earliest possible date.

Article IX

The Conference reaffirms the obligation assumed by States Parties to continue 
negotiations in good faith towards an early agreement on effective measures for 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and for their destruction.

All States Parties participating in the Conference reiterate their strong conmiit- 
ment to this important god.

The Conference notes with satisfaction the substantial progress made in the 
negotiations on a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons in the 
Conference on Disarmament during the period under review. The Conference 
also takes note of the bilateral talks between the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America on all aspects of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.
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The Conference nevertheless deeply regrets that an agreement on a convention 
on chemical weapons has not yet been reached.

The Conference urges the Conference on Disarmament to exert all possible 
efforts to conclude an agreement on a total ban of chemical weapons with 
effective verification provisions by the earliest possible date.

Article X

The Conference emphasizes the increasing importance of the provisions of 
Article X, especially in light of recent scientific and technological developments 
in the field of biotechnology, bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins with 
peaceful applications, which have vastly increased the potential for co-operation 
between States to help promote economic and social development, and scientific 
and technological progress, particularly in the developing countries, in confor
mity with their interest, needs and priorities.

The Conference, while acknowledging what has already been done towards 
this end, notes with concern the increasing gap between the developed and the 
developing countries in the field of biotechnology, genetic engineering, micro
biology and other related areas. The Conference accordingly urges States Parties 
to provide wider access to and share their scientific and technological knowledge 
in this field, on an equal and non-discriminatory basis, in particular with the 
developing countries, for the benefit of all mankind.

The Conference urges that States Parties take specific measures within their 
competence for the promotion of the fullest possible international co-operation 
in this field through their active intervention. Such measures could include, inter 
alia:
• Transfer and exchange of information concerning research programmes in 

bio-sciences;
• Wider transfer and exchange of information, materials and equipment 

among States on a systematic and long-term basis;
• Active promotion of contacts between scientists and technical personnel on 

a reciprocal basis, in relevant fields;
• Increased technical co-operation including training opportunities to devel

oping countries in the use of bio-sciences and genetic engineering for 
peaceful purposes:

• Facilitating the conclusion of bilateral, regional and multiregional agree
ments providing on a mutually advantageous, equal and non-discriminatory 
basis, for their participation in the development and application of biotech
nology;

• Encouraging the co-ordination of national and regional programmes and 
working out in an appropriate manner the ways and means of co-operation 
in this field.

The Conference calls for greater co-operation in international public health 
and disease control.

The Conference urges that co-operation under Article X should be actively 
pursued both within the bilateral and the multilateral framework and further 
urges the use of existing institutional means within the United Nations system
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and the full utilization of the possibilities provided by the specialized agencies 
and other international organizations.

The Conference, noting that co-operation would be best initiated by improved 
institutionalized direction and co-ordination, recommends that measures to 
ensure co-operation on such a basis be pursued within the existing means of the 
United Nations system. Accordingly, the Conference requests the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations to propose for inclusion on the agenda of a relevant 
United Nations body, a discussion and examination of the means for improving 
institutional mechanisms in order to facilitate the fullest possible exchange of 
equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for the use of 
bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins for peaceful purposes. The Confer
ence recommends that invitations to participate in this discussion and examina
tion should be extended to all States Parties, whether or not they are members of 
the United Nations, and concerned specialized agencies.

The Conference requests the States Parties and the United Nations Secretariat 
to include in the document materials prepared for the above-mentioned discus
sion of States Parties, information and suggestions on the implementation of 
Article X, taking into account the preceding paragraphs. Furthermore, it urges the 
specialized agencies, inter alia, FAO, WHO, UNESCO, WIPO and UNIDO, to 
participate in this discussion and fully co-operate with the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations and requests the Secretary-General to send all relevant 
information of this Conference to these agencies.

The Conference, referring to paragraph 35 of the Final Document of the First 
Special Session of the General Assembly, devoted to Disarmament stresses the 
importance of the obligations under Article X promoting economic and social 
development of developing countries, particularly in the light of, the United 
Nations Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and Develop
ment, for the States participating therein, scheduled for 1987.

The Conference, to ensure compliance with Article X, also requests States 
Parties and the United Nations Secretariat to provide information relevant to the 
implementation of the Article for examination by the next conference of States 
Parties.

The Conference upholds that the above-mentioned measures would positively 
strengthen the Convention.

Article XI

The Conference notes the importance of Article XI and that since the entry into 
force of the Convention of [sic] the provisions of the Article have not been 
invoked.

Article XII

The Conference decides that a Third Review Conference shall be held in 
Geneva at the request of a majority of States Parties not later than 1991.

The Conference, noting the differing views with regard to verification, decides 
that the Third Review Conference shall consider, inter alia:
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• The impact of scientific and technological developments relevant to the 
Convention;

• The relevance for effective implementation of the Convention of the results 
achieved in the negotiations on prohibition of chemical weapons;

• The effectiveness of the provisions in Article V for consultation and co
operation of the co-operative measures agreed in this Final Declaration; and

• In the light of these considerations and of the provisions of Article XI, 
whether or not further actions are called for to create further co-operative 
measures in the context of Article V, or legally binding improvements to the 
Convention, or a combination of both.

Article XIII

The Conference notes the provisions of Article XIII and expresses its satisfac
tion that no State Party to the Convention has exercised its right to withdraw from 
the Convention.

Article XIV

The Conference notes with satisfaction that a significant number of States have 
ratified or acceded to the Convention since the First Review Conference and that 
there are now more than 100 States Parties to the Convention, including all the 
permanent Members of the Security Council of the United Nations.

The Conference calls upon States which have not yet ratified or acceded to the 
Convention to do so without delay and upon those States which have not signed 
the Convention to join the States Parties thereto thus contributing to the 
achievement of universal adherence to the Convention.

The Conference makes an urgent appeal to all States Parties to the Convention 
on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacterio
logical (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction, which did not 
participate in its work, to give their effective co-operation and take part more 
actively in the common endeavour of all the Contracting Parties to strengthen the 
objectives and purposes of the Convention. In this connection, the Convention 
urges all States Parties that were absent to take part in the future work envisaged 
in this Final Declaration.

Article XV

The Conference notes the provisions of Article XV.
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179. Convention on Early Notification of a Nuclear 
Accident, September 26,1986'

The states parties to this convention,
Aware that nuclear activities are being carried out in a number of States.
Noting that comprehensive measures have been and are being taken to ensure 

a high level of safety in nuclear activities, aimed at preventing nuclear accidents 
and minimizing the consequences of any such accident, should it occur.

Desiring to strengthen further international co-operation in the safe develop
ment and use of nuclear energy.

Convinced of the need for States to provide relevant information about nuclear 
accidents as early as possible in order that transboundary radiological conse
quences can be minimized.

Noting the usefulness of bilateral and multilateral arrangements on informa
tion exchange in this area.

Have agreed as follows:

A rticle 1

Scope of application

1. This Convention shall apply in the event of any accident involving facilities 
or activities of a State Party or of persons or legal entities under its jurisdiction 
or control, referred to in paragraph 2 below, from which a release of radioactive 
material occurs or is likely to occur and which has resulted or may result in an 
international transboundary release that could be of radiological safety signifi
cance for another State.

2. The facilities and activities referred to in paragraph 1 are the following:
(a) any nuclear reactor wherever located;
(b) any nuclear fuel cycle facility;
(c) any radioactive waste management facility;
(d) the transport and storage of nuclear fuels or radioactive wastes;
(e) the manufacture, use, storage, disposal and transport of radioisotopes for 

agricultural, industrial, medical and related scientific and research purposes; and
(f) the use of radioisotopes for power generation in space objects.

A rticle 2

Notification and information

In the event of an accident specified in article 1 (hereinafter referred to as a 
“nuclear accident”), the State Party referred to in that article shall:

(a) forthwith notify, directly or through the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (hereinafter referred to as the “Agency”), those States which are or may

* Senate Treaty Doc. 100-4, 100th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 1-6. The Convention was 
opened for signature at Vienna on September 26,1986 and at New York on October 6. It 
entered into force on October 27, 1986.
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be physically affected as specified in article 1 and the Agency of the nuclear 
accident, its nature, the time of its occurrence and its exact location where 
appropriate; and

(b) promptly provide the States referred to in sub-paragraph (a), directly or 
through the Agency, and the Agency with such available information relevant to 
minimizing the radiological consequences in those States, as specified in 
article 5.

A rticle 3

Other Nuclear Accidents

With a view to minimizing the radiological consequences, States Parties may 
notify in the event of nuclear accidents other than those specified in article 1.

A rticle 4

Functions of the Agency

The Agency shall:
(a) forthwith inform States Parties, Member States, other States which are or 

may be physically affected as specified in article 1 and relevant international 
intergovernmental organizations (hereinafter referred to as “international or
ganizations”) of a notification received pursuant to sub-paragraph (a) of article
2; and

(b) promptly provide any State Party, Member State or relevant international 
organization, upon request, with the information received pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (b) of article 2.

A rticle 5

Information to be provided

1. The information to be provided pursuant to sub-paragraph (b) of article 2 
shall comprise the following data as then available to the notifying State Party:

(a) the time, exact location where appropriate, and the nature of the nuclear 
accident;

(b) the facility or activity involved;
(c) the assumed or established cause and the foreseeable development of the 

nuclear accident relevant to the transboundary release of the radioactive materi
als;

(d) the general characteristics of the radioactive release, including, as far as is 
practicable and appropriate, the nature, probable physical and chemical form and 
the quantity, composition and effective height of the radioactive release;

(e) information on current and forecast meteorological and hydrological 
conditions, necessary for forecasting the transboundary release of the radioactive 
materials;

(f) the results of environmental monitoring relevant to the transboundary 
release of the radioactive materials;

(g) the off-site protective measures taken or planned;
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(h) the predicted behavior over time of the radioactive release.
2. Such information shall be supplemented at appropriate intervals by further 

relevant information on the development of the emergency situation, including 
its foreseeable or actual termination.

3. Information received pursuant to sub-paragraph (b) of article 2 may be used 
without restriction, except when such information is provided in confidence by 
the notifying State Party.

A rticle 6

Consultations

A State Party providing information pursuant to sub-paragraph (b) of article 2, 
shall as far as is reasonably practicable, respond promptly to a request for further 
information or consultations sought by an affected State Party with a view to 
minimizing the radiological consequences in that State.

A rticle 7

Competent authorities and points of contact

1. Each State Party shall make known to the Agency and to other States Parties, 
directly or through the Agency, its competent authorities and point of contact for 
issuing and receiving the notification and information referred to in article 2. 
Such points of contact and a focal point within the Agency shall be available 
continuously.

2. Each State Party shall promptly inform the Agency of any changes that may 
occur in the information referred to in paragraph 1.

3. The Agency shall maintain an up-to-date list of such national authorities and 
points of contact as well as points of contact of relevant international organiza
tions and shall provide it to States Parties and Member States and to relevant 
international organizations.

A rticle 8

Assistance to States Parties

The Agency shall, in accordance with its Statute and upon a request of a State 
Party which does not have nuclear activities itself and borders on a State having 
an active nuclear programme but not Party, conduct investigations into the 
feasibility and establishment of an appropriate radiation monitoring system in 
order to facilitate the achievement of the objectives of this Convention.

A rticle 9

Bilateral and multilateral arrangements

In furtherance of their mutual interests. States Parties may consider, where 
deemed appropriate, the conclusion of bilateral or multilateral arrangements 
relating to the subject matter of this Convention.
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A rticle 10

Relationship to other international agreements

This Convention shall not affect the reciprocal rights and obligations of States 
Parties under existing international agreements which relate to the matters 
covered by this Convention, or under future international agreement concluded 
in accordance with the object and purpose of this Convention.

A rticle 11

Settlement of disputes

1. In the event of a dispute between States Parties, or between a State Party and 
the Agency, concerning the interpretation or application of this Convention, the 
parties to the dispute shall consult with a view to the settlement of the dispute by 
negotiation or by any other peaceful means of settling disputes acceptable to 
them.

2. If a dispute of this character between States Parties cannot be settled within 
one year from the request for consultation pursuant to paragraph 1, it shall, at the 
request of any party to such dispute, be submitted to arbitration or referred to the 
International Court of Justice for decision. Where a dispute is submitted to 
arbitration, if, with six months from the date of the request, the parties to the 
dispute are unable to agree on the organization of the arbitration, a party may 
request the President of the International Court of Justice or the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations to appoint one or more arbitrators. In cases of 
conflicting requests by the parties to the dispute, the request to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations shall have priority.

3. When signing, ratifying, accepting, approving or acceding to this Conven
tion, a State may declare that it does not consider itself bound by either or both 
of the dispute settlement procedures provided for in paragraph 2. The other States 
Parties shall not be bound by a dispute settlement procedure provided for in 
paragraph 2 with respect to a State Party for which such a declaration is in force.

4. A State Party which has made a declaration in accordance with paragraph
3 may at any time withdraw it by notification to the depositary.

A rticle 12

Entry into force

1. This Convention shall be open for signature by all States and Namibia, 
represented by the United Nations Council for Namibia, at the Headquarters of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna and at the Headquarters of the 
United Nations in New York, from 26 September 1986 and 6 October 1986 
respectively, until its entry into force or for twelve months, whichever period is 
longer.

2. A State and Namibia, represented by the United Nations Council for 
Namibia, may express its consent to be bound by this Convention either by
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signature, or by deposit of an instrument of ratification, acceptance or approval 
following signature made subject to ratification, acceptance or approvd, or by 
deposit of an instrument of accession. The instruments of ratification, accep
tance, approval or accession shall be deposited with the depositary.

3. This Convention shall enter into force thirty days after consent to be bound 
has been expressed by three States.

4. For each State expressing consent to be bound by this Convention after its 
entry into force, this Convention shall enter into force for that State thirty days 
after the date of expression of consent.

5. (a) This Convention shall be open for accession, as provided for in this 
article, by international organizations and regional integration organizations 
constituted by sovereign States, which have competence in respect of the 
negotiation, conclusion and application of international agreements in matters 
covered by this Convention.

(b) In matters within their competence such organizations shall, on their own 
behalf, exercise the rights and fulfill the obligations which this Convention 
attributes to States Parties.

(c) When depositing its instrument of accession, such an organization shall 
conmiunicate to the depositary a declaration indicating the extent of its compe
tence in respect of matters covered by this Convention.

(d) Such an organization shall not hold any vote additional to those of its 
Member States.

A rticle 13

Provisional application

A State may, upon signature or at any later date before this Convention enters 
into force for it, declare that it will apply this Convention provisionally.

A rticle 14

Amendments

1. A State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. The proposed 
amendment shall be submitted to the depositary who shall circulate it inmiedi- 
ately to all other States Parties.

2. If a majority of the States Parties request the depositary to convene a 
conference to consider the proposed amendments, the depositary shall invite all 
States Parties to attend such a conference to begin not sooner than thirty days after 
the invitations are issued. Any amendment adopted at the conference by a two- 
thirds majority of all States Parties shall be laid down in a protocol which is open 
to signature in Vienna and New York by all States Parties.

3. The protocol shall enter into force thirty days after consent to be bound has 
been expressed by three States. For each State expressing consent to be bound by 
the protocol after its entry into force, the protocol shall enter into force for that 
State thirty days after the date of expression of consent.
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A rticle 15

Denunciation

1. A State Party may denounce this Convention by written notification to the 
depositary.

2. Denunciation shall take effect one year following the date on which the 
notification is received by the depositary.

A rticle 16

Depositary

1. The Director General of the Agency shall be the depositary of this 
Convention.

2. The Director General of the Agency shall promptly notify States Parties and 
all other States of:

(a) each signature of this Convention or any protocol of amendment;
(b) each deposit of an instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or 

accession concerning this Convention or any protocol of amendment;
(c) any declaration or withdrawal thereof in accordance with article 11;
(d) any declaration of provisional application of this Convention in accordance 

with article 13;
(e) the entry into force of this Convention and of any amendment thereto; and
(f) any denunciation made under article 15.

A rticle 17 

Authentic texts and certified copies

The original of this Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, 
French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with 
the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency who shall send 
certified copies to States Parties and all other States.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized, have 
signed this Convention, open for signature as provided for in paragraph 1 of 
article 12.

ADOPTED by the General Conference of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency meeting in special session at Vienna on the twenty-sixth day of 
September one thousand nine hundred and eighty-six.
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180. U.S. Declaration With Respect to the Convention 
on Early Notification of a Nuclear Accident, Sep
tember 26,1986^

As provided for in paragraph 3 of article 11, the United States declares that it 
does not consider itself bound by either of the dispute settlement procedures 
provided for in paragraph 2 of that article.

181. Convention on Assistance in the Case of a Nuclear 
Accident or Radiological Emergency, September 
26,1986^

The states parties to this convention,
Aware that nuclear activities are being carried out in a number of States, 
Noting that comprehensive measures have been and are being taken to ensure 

a high level of safety in nuclear activities, aimed at preventing nuclear accidents 
and minimizing the consequences of any such accident, should it occur. 

Desiring to strengthen further international co-operation in the safe develop
ment and use of nuclear energy.

Convinced of the need for an international framework which will facilitate the 
prompt provision of assistance in the event of a nuclear accident or radiological 
emergency to mitigate its consequences.

Noting the usefulness of bilateral and multilateral arrangements on mutual 
assistance in this area.

Noting the activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency in developing 
guidelines for mutual emergency assistance arrangements in connection with a 
nuclear accident or radiological emergency,

Have agreed as follows:

A rticle 1

General provisions

1. The States Parties shall cooperate between themselves and with the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (hereinafter referred to as the “Agency”) in 
accordance with the provisions of this Convention to facilitate prompt assistance 
in the event of a nuclear accident or a radiological emergency to minimize its 
consequences and to protect life, property and the environment from the effects 
of radioactive releases.

‘ Senate Treaty Doc. 100-4, 100th Cong., 1st sess., p. 6. The Convention is printed 
supra.

' Senate Treaty Doc. 100-4, 100th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 7-16. The Convention was 
opened for signature at Vienna on September 26, 1986 and at New York on October 6.
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2. To facilitate such cooperation States Parties may agree on bilateral or 
multilateral arrangements or, where appropriate, a combination of these, for 
preventing or minimizing injury and damage which may result in the event of a 
nuclear accident or radiological emergency.

3. The States Parties request the Agency, acting within the framework of its 
Statute, to use its best endeavours in accordance with the provisions of this 
Convention to promote, facilitate and support the cooperation between States 
Parties provided for in this Convention.

A rticle 2

Provisions of assistance

1. If a State Party needs assistance in the event of a nuclear accident or 
radiological emergency, whether or not such accident or emergency originates 
within its territory, jurisdiction or control, it may call for such assistance from any 
other State Party, directly or through the Agency, and from the Agency, or, where 
appropriate, from other international intergovernmental organizations (hereinaf
ter referred to as “international organizations”)-

2. A State Party requesting assistance shall specify the scope and type of 
assistance required and, where practicable, provide the assisting party with such 
information as may be necessary for that party to determine the extent to which 
it is able to meet the request. In the event that it is not practicable for the requesting 
State Party to specify the scope and type of assistance required, the requesting 
State Party and the assisting party shall, in consultation, decide upon the scope 
and type of assistance required.

3. Each State Party to which a request for such assistance is directed shall 
promptly decide and notify the requesting State Party, directly or through the 
Agency, whether it is in a position to render the assistance requested, and the 
scope and terms of the assistance that might be rendered.

4. States Parties shall, within the limits of their capabilities', identify and notify 
the Agency of experts, equipment and materials which could be made available 
for the provision of assistance to other States Parties in the event of a nuclear 
accident or radiological emergency as well as the terms, especially financial, 
under which such assistance could be provided.

5. Any State Party may request assistance relating to medical treatment or 
temporary relocation into the territory of another State Party of people involved 
in a nuclear accident or radiological emergency.

6 . The Agency shall respond, in accordance with its Statute and as provided for 
in this Convention, to a requesting State Party’s or a Member State’s request for 
assistance in the event of a nuclear accident or radiological emergency by:

(a) making available appropriate resources allocated for this purpose;
(b) transmitting promptly the request to other States and international organi

zations which, according to the Agency’s information, may possess the neces
sary resources; and

(c) if so requested by the requesting State, co-ordinating the assistance at the 
international level which may thus become available.

Document 181



ASSISTANCE CONVENTION, SEPTEMBER 26 601

A rticle 3 

Direction and control of assistance

Unless otherwise agreed:
(a) the overall direction, control, co-ordination and supervision of the assis

tance shall be the responsibility within its territory of the requesting State. The 
assisting party should, where the assistance involves personnel, designate in 
consultation with the requesting State, the person who should be in charge of and 
retain immediate operational supervision over the personnel and the equipment 
provided by it. The designated person should exercise such supervision in 
cooperation with the appropriate authorities of the requesting State;

(b) the requesting State shall provide, to the extent of its capabilities, local 
activities and services for the proper and effective administration of the assis
tance. It shall also ensure the protection of personnel, equipment and materials 
brought into its territory by or on behalf of the assisting party for such purpose;

(c) ownership of equipment and materials provided by either party during the 
periods of assistance shall be unaffected, and their return shall be ensured;

(d) a State Party providing assistance in response to a request under paragraph 
5 of article 2 shall co-ordinate that assistance within its territory.

A rticle 4

Competent authorities and points of contact

1. Each State Party shall make known to the Agency and to other States Parties, 
directly or through the Agency, its competent authorities and point of contact 
authorized to make and receive requests for and to accept offers of assistance. 
Such points of contact and a focal point with the Agency shall be available 
continuously.

2. Each State Party shall promptly inform the Agency of any changes that may 
occur in the information referred to in paragraph 1.

3. The Agency shall regularly and expeditiously provide to States Parties, 
Member States and relevant international organizations the information referred 
to in paragraphs I and 2.

A rticle 5

Functions of the Agency

The States Parties request the Agency, in accordance with paragraph 3 of 
article 1 and without prejudice to other provisions of this Convention, to:

(a) collect and disseminate to States Parties and Member States information 
concerning:

(i) experts, equipment and materials which could be made available in the 
event of nuclear accidents or radiological emergencies;

(ii) methodologies, techniques and available results of research relating to 
response to nuclear accidents or radiological emergencies;

(b) assist a State Party or a Member State when requested in any of the 
following or other appropriate matters:
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(i) preparing both emergency plans in the case of nuclear accidents and 
radiological emergencies and appropriate legislation;

(ii) developing appropriate training programmes for personnel to deal with 
nuclear accidents and radiological emergencies;

(iii) transmitting requests for assistance and relevant information in the 
event of a nuclear accident or radiological emergency;

(iv) developing appropriate radiation monitoring programmes, procedures 
and standards;

(v) conducting investigations into the feasibility of establishing appropriate 
radiation monitoring systems;

(c) make available to a State Party or a Member State requesting assistance in 
the event of a nuclear accident or radiological emergency appropriate resources 
allocated for the purpose of conducting an initial assessment of the accident or 
emergency;

(d) offer its good offices to the States Parties and Member States in the event 
of a nuclear accident or radiological emergency;

(e) establish and maintain liaison with relevant international organizations for 
the purposes of obtaining and exchanging relevant information and data, and 
make a list of such organizations available to States Parties, Member States and 
the aforementioned organizations.

A rticle 6  

Confidentiality and public statements

1. The requesting State and the assisting party shall protect the confidentiality 
of any confidential information that becomes available to either of them in 
connection with the assistance in the event of a nuclear accident or radiological 
emergency. Such information shall be used exclusively for the purpose of the 
assistance agreed upon.

2. The assisting party shall make every effort to coordinate with the requesting 
State before releasing information to the public on the assistance provided in 
connection with a nuclear accident or radiological emergency.

A rticle 7

Reimbursement of costs

1. An assisting party may offer assistance without costs to the requesting State. 
When considering whether to offer assistance on such a basis, the assisting party 
shall take into account:

(a) the nature of the nuclear accident or radiological emergency;
(b) the place of origin of the nuclear accident or radiological emergency;
(c) the needs of developing countries;
(d) the particular needs of countries without nuclear facilities; and
(e) any other relevant factors.
2. When assistance is provided wholly or partly on a reimbursement basis, the 

requesting State shall reimburse the assisting party for the costs incurred for the
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services rendered by persons or organizations acting on its behalf, and for all 
expenses in connection with the assistance to the extent that such expenses are 
not directly defrayed by the requesting State. Unless otherwise agreed, reim
bursement shall be provided promptly after the assisting party has presented its 
request for reimbursement to the requesting State, and in respect of costs other 
than local costs, shall be freely transferrable.

3. Notwithstanding paragraph 2, the assisting party may at any time waive, or 
agree to the postponement of, the reimbursement in whole or in part. In 
considering such waiver or postponement, assisting parties shall give due 
consideration to the needs of developing countries.

A r t i c l e  8  

Privileges, immunities and facilities

1. The requesting State shall afford to personnel of the assisting party and 
personnel acting on its behalf the necessary privileges, immunities and facilities 
for the performance of their assistance functions.

2. The requesting State shall afford the following privileges and immunities to 
personnel of the assisting party or personnel acting on its behalf who have been 
duly notified to and accepted by the requesting State:

(a) immunity from arrest, detention and legal process, including criminal, 
civil and administrative jurisdiction, of the requesting State, in respect of acts 
or omissions in the performance of their duties; and

(b) exemption from taxation, duties or other charges, except those which are 
normally incorporated in the price of goods or paid for services rendered, in 
respect of the performance of their assistance functions.

3. The requesting State shall:
(a) afford the assisting party exemption from taxation, duties or other charges 

on the equipment and property brought into the territory of the requesting State 
by the assisting party for the purpose of the assistance; and

(b) provide inmiunity from seizure, attachment or requisition of such equip
ment and property.

4. The requesting State shall ensure the return of such equipment and property. 
If requested by the assisting party, the requesting State shall arrange, to the extent 
it is able to do so, for the necessary decontamination of recoverable equipment 
involved in the assistance before its return.

5. The requesting State shall facilitate the entry into, stay in and departure from 
its national territory of personnel notified pursuant to paragraph 2 and of 
equipment and property involved in the assistance.

6. Nothing in this article shall require the requesting State to provide its 
nationals or permanent residents with the privileges and immunities provided for 
in the foregoing paragraphs.

7. Without prejudice to the privileges and immunities, all beneficiaries 
enjoying such privileges and immunities under this article have a duty to respect 
the laws and regulations of the requesting State. They shall also have the duty not 
to interfere in the domestic affairs of the requesting State.
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8. Nothing in this article shall prejudice rights and obligations with respect to 
privileges and immunities afforded pursuant to other international agreements or 
the rules of customary international law.

9. When signing, ratifying, accepting, approving or acceding to this Conven
tion, a State may declare that it does not consider itself bound in whole or in part 
by paragraphs 2 and 3.

10. A State Party which has made a declaration in accordance with paragraph 
9 may at any time withdraw it by notification to the depositary.

A rticle 9

Transit of personnel, equipment and property

Each State Party shall, at the request of the requesting State or the assisting 
party, seek to facilitate the transit through its territory of duly notified personnel, 
equipment and property involved in the assistance to and from the requesting 
State.

A rticle 10

Claims and compensation

1. The States Parties shall closely cooperate in order to facilitate the settlement 
of legal proceedings and claims under this article.

2. Unless otherwise agreed, a requesting State shall in respect of death or of 
injury to persons, damage to or loss of property, or damage to the environment 
caused within its territory or other area under its jurisdiction or control in the 
course of providing the assistance requested:

(a) not bring any legal proceedings against the assisting party or persons or 
other legal entities acting on its behalf;

(b) assume responsibility for dealing with legal proceedings and claims 
brought by third parties against the assisting party or against persons or other 
legal entities acting on its behalf;

(c) hold the assisting party or persons or other legal entities acting on its behalf 
harmless in respect of legal proceedings and claims referred to in sub-paragraph
(b); and

(d) compensate the assisting party or persons or other legal entities acting on 
its behalf for:

(i) death of or injury to personnel of the assisting party or persons acting on 
its behalf;

(ii) loss of or damage to non-consumable equipment or materials related to 
the assistance; except in cases of willful misconduct by the individuals who 
caused the death, injury, loss or damage.

3. This article shall not prevent compensation or indemnity available under any 
applicable international agreement or national law of any State.

4. Nothing in this article shall require the requesting State to apply paragraph
2 in whole or in part to its nationals or permanent residents.
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5. When signing, ratifying, accepting, approving or acceding to this Conven
tion, a State may declare:

(a) that it does not consider itself bound in whole or in part by paragraph 2;
(b) that it will not apply paragraph 2 in whole or in part in cases of gross 

negligence by the individuals who caused the death, injury, loss or damage.
6 . A State Party which has made a declaration in accordance with paragraph 

5 may at any time withdraw it by notification to the depositary.

A rticle 11

Termination of assistance

The requesting State or the assisting party may at any time, after appropriate 
consultations and by notification in writing, request the termination of assistance 
received or provided under this Convention. Once such a request has been made, 
the parties involved shall consult with each other to make arrangements for the 
proper conclusion of assistance.

A rticle 12

Relationship to other international agreements

This Convention shall not affect the reciprocal rights and obligations of States 
Parties under existing international agreements which relate to the matters 
covered by this Convention, or under future international agreements concluded 
in accordance with the object and purpose of this Convention.

A rticle 13

Settlement of disputes

1. In the event of a dispute between' States Parties, or between a State Party and 
the Agency, concerning the interpretation or application of this Convention, the 
parties to the dispute shall consult with a view to the settlement of the dispute by 
negotiations or by any other peaceful means of settling disputes acceptable to 
them.

2. If a dispute of this character between States Parties cannot be settled within 
one year from the request for consultation pursuant to paragraph 1, it shall, at the 
request of any party to such dispute, be submitted to arbitration or referred to the 
International Court of Justice for decision. Where a dispute is submitted to 
arbitration, if, within six months from the date of the request, the parties to the 
dispute are unable to agree on the organization of the arbitration, a party may 
request the President of the International Court of Justice or the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations to appoint one or more arbitrators. In cases of 
conflicting requests by the parties to the dispute, the request to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations shall have priority.

3. When signing, ratifying, accepting, approving or acceding to this Conven
tion, a State may declare that it does not consider itself bound by either or both 
of the dispute settlement procedures provided for in paragraph 2. The other States
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Parties shall not be bound by a dispute settlement procedure provided for in 
paragraph 2 with respect to a State Party for which such a declaration is in force.

4. A State Party which has made a declaration in accordance with paragraph
3 may at any time withdraw it by notification to the depositary.

A rticle 14

Entry into force

1. This Convention shall be open for signature by all States and Namibia, 
represented by the United Nations Council for Namibia, at the Headquarters of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna and at the Headquarters of the 
United Nations in New York, from 26 September 1986 and 6 October 1986 
respectively, until its entry into force or for twelve months, whichever period is 
longer.

2. A State and Namibia, represented by the United Nations Council for 
Namibia, may express its consent to be bound by this Convention either by 
signature, or by deposit of an instrument of ratification, acceptance or approval 
following signature made subject to ratification, acceptance or approvd, or by 
deposit of an instrument of accession. The instruments of ratification, approval 
or accession shall be deposited with the depositary.

3. This Convention shall enter into force thirty days after consent to be bound 
has been expressed by three States.

4. For each State expressing consent to be bound by this Convention after its 
entry into force, this Convention shall enter into force for that State thirty days 
after the date of expression of consent.

5. (a) This Convention shall be open to accession, as provided for in this article, 
by international organizations and regional integration organizations constituted 
by sovereign States, which have competence in respect of the negotiation, 
conclusion and application of international agreements in matters covered by this 
Convention.

(b) In matters within their own competence such organizations shall, on their 
own behalf, exercise the rights and fulfill the obligations which this Convention 
attributes to State Parties.

(c) When depositing its instrument of accessions, such an organization shall 
communicate to the depositary a declaration indicating the extent of its compe
tence in respect of matters covered by this Convention.

(d) Such an organization shall not hold any vote additional to those of its 
Member States.

A rticle 15

Provisional application

A State may, upon signature or at any later date before this Convention enters 
into force for it, declare that it will apply this Convention provisionally.
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A rticle 16

Amendments

1. A State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. The proposed 
amendment shall be submitted to the depositary who shall circulate it inmiedi- 
ately to all other States Parties.

2. If a majority of the States Parties request the depositary to convene a 
conference to consider the proposed amendments, the depositary shall invite all 
States Parties to attend such a conference to begin not sooner than thirty days after 
the invitations are issued. Any amendment adopted at the conference by a two- 
thirds majority of all States Parties shall be laid down in a protocol which is open 
to signature in Vienna and New York by all States Parties.

3. The protocol shall enter into force thirty days after consent to be bound has 
been expressed by three States. For each State expressing consent to be bound by 
the protocol after its entry into force, the protocol shall enter into force for that 
State thirty days after the date of expression of consent.

A rticle 17

Denunciation

1. A State Party may denounce this Convention by written notification to the 
depositary.

2. Denunciation shall take effect one year following the date on which the 
notification is received by the depositary.

A rticle 18

Depositary

1. The Director General of the Agency shall be the depositary of this 
Convention.

2. The Director General of the Agency shall promptly notify States Parties and 
all other States of:

(a) each signature of this Convention or any protocol amendment;
(b) each deposit of an instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or 

accession concerning this Convention or any protocol of amendment;
(c) any declaration or withdrawal thereof in accordance with articles 8,10 and 

13;
(d) any declaration of provisional application of this Convention in accordance 

with article 15;
(e) the entry into force of this Convention and of any amendment thereto; and
(f) any denunciation made under article 17.

A rticle 19 

Authentic texts and certified copies

The original of this Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, 
French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with
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the Director General of the International'Atomic Energy Agency who shall send 
certified copies to States Parties and all other States.

IN W ITl^SS WHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized, have 
signed this Convention, open for signature as provided for in paragraph 1 of 
article 14.

ADOPTED by the General Conference of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency meeting in special session at Vienna on the twenty-sixth day of 
September one thousand nine hundred and eighty-six.

182. U.S. Declaration With Respect to thie Convention 
on Assistance in the Case of a Nuclear Accident or 
Radiological Emergency, September 26,1986^

In accordance with paragraph 3 and 4 of article 2 and paragraph 2 of article 7, 
the United States declares that reimbursement of costs is among the terms of 
assistance it may provide unless the United States explicitly specifies otherwise 
or waives reimbursement.

With respect to any other State Party that has declared pursuant to paragraph 
9 of article 8 that it does not consider itself bound in whole or in part by paragraph 
2 or 3, the United States declares pursuant to paragraph 9 that in its treaty relations 
with that State the United States does not consider itself bound by paragraphs 2 
and 3 to the same extent provided in the declaration of that other State Party.

With respect to any other State Party that has declared pursuant to paragraph 
5 of article 10 that it does not consider itself bound in whole or in part by 
paragraph 2 or that it will not apply paragraph 2 in whole or in part in cases of 
gross negligence, the United States declares pursuant to paragraph 5 that in its 
treaty relations with that State the United States does not consider itself bound 
by paragraph 2 to the same extent as provided in the declaration of that other State 
Party.

As provided for in paragraph 3 of article 13, the United States declares that it 
does not consider itself bound by either of the dispute settlement procedures 
provided for in paragraph 2 of that article.

' Senate Treaty Doc. 100-4, 100th Cong., 1st sess., p. 16. The Convention is printed 
supra.
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183. Letter to The New York Times From a Research 
Physicist at the Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory (DeWitt): Comprehensive Test Ban, 
September 30,1986^

In a Sept. 28 editorial, ‘The Arms Race Has No Quick Fix,” you come out 
strongly against the nuclear test ban amendment currently under consideration in 
Congress. As a staff member of a major nuclear weapons design laboratory, my 
personal reaction to your position is disappointment, particularly since you 
allude to information that strongly supports a nuclear test ban.

You note, correctly, that the verification argument against a test ban used by 
the Administration is a smokescreen. Seismic detection methods now make it 
possible to detect underground nuclear explosions down to one kiloton. The 
highest rate of American testing at the Nevada site in recent years has been close 
to 15 kilotons.

Since the American nuclear tests are largely for development of new strategic 
weapons, it is clear that the test ban proposal before Congress will stop the 
development of new weapons designs. But Soviet testing patterns are similar to 
ours, and with this test ban, the Soviet Union would also be unable to field new 
weapons designs.

Even if this kind of technological freeze on further weapon development is 
desired by the Kremlin, that is no reason for the American side to dismiss it. 
Stopping the onrushing nuclear weapons development of the superpowers can be 
advantageous to the security of both countries.

You inveigh against the “simplistic belief that the arms race is driven only by 
technology” and object that a test ban would stop work in the United States on 
needed warheads. This is a weak and unconvincing argument since America has 
a wide variety of proven warhead designs that could be used in new missiles.

More serious, however, is your reference to testing as needed for developing 
radically new nuclear weapons for the Star Wars program.

After five presumed tests in Nevada in six years, the nuclear-pumped X-ray 
laser program to develop this proposed directed-energy space weapon is still in 
its infancy. Weapon design experts at Los Alamos estimate that developing it 
might require 100 to 200 more nuclear tests (news story, April 21) and could 
easily require 10 to 20 more years. And if the device is ever perfected as a space 
weapon, its primary use will be in an offensive mode for attacking Soviet 
satellites.

The Administration is extremely shortsighted if it really believes that a nuclear 
test ban must be prevented in order to push development of nuclear-directed 
energy weapons that may never work or, if they ever do work, will surely 
enormously accelerate the nuclear arms race.

’ The New York Times, October 10, 1986. Copyright © 1986 by the New York Time 
Company. Reprinted by permission.
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The superpowers have at this moment an opportunity to negotiate a completely 
verifiable nuclear test ban agreement, an agreement that will enhance the security 
of both countries and of the world as a whole.

The United States can only undermine its own security if it continues to hold 
out against such a ban on the grounds that testing is needed for modernization of 
our stockpile and for the illusive pursuit of directed-energy nuclear weapons as 
a technological fix.

184. Magazine Article by the U.S. Representative to the 
Conference on Disarmament (Lowitz): Chemical 
Weapons Negotiations, October 1986^

In August 1985, toward the end of the yearly session of the 40-member 
Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva, the United States Delegation gave 
an assessment of the state of the Conference’s negotiations on a comprehensive 
ban on chemical weapons. In that assessment, it was noted that some modest 
progress had been made since the negotiations in the 1985 session had begun the 
previous February.

At the same time, it would not have been surprising if observers at a greater 
distance from the scene would have felt that no progress had been recorded in the 
chemical weapons negotiations.

There is in fact truth in both these views. From the Geneva perspective, 
measuring the progression of events day by day over the course of a year, it is 
possible to detect some movement, albeit slight. But from a larger perspective, 
when assessing whether the chemical weapons negotiations have moved sub
stantially closer to their objective, while taking into account a changing interna
tional security situation, it is often more difficult to say that real progress has been 
made.

Now, one year later, is is again possible to say that negotiations in the CD’s Ad 
Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, seen from the perspective of Geneva, 
have made some further advances. But even from the Geneva perspective it is 
clear how large are the remaining tasks in this negotiation, a negotiation of great 
importance for the security interests of Western states, in particular those who are 
members of the NATO Alliance. This article will attempt to describe some of the 
accomplishments that have been achieved to date, and to illustrate the major 
issues that are at play in the negotiations.

Urgent task

In assessing the state of these negotiations, it is important to bear in mind that 
the task of concluding a chemical weapons ban is an urgent one. It is a sobering 
thought that efforts to ban chemical weapons have been under way in bilateral or 
multilateral forums for over ten years without reaching an agreement. It is even

' NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 5 (October 1986), pp. 18-24.
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more sobering to realize that during the same time span, the threat to international 
security posed by chemical weapons has worsened.

The number of states possessing an offensive chemical weapons capability has 
significantly increased over the past decade. In 1977, some five states were 
credited with a chemical weapons capability. Now, over 15 states possess such 
a capability, or are attempting to acquire chemical weapons. Meanwhile, as the 
negotiations have continued, these weapons have been used repeatedly in 
combat, in violation of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.^ No one should lose sight of 
the fact that Iranian victims of mustard gas attacks, maimed during the fighting 
in the Middle-East war, lie suffering in European hospitals.

Regrettably, the level of international concern raised both against the spread 
of chemical weapons, and against their illegal and morally repugnant use, has 
been minimal.

In addition, from the perspective of Western states, a serious military threat to 
their security is posed by the chemical weapons maintained by the Soviet Union. 
The USSR possesses the world’s largest stockpile, and Soviet chemical support 
forces, numbering 80,000, are the largest in the world.

It is clearly in the security interest of the United States and its allies, as indeed 
it is in the interest of global security, to remove these multiple threats by an 
agreement—a verifiable agreement—that would lead to the complete prohibi
tion of the development, production, stockpiling, transfer and use of these terrible 
weapons, and would require the destruction of all existing stocks and production 
facilities. This is the objective the United States seeks.

But until this hoped-for and urgently-sought result is achieved, the threat posed 
by the chemical weapons capability of the Soviet Union must be effectively 
deterred. Western defences against these weapons have improved. However, the 
United States has been observing a unilateral moratorium on the production of 
chemical weapons since 1969. The resulting deterioration in the US stockpile 
puts the NATO capability to deter the Soviet Union from the use of its chemical 
weapons—by maintaining a credible retaliatory capability—seriously in ques
tion.

In order to meet this problem, until a comprehensive chemical weapons ban 
can be set in place, the United States Congress approved in December 1985 a plan 
to modernize the US stockpile by initiating the production of a modest number 
of binary chemical weapons.^ This plan was noted by the NATO Defence 
Planning Committee as a US force goal in May 1986. Concurrent with this 
production, older stocks will be destroyed, ultimately resulting in an eighty-per 
cent decrease in the size of the US stockpile. A key provision, however, delays 
the beginning of production until October 1987 to allow additional time for 
negotiating the chemical weapons convention. In this regard, it is worth noting

2 For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂In the binary weapon, two less toxic components are mixed during the flight of the 

chemical shell or bomb to produce the lethal agent. The binary weapon is similar in its 
military effectiveness to unitary weapons, but safer to store and handle. [Footnote in 
original.]
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that, since the approval of binary weapon production, the pace of the negotiating 
effort in Geneva has picked up.

In brief, the clear preference of the United States, as of all NATO members, is 
to ban all chemical weapons rather than to build new ones. The US Delegation 
to the Conference on Disarmament has thus received instructions to try to speed 
up the pace of negotiations. Furthermore, it should be recalled that at the 
November 1985 Geneva summit meeting between President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev, the two sides agreed to “accelerate efforts to conclude an 
effective and verifiable international convention” on chemical weapons."̂  As part 
of this process, the US and Soviet delegations in Geneva have held a series of 
bilateral discussions since November 1985 on outstanding issues relating to the 
draft convention, and have particularly focussed on ways of achieving mutually- 
acceptable solutions to difficult technical problems.

State of negotiations

Negotiations this year in the Ad Hoc Committee have been carried out under 
the leadership of Ambassador Ian Cromartie of the United Kingdom, who has 
served as the Committee’s chairman. These negotiations are built on what is by 
now a substantial investment of effort on the part of many countries to elaborate 
an agreement.

It should be noted that the role of the Western states in the Conference has been 
a very positive one. In April 1984, Vice President Bush, on the specific 
instruction of President Reagan, tabled in the Conference the United States 
proposal for a draft convention.^ In addition to the important contributions made 
by the United Kingdom, Canada held the Committee chair in 1983; Australia and 
the Federal Republic of Germany have chaired working groups of the Commit
tee; the United States, the Federal Republic of Germany and the Netherlands have 
hosted workshops to study verification techniques; and numerous working 
papers have been introduced by many Western delegations.

The convention’s primary provision will be a prohibition on the development, 
production, stockpiling, transfer and use of chemical weapons. Additional 
provisions will require the destruction of all existing stocks of chemical weapons 
and the facilities which produce them. These fundamental obligations have now 
largely been accepted by the states negotiating in the Committee.

In addition to these basic undertakings, a number of additional provisions are 
envisaged to verify compliance with the convention. These include routine on
site inspection to verify declarations on the composition and location of stock
piles, and the destruction of stockpiles and production facilities. Also, monitor
ing provisions, including some on-site inspection, are being developed to ensure 
that the chemical industry does not produce chemical weapons. Finally, a series 
of measures are envisioned to ensure that other questions concerning possible 
instances of non-compliance are rapidly answered. Important among these is the 
right of one state to request an immediate on-site inspection to verify another’s

Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
5 Ibid., 1984, pp. 269-299.
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compliance. With regard to these provisions, it is clear that considerably more 
work will be required.

The Soviet Union has essentially accepted the Western proposals for the 
declaration, monitoring and destruction of chemical weapon production facili
ties, including international on-site verification procedures. Extensive work was 
carried out this year to turn this broad agreement into articles of the draft 
convention, but final agreement on detailed provisions has not yet been achieved.

The Soviet Union has also shown a greater willingness to discuss how on-site 
inspections of the destruction of chemical weapons would be accomplished. 
Drafting of provisions on this subject has also begun.

As has already been mentioned, the Netherlands has hosted a workshop, in 
June of this year, to demonstrate procedures for monitoring the chemical industry 
to ensure that it is not Used to produce chemical weapons. In addition, Australia 
has reported on an experimental inspection undertaken by a number of technical 
experts. With this impetus, work has begun on drafting procedures for chemical 
industry monitoring, particularly the monitoring of chemicals in widespread 
conunercial use.

There remain three issues of major importance: (1) the declaration and 
monitoring of chemical weapons stockpiles; (2) measures to monitor civilian 
production of the most dangerous classes of compounds; and (3) the resolution 
of questions concerning compliance through on-site ‘challenge’ inspection. 
Solutions in all three of these problem areas are required before the draft 
convention would have a basically acceptable structure. Unfortunately, the 
position of the Soviet Delegation in each of these areas is either incomplete, 
inadequate or both.

Declaration and monitoring of stockpiles

An effective chemical weapons convention must require the prompt declara
tion of the composition and location of chemical weapons stockpiles in existence 
at the time the convention enters into force, as well as on-site inspection to 
confirm the declaration and to ensure that the stockpiles remain inactive until 
they are destroyed. It has been agreed that the composition of stockpiles should 
be declared promptly and in detail. Useful work was also accomplished in 1985 
in developing a format for such declarations. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union 
continues to insist that the initial declaration of stockpile locations need not be 
made at an early stage; rather, it believes there should be a series of declarations 
phased over the destruction period. This is a flawed position because it does not 
provide any means for verifying either the accuracy and completeness of the 
initial declaration of the composition of stockpiles, or that the declared stocks are 
not moved as destruction progresses.

Civilian production of chemicals

A workable means of ensuring that civilian chemical industries are not being 
misused for chemical weapons production in violation of the convention’s 
provisions will clearly be an important element. It is noteworthy that Western 
countries with advanced chemical industries have taken the lead in promoting the
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need for effective monitoring, and in presenting concrete proposals to accom
plish it. The United States has also been encouraged by General Secretary 
Gorbachev’s acceptance of the concept of on-site inspection in arms control 
agreements, and by indications by the USSR that such a regime could be applied 
to monitoring the chemical industry. Nevertheless, Soviet delegates at the CD 
have not responded positively to Western proposals for random surprise inspec
tions as the best means of monitoring the industrial production of the relevant 
chemicals. On-site monitoring consisting only of visits announced long in 
advance would be entirely inadequate, as any evidence of violation could simply 
be removed prior to the arrival of the inspectors.

Equally unworkable is the Soviet concept of limiting the production of a 
number of commercially-produced chemicals to a single national production 
facility, with a production limit of one ton per year. A number of these chemicals 
have legitimate commercial use, particularly in pharmaceuticals and agriculture. 
Their production in industry can be effectively monitored with no danger to the 
convention and without unnecessary restrictions. This is a reasonable approach, 
and the United States hopes the Soviet Union will eventually see it as such.

Challenge inspection

Challenge inspection provisions would allow a state harbouring suspicions 
about another’s activities to call for an on-site inspection. But as challenge 
inspection would be the safety net providing the back-up to the other elements 
of the verification system, it would presumably seldom, if ever, be employed. 
Indeed, its primary function would be to serve as a deterrent to actions in violation 
of the convention. But if it is to assume this role, challenge inspection must be 
based on procedures which, if it were necessary to use them, would constitute an 
effective means of detecting and identifying potential violators. A deterrent that 
does not deter is less than worthless—it could even encourage violations.

The United States approach to challenge inspection is based on the principle 
that such inspections, of facilities where violations are likely to occur, must be 
granted. However, several states have raised concerns that this concept, if too 
widely applied, could cause legitimate national secrets to be compromised. The 
United States shares that concern, but it believes that inspection techniques, and 
other methods of safeguarding such information, can be devised to reduce the risk 
to an acceptable level. It believes that this risk is small in any case when weighed 
against the value to international security of the assurance that chemical weapons 
have been eliminated.

It is unfortunate that much of the debate on challenge inspection has tended to 
draw attention away from the critical concept of effectiveness. It is here that the 
United States believes the solution lies. The US has made it clear that Article X, 
the mandatory challenge inspections provision in the draft convention intro
duced by Vice President Bush in 1984, was not presented on a take-it-or-leave- 
it basis. Indeed, the United States is prepared to entertain any proposal which 
meets the criterion of effectiveness at the same level as the proposal contained 
in Article X.

Recently, the United Kingdom has introduced a proposal which embodies the 
concept that a state has a stringent obligation to prove its compliance if a question
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about it should arise.^ The UK approach is a constructive one, but the Soviet 
Union has yet to comment on it in detail. Apparently, the Soviet Delegation 
continues to cling to its unpopular and unworkable 1982 proposal that challenge 
inspection should, in the final analysis, be voluntary.^ The USSR has hinted on 
a number of occasions that it may be ready to modify this view, but as yet no 
tangible counterproposals have been made.

Interim measures

As negotiations continue in the CD on a comprehensive ban. United States 
concern about the dangerous spread of chemical weapons, a danger already 
discussed in this article, has prompted another effort to cope with this problem.

Western nations have intensified monitoring of their chemical industries to 
ensure that chemicals being produced in the West for legitimate purposes are not 
being used elsewhere to produce chemical weapons. Export controls have been 
adopted for the most dangerous of these chemicals, and others have been placed 
on a ‘watch list’ for further monitoring.

The United States recognizes that these measures cannot by themselves 
prevent the spread of chemical weapons, but experience has shown that the 
measures, combined with diplomatic efforts, can at least hinder their spread. 
Such solutions are, of course, not optimal. It is imperative that work continue so 
that a comprehensive multilateral convention, that will outlaw once and for all 
the possession of chemical weapons, will rapidly be achieved.

As a suggestion for an interim measure short of the comprehensive ban, the 
East has proposed the creation of a chemical weapons free zone in Europe.® The 
NATO member states, however, have clearly recognized the adverse security im
plications of a regime that would remove Soviet weapons no farther than to 
Soviet soil. These weapons could still rapidly be brought to bear on Western 
forces in the zone; thus an approach such as this clearly cannot remove the 
chemical weapons threat to NATO countries.

In addition, verifying that such a zone is and remains free of chemical weapons 
would be even more difficult than verifying a comprehensive ban. The United 
States has recently tabled a study in the CD’s Chemical Weapons Committee that 
shows that a significant stockpile — 500 tons of chemical agents — could easily 
be moved within a day or two. A verification system that would assure Europe 
that stocks could not be clandestinely moved to and from Soviet soil would be far 
more intrusive than that contemplated for the comprehensive ban.

From the point of view of the United States Delegation in Geneva, any serious 
negotiations on a chemical weapons-free zone would draw resources away from 
the negotiations on a comprehensive ban. There is nothing useful in slowing 
down the work in Geneva to attempt something that might give a false sense of 
security but in truth would not eliminate the threat of chemical warfare for NATO 
countries.

 ̂Document 127.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 379-381.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 601-602 and 821-822.
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Conclusion

There has been some movement this year toward the conclusion of a compre
hensive chemical weapons ban. But the progress has been painfully slow, and 
major issues must be resolved before final agreement is possible. In past years, 
the progress recorded in 1986 might have been sufficient for modest satisfaction. 
But the reasons for achieving a ban are now more pressing and the United States 
cannot be content with the results thus far achieved.

The taboo against the use of chemical weapons is breaking down. If the 
dangerous spread of these weapons continues, the effort to ban them will become 
even more difficult. The United States hopes that, responding to the sense of 
urgency imparted by the developments ta^ng place in the chemical weapons 
field, the negotiations in Geneva will rapidly result in an effective convention that 
will finally rid the world of the scourge of these terrible weapons.

185. Twenty-first Semiannual Report by the President 
to the Commission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe: Confidence-Building Measures [Ex
tract], October 1,1986^

The signatories to the Helsinki Final Act are required by the act’s Document 
on Confidence-Building Measures and Certain Aspects of Security and Disarma
ment to give prior notification of “major military maneuvers exceeding a total of 
25,000 troops, independently or combined with any possible air or naval 
components.”  ̂Notification is required for maneuvers that take place on the 
territory, in Europe, of any participating state and must be made 21 days or more 
in advance of the start of the ma^neuver. The notification “will contain informa
tion of the designation, if any, the general purpose of and the States involved in 
the maneuver, the type or types and numerical strength of the forces engaged, and 
the area and estimated time-frame of its conduct. The participating States will 
also, if possible, provide additional relevant information, particularly that related 
to the components of the forces engaged and the period of involvement of these 
forces.”

In addition, signatories are encouraged to engage in other confidence-building 
measures (CBMs) on a voluntary basis. These voluntary CBMs include the 
invitation of observers to maneuvers and prior notification of major military 
movements and of exercises involving fewer than 25,000 troops.

As noted earlier, signatories adopted a more ambitious and mandatory set of 
confidence-and security-building measures (CSBMs) at the Stockholm CDE,

' Department of State, Special Report No. 154, p. 13.
 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarma

ment, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text see Department of State Bulletin, 
vol. LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.
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which adjourned September 19. These CSBMs are designed to reduce the risk of 
military confrontation due to miscalculation or misunderstanding and, if fully 
implemented, can contribute to a more stable and secure Europe.

Implementation

The United States and its NATO allies continued their excellent record of 
implementation of the Helsinki CBMs, implementing not only the mandatory 
CBM requirement to notify but voluntary CBMs as well, such as observer 
invitations. The Federal Republic of Germany notified the major military 
maneuver “Fraenkischer-Schild,” which took place September 15-26 on the 
territory of the Federal Republic. Approximately 50,000 troops, including 
soldiers from the United States, the F.R.G., and Belgium, participated in the area 
of the Main and Neckar Rivers. Norway also provided notification of the field 
training exercise “Blue Fox ’86,” which was held in Vestfold County, September 
9-15. Observers were invited to attend both maneuvers.

Eastern implementation of CBMs, on the other hand, was largely limited to the 
“letter” of the Helsinki Final Act; rarely was the “spirit” implemented through 
application of voluntary CBMs. And Eastern notifications did not always 
provide the kind of information called for in the Final Act.

The Soviet Union provided notification of one major military maneuver. An 
exercise involving approximately 25,000 Soviet personnel took place in the 
vicinity of Gardelegen, Halle, and Cottbus in the German Democratic Republic, 
September 8-13. The U.S.S.R. provided notification of this exercise on August 
18—3 weeks in advance of the exercise. While the timing of the notification was 
in accordance with the Final Act, no designation or name for the activity was 
given, as provided for in the Helsinki Final Act. Also, voluntary measures were 
not implemented inasmuch as observers were not invited. The G.D.R. also 
provided notification for the same exercise.

In addition, Soviet forces participated in a major Warsaw Pact military 
maneuver, “Druzhba ’86,” in September on Czechoslovak soil.

As in previous reporting periods, the Soviet Union did not provide voluntary 
notification of any smaller scale exercises. The only Soviet notification of an 
exercise involving fewer than 25,000 men came in 1983.

The Czechoslovak Government notified the United States and, reportedly, all 
other CSCE signatory states of a military exercise, called “Druzhba’ 86,” held on 
Czechoslovak territory September 8-12. The United States and a number of other 
signatories were invited to send two observers.

Unfortunately, observers were not permitted to engage in the same level of 
comprehensive observation of the notified activity that their Czechoslovak 
counterparts enjoy during NATO maneuvers. Czechoslovak authorities limited 
actual observation time during the 3-day period to a total of about 3 hours. In 
addition to this general restriction, specific limitations on the use of personal 
binoculars, tape recorders, and cameras existed, affecting the ability of observers 
to judge the nature of the activity.

After discussions, the Czechoslovak authorities relented somewhat and per
mitted some use of recorders. They also supplied high-quality binoculars but 
remained adamant in their prohibition of photography. In spite of assurances to
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the contrary, the Czechoslovak hosts did not permit access to troops, unit 
commanders, or command posts. Western observers reported information gaps 
in briefings about the exercise. Unbriefed subjects included, but were not limited 
to, the location, size, and origin of participating units as well as basic questions 
of deployed equipment. Observers had at their disposal neither an overall printed 
scenario nor a list of attendees by country.

Generally, the East continued its practice of maintaining a very restrictive 
interpretation of its obligations under the Helsinki Final Act. As pointed out 
earlier, unlike the practice of the United States and its NATO allies, Soviet 
implementation of voluntary confidence-building measures has been the excep
tion rather than the rule. Since 1980, the U.S.S.R. has invited observers from 
selected Western countries to only two military maneuvers—“Kavkaz ’85” and 
“Dnestr ’ 83”. The latter, which involved less than 25,000 Soviet troops, was also 
the only exercise notified by the U.S.S.R. on a voluntary basis.

• • • • • • •

186. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Shultz [Extracts], October 7,1986^

• • • • • • •

Q. Can you give us some idea of what the decisions are that still await calls 
from both sides on INF? Are we talking numbers or veriHcation, or all of the 
above? What are the problems there?

A. There are many, but there are four in principle. There are some additional 
ones in addition to those that I list but—

First of all, we insist that any agreement be global in nature, so that it affects 
Europe and Asia deployments similarly, and we think we’re making progress on 
that, but it’s still to be seen how the Soviets are willing to address questions 
involving Asia, and tjiat’s an essential ingredient as far as we’re concerned.

Second, there are the problems of verification, and there are some important 
issues there, and clearly, it’s so that adequate verification has to include some 
means that are, relative to the past, intrusive in examining what is taking place. 
So that’s a subject that has to be addressed.

Third is the problem of duration, although I think a formulation in one of the 
Soviet earlier drafts that this agreement stands until it is replaced by something 
mutually agreeable, or something like that, is an adequate way to handle it. But 
at any rate, duration is an issue. And then there are the questions of missiles that 
are shorter in range than the principal ones being talked about, and which are of 
concern and need to be addressed in some fashion.

' Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, pp. 3-5.
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Now, I think beyond that, it is to be noted that, of course, we have had the 
position all along that what’s needed is the complete elimination of this class of 
weapons—and both sides, in principle anyway, agree on that. So in that sense, 
any agreement, if it is less than that, is an interim agreement; it’s a step. And so 
we would want to see explicit provision made for the reconvening of the 
negotiating groups and continued work toward subsequent steps that get us to the 
goal we’re seeking.

Q. You’re at this point not only negotiating with the Soviets but also with 
Congress, and specifically House Democrats, about their restrictions, arms 
control restrictions. Where does that stand at this point? And would the 
Administration be willing to accept a provision requiring continued obser
vance of the SALT [strategic arms limitations talks] Treaty^ until next 
spring when all these issues will come up again?

A. I think that such a provision would be quite unhelpful as we go into these 
sessions. And, it is a continuing problem in this country that the things we are 
talking about and bargaining about with the Soviet Union, get, in a sense, taken 
away by the Congress, and that tends to undermine the position of our negotia
tors.

Now, I think that the Members of the Congress appreciate that, and I think there 
are some pretty good indications that as they see these meetings coming up, and 
everybody recognizes their importance and the importance of going as a country 
in a unified way, that perhaps something will be worked out that will be mutually 
satisfactory. But I’m not going to go into it further than that.

Q. Talking about the guts of the President’s proposal to eliminate ballistic 
nuclear missiles, and then [inaudible] that would change the defensive need, 
haven’t you once again outlined the so-called grand compromise in which, 
if the Soviets will agree to sharp reductions in ballistic missiles, the President 
could agree to a lower SDI-type defense?

A. What I said, I think, is something quite obvious: that if you have no ballistic 
missiles to defend against, the problem is very different than if you have several 
thousand. So that’s the kind of thing we want to talk about—what is the 
relationship between offense and defense? And the whole idea of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative from the outset has been to make obsolete, so to speak, these 
strategic ballistic missiles. And, of course, the surest way to have them obsolete 
is to have them non-existent. But since you never can be sure once they have been 
invented, you better have an insurance policy around.

But at any rate, the guts of the whole thing has always been to obviate the threat 
of the strategic ballistic missile, and that’s the guts of the President’s proposal.

Q. It may seem obvious, but every time the question is put the other way 
around, that is, ^̂ Can we make the kind of reductions in strategic ballistic 
missiles, and therefore, make some sort of trade-off in reduction of SDI?” 
Administration spokesmen say, ‘̂No, no. SDI is sacrosanct.” You seem to be 
outlining a much more reasonable view of the negotiation.

 ̂For the SALT agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-204, and
7979, pp. 189 ff.
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A. I think that it is absolutely essential for the United States to pursue the SDI 
program fully and seriously, because we hope that these negotiations will come 
to something, but we don’t know, so we must look to our “hole card” and be ready 
to defend ourselves.

Furthermore, I think it’s quite clear that the way to have the maximum chance 
for these negotiations to come to something is for it to be clear that there is, more 
and more in prospect, the genuine possibility and capability of defense against 
ballistic missiles.

• • • • • • •

Q. The one issue that you didn’t mention at all is probably at the top of 
Gorbachev’s agenda, which is the moratorium on nuclear testing. Could you 
give us some idea of whether either on verification or reducing the number 
of nuclear tests or the size of those tests, there might be some progress made 
at this meeting, or is that something that as far as the United States is 
concerned is not even on the agenda as far as any hope for progress?

A. As far as we’re concerned, we’d like to see progress on the subject of testing, 
and we think the way to go about it is to walk before you try to run. And the way 
to walk is to put into place the known measures of verification that will enable 
us to have increased confidence by orders of magnitude about the size of the tests 
conducted under the 150 kiloton limit, and under those conditions, to ratify those 
treaties. That gets you in business, so to speak.

Under provisions of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty,^ it provides that the two 
sides will then start in further negotiations and discussions with the ultimate aim 
of a comprehensive test ban.

Now, it is our view, and I think it is almost an obvious proposition, that as long 
as you have nuclear weapons, you have to conduct tests, and so you put the cart 
before the horse if you say, “Let’s stop tests.” The horse is the nuclear weapons, 
and we say, “Well, let’s get rid of them.” And when we get rid of them, and 
perhaps to some extent as we get rid of them, if we see a schedule that’s actually 
being implemented, then you are in a position to do something about tests in 
various ways. But let’s be sure we get the cart and the horse in the right order. But 
we think that progress can be made, and we have described in broad terms a way 
of making it. Just to all of a sudden stop testing, we don’t think would be a wise 
idea from our standpoint.

• • • • • • •

 ̂For the texts of the Treaty and its Protocol, see ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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187. Letter From President Reagan to the House Major
ity Leader (Wright): Arms Control Legislation and 
the Meeting in Reykjavik, October 8,1986^

Thank you for taking time from your busy schedule to join me for breakfast 
yesterday and for the opportunity to discuss my upcoming meeting in Iceland. 
Your expression of support and your suggestion on resolving the obstacles 
relating to the Continuing Resolution were appreciated.

It is on the subject of the omnibus appropriations bill and its relation to the 
Iceland meetings that I write to you today. There is no doubt in my mind that all, 
be they Democrats or Republicans, wish success and progress in our discussions 
with the Soviets. There are no more pressing concerns for the American people 
and people around the world than peace and freedom.

Unfortunately, merely wishing for these goals will not allow us to attain them. 
We have before us a genuine opportunity to advance the prospects for true arms 
reduction, for progress on human rights, for addressing regional conflicts, and for 
building on our bilateral relationship. I believe this opportunity results from the 
resolve shown not just by this Administration but by the Congress and most 
importantly by the American people.

The American people understand that the Soviets will negotiate only when it 
is in their interest to do so and when they believe they will do better at the 
negotiating table than they will do through a continued arms buildup.

I want to address your suggestions on how we might reach final agreement on 
the Continuing Resolution. If I understood your approach, it was to seek 
compromise where possible on the outstanding differences of AS AT, chemical 
weapons, and SDI, but to put off decisions until next March on a moratorium on 
nuclear testing and adherence to the SALT II sublimits.^ In addition, you would 
require my commitment, in the interim, to adhere to the SALT II limitations.

You mentioned that, as Majority Leader, you were being an honest represen
tative of the views of your Democratic colleagues and I respect the spirit in which 
you offered those thoughts. Nonetheless, I believe this approach would harm the 
prospects for success at Iceland.

The Soviet leaders are very intelligent and skilled negotiators. The Soviets are 
careful observers of out political and legislative process. They are watching 
intently what decisions our government makes on issues critical to them in 
deciding how they should approach our meetings this weekend. Our system does 
not mask our differences or our debate—a tradition of debate that is the 
foundation of strength in an open and free democratic society.

For five and a half years that system has demonstrated a commitment to peace 
achieved through a position of strength.

Specifically, the actions taken by the Congress in dealing with the Continuing 
Resolution will send a signal for all to see. Will we go forward maintaining our

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 13, 1986, pp. 1349-1350.
 ̂The texts of the SALT II agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament,

1979, pp. 189 ff
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resolve or will we begin to negotiate with ourselves, jeopardizing the good work 
that has brought us to our current position? Now for the first time in history, the 
Soviets are discussing seriously not just limitations on how many more weapons 
we have but how we can reduce the weapons we already have.

How can I agree to Congressional restrictions on nuclear testing before we 
agree with the Soviets on adequate verification procedures to avoid cheating and 
before we agree to eliminate the nuclear weapons which now make nuclear 
testing necessary? How can I agree to adhere to certain limits of the unratified 
SALT II treaty when the Soviets have already violated some of its provisions?

Therefore, you should know that I believe any further delay in resolving the 
differences on the Continuing Resolution beyond the commencement of the talks 
in Iceland or postponing resolving those differences until sometime next year is 
unacceptable and could not have my support.

Further, I cannot be forced by the Congress to accept language that restricts our 
bargaining position at the negotiating table. We must not send a message to the 
Soviets that could be construed as an incentive to delay undertaking serious 
discussions now because of a belief that they could get a better deal from the 
Congress later.

Finally, it is equally important that the outstanding and unresolved domestic 
issues in the Continuing Resolution also be addressed. These items are as much 
of an impediment to finalizing the budget as are the national security-related 
matters.

I have instructed my staff to continue to work earnestly with the Congress to 
facilitate the completion of a Continuing Resolution that I can sign. I also want 
to reiterate the appeal I made to you and your colleagues yesterday. Partisan 
differences on national security issues must be set aside during this crucial time 
in our negotiations with the Soviets. I also want to restate my hope that I will go 
to Iceland with your trust, confidence and support—I won’t let you down.

188. Letter From the AGDA General Counsel (Graham) 
to The Washington Post: Compliance of a Strate
gic Defense Initiative Experiment With the Antl- 
Balllstlc Missile Treaty, October 8,1986^

Two recent Washington Post articles [Sept. 12 and 15] suggested that an SDI 
experiment in space may have violated the 1972 ABM treaty.  ̂These suggestions 
are ill-founded and inaccurate. This experiment was fully compliant with the 
ABM treaty.

It was never our objective to build an “ABM-capable” interceptor missile, and 
we did not. The primary goal was to gather research information on rocket

' The Washington Post, October 8, 1986, p. A27.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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exhaust plumes during the close-in phase of an interception in space. Another 
goal was to test guidance techniques using actual accelerating vehicles.

The issue of legality under the ABM treaty of a space-based experiment such 
as this boils down to two questions: Was the interceptor tested in an “ABM 
mode,” and did the interceptor demonstrate ABM capability?

For the interceptor in this experiment to have been tested in an ABM mode, 
there must have been an interception or attempted interception of a strategic 
ballistic missile, or its elements, in flight trajectory. The Delta rocket was not a 
“strategic ballistic missile” but a satellite launch vehicle. Nor were the two upper 
stages of the Delta that collided in the experiment “elements” (e.g., booster stage, 
post-boost vehicle or reentry vehicle) of a strategic ballistic missile.

Furthermore, neither the Delta rocket nor its upper stages flew “in [a] flight 
trajectory” of a strategic ballistic missile, meaning a ballistic missile path that 
starts at launch and ends with an impact on the earth’s surface without orbiting. 
Such a “flight trajectory” does not include objects in earth orbit. The SDI 
experiment took place in earth orbit.

This leaves the question of whether either upper stage of the Delta rocket 
demonstrated ABM capability. The answer is no. In this experiment, the 
interceptor’s capability to change velocity and its velocity relative to the target 
were far less than those of a typical ABM engagement.

Of more importance, the interception could not have occurred without the 
highly artificial conditions built into the experiment. The “interceptor” and the 
target were preprogrammed to turn toward each other and to be on a collision 
course during the final phase of the experiment. The target helped the interceptor 
by emitting a signal to permit preliminary detection of the target and by deploying 
a comer reflector that made the target appear, to the interceptor' s severely limited 
guidance sensor, thousands of times larger than it actually was. These three 
cooperative measures—the preprogramming, the emission of the signal and the 
deployment of the comer reflector—were required for the interception.

President Reagan has directed that the Strategic Defense Initiative be con
ducted in full compliance with all U.S. treaty obligations. This experiment was 
reviewed and approved by all the relevant agencies in the administration, 
including the offices of the General Counsel of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, the Department of Defense and the Strategic Defense Initiative 
Organization. All agreed, for the reasons stated above, that the experiment was 
in full compliance with the ABM treaty.
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189. Letter From President Reagan to the Chairmen of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee (Goldwa- 
ter) and the House Armed Services Committee 
(Aspin): Poiicy on Limiting Underground Nuclear 
Testing, October 10,1986^

As I meet this week with General Secretary Gorbachev in Reykjavik, Iceland, 
I believe it is crucial that the Congress join with me in forging a strong bipartisan 
consensus on a nuclear testing policy that promotes our national security interests 
and advances longstanding U.S. arms control objectives.

As you are well aware, the Senate and House versions of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987 contain different amendments on the 
nuclear testing issue. The Senate bill includes nonbinding language urging me, 
at the earliest possible date, to request advice and consent of the Senate (if 
necessary, with a reservation on the subject of verification) to the Threshold Test 
Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties (TTBT/PNET)^ and to propose to 
the Soviet Union the immediate resumption of negotiations toward conclusion of 
a verifiable comprehensive test ban (CTB) treaty. The House bill would mandate 
a one-year moratorium on U.S. nuclear tests above one kiloton in yield, provided 
the Soviet Union demonstrates matching restraint and agrees to reciprocal in
country monitoring arrangements.

I fully recognize the difficult challenge you have faced in trying to reconcile 
these differing positions in the conference on this bill. However, I do not believe 
it is the best interests of our Nation for this dispute to remain unresolved. I think 
it may be helpful if I were to identify some basic principles upon which I believe 
we all agree and to outline my plans for discussing this issue in Reykjavik.

First, let me emphasize that I am committed to the ultimate attainment of a total 
ban on nuclear testing, a goal that has been endorsed by every U.S. President since 
President Eisenhower. I am determined to take practical steps in the near future 
toward this goal.

Second, I am sure we are in full accord that any treaties with the Soviet Union 
in the arms control area—whether they be treaties requiring reductions in 
deployed weapons or treaties limiting nuclear testing—must be verifiable. In 
recent years, advances in technology have made possible methods of improved 
verification in the nuclear testing area that can and should be incorporated in both 
pending and any future nuclear testing agreements with the Soviet Union.

Third, I believe that we fully recognize that over four decades we have relied 
upon nuclear weapons for the deterrence of war and that nuclear testing has been 
instrumental in ensuring the safety and reliability of these weapons. A CTB 
would necessarily require a completely different approach to meeting our crucial 
interests in the areas of nuclear weapons safety and reliability—interests that will

 ̂Department of State, Special Report No. 161, pp. 2-3.
 ̂These treaties are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229, and

1976, pp. 328-332, respectively.
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remain vital as long as the United States continues to depend on the threat of 
nuclear retaliation to deter aggression. Thus how one transitions to a total test ban 
regime is no less critical a concern than verification or any other national security 
issue related to an eventual implementation of a CTB.

With these principles in mind, I am prepared to take two important steps toward 
limiting nuclear testing. First, I intend to inform General Secretary Gorbachev in 
Reykjavik that as a first order of business for the 100th Congress, if the Soviet 
Union will, prior to the initiation of ratification proceedings in the Senate next 
year, agree to essential TTBT/PNET verification procedures which could be 
submitted to the Senate for its consideration in the form of a protocol or other 
appropriate codicil, I will request the advice and consent of the Senate to 
ratification of the TTB and PNE Treaties. However, if the Soviet Union fails to 
agree to the required package of essential procedures prior to the convening of 
the 100th Congress, I will still make ratification of these treaties a first order of 
business for the Congress, with an appropriate reservation to the treaties that 
would ensure they would not take effect until they are effectively verifiable. I will 
work with the Senate in drafting this reservation.

Second, I intend to inform the General Secretary in Reykjavik that, once our 
verification concerns have been satisfied and the treaties have been ratified, I will 
propose that the United States and the Soviet Union immediately engage in 
negotiations on ways to implement a step-by-step parallel program—in associa
tion with a program to reduce and ultimately eliminate all nuclear weapons—of 
limiting and ultimately ending nuclear testing. These steps we can take in the near 
future—steps which will show the world that the United States is moving 
forward.

I believe that the approach outlined in this letter is consistent with the broad 
purposes and objectives of the Congress with respect to limiting nuclear testing. 
I hope that this communication will prove constructive in assisting you to reach 
final agreement on a Fiscal Year 1987 defense authorization bill and will provide 
a foundation for a bipartisan consensus on this important policy issue.

190. White House Statement: Policy on Limiting Under
ground Nuclear Testing, October 10,1986^

As the President meets this week with General Secretary Gorbachev in 
Reykjavik, Iceland, he believes it is crucial that all Americans join with him in 
forging a strong, bipartisan consensus on a nuclear testing policy that promotes 
our national security interests and advances longstanding U.S. arms control 
objectives.

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 20, 1986, pp. 1371-1372. 
The statement was read by Larry M. Speakes, Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the 
President, to reporters assembled in the White House I^ess Filing Center at the Loftleidir 
Hotel in Reykjavik, Iceland.
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In recent weeks there has been substantial disagreement in the Congress and 
in the nation over the best approach to reach the goal we all seek—a world in 
which there will be no nuclear testing because the need for it has vanished. The 
dispute threatened to give General Secretary Gorbachev the false impression of 
a divided America. The President did not believe it was in the best interests of our 
nation to create this impression.

United States policy on nuclear testing limitations is clear. Our highest arms 
control priority in the area of nuclear testing has been, and remains, to seek the 
necessary verification improvements to the existing threshold test ban treaty 
( T tb t )2 and peaceful nuclear explosions treaty (PNET).^

Once our verification concerns have been satisfied and the treaties have been 
ratified, and in association with a program to reduce and ultimately eliminate all 
nuclear weapons, we are prepared to engage in discussions on ways to implement 
a step-by-step, parallel program of limiting and ultimately ending nuclear testing.

We remain committed to the ultimate goal of the total elimination of nuclear 
testing, but only when we do not need to depend on nuclear deterrence to ensure 
international security and stability; and when we have achieved broad, deep, and 
verifiable arms reductions, substantially improved verification capabilities, 
expanded confidence-building measures, and greater balance in conventional 
forces.

In order to make progress toward our goals, encourage the Soviet Union to 
negotiate verification improvements, and ensure the necessary national consen
sus for our objectives, the President has decided to take two new steps:

First, the President will inform General Secretary Gorbachev in Reykjavik that 
if the Soviet Union will, prior to the initiation of ratification proceedings in the 
Senate next year, agree to essential TTBT/PNET verification procedures which 
could be submitted to the Senate for its consideration in the form of a protocol 
or other appropriate codicil—the President will, as a first order of business for the 
100th Congress, request the advice and consent of the Senate to ratification of the 
TTBT and PNET. However, if the Soviet Union fails to agree to the required 
package of verification improvements prior to the convening of the 100th 
Congress, the President will still seek Senate advice and consent, but with an 
appropriate reservation to the treaties that would ensure they would not take 
effect until they are effectively verifiable.

Second, the President will inform the General Secretary that, once our TTBT/ 
PNET verification concerns have been satisfied and the treaties have been 
ratified, the President will propose that the United States and the Soviet Union 
immediately engage in negotiations on ways to implement a step-by-step, 
parallel program—in association with a program to reduce and ultimately 
eliminate all nuclear weapons—of limiting and ultimately ending nuclear 
testing.

The congressional leadership has responded to the President’s decision in a 
bipartisan spirit and is supporting the President’s proposal. The President is

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229.
3 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.

Document 190



SHULTZ REMARKS, OCTOBER 12 627

grateful for this show of unity. As a result, the President can make it clear to 
General Secretary Gorbachev that America is united in its determination to take 
prompt, practical steps to limit nuclear testing, that the first requirement is for him 
to act now to resolve the verification problems with the existing treaties, and that 
the United States and the world are awaiting his response.

While the President believes these new steps will allow progress in this area, 
they must not divert us from the primary goal: elimination of the weapons 
themselves. Broad, deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions in offensive arms 
remain our highest priority. Here, too, we have made significant proposals and 
await a constructive Soviet response. If they are willing, the road to a safer world 
is open before us.

191. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Shultz: The Meeting in Reyl<javil< [Extract], Octo
ber 12, 1986^

I have just spent 2 full, intensive days watching the President of the United 
States engage with the General Secretary of the Soviet Union over the full range 
of issues that we are concerned about together. The President’s performance was 
magnificent; and, I have never been so proud of my President as I have been in 
these sessions, and particularly this afternoon.

During the course of these 2 days, extremely important potential agreements 
were reached to reduce, in the first instance, strategic arms in half; to deal 
effectively with intermediate-range missiles; although, we didn’t finally have the 
opportunity to come to grips with it probably to work out something satisfactory 
about nuclear testing; a satisfactory manner of addressing regional issues; 
humanitarian concerns; a variety of bilateral matters; and a tremendous amount 
of headway in the issues in space and defense involving the ABM [Antiballistic 
Missile] Treaty.^

Throughout all of this, the President was constructive in reaching out and using 
his creativity and ingenuity to find these very sweeping and substantial and 
important agreements. It has been clear for a long time—and it was certainly clear 
today, and particularly this afternoon—the importance the Soviet leader attaches 
to the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), and I think it was quite apparent that at 
least a key reason why it was possible to reach such sweeping potential 
agreements was the very fact of SDI’s vigorous presence.

In seeking to deal with these issues, the President was ready to agree to a 10- 
year period of nonwithdrawal from the ABM Treaty, a period during which the 
United States would do research, development, and testing which is permitted by 
the ABM Treaty and, of course, after which we would be permitted to deploy if

‘ Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, pp. 9-10. The remarks were made in
Reykjavik.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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we chose. However, as the agreement that might have been said, during this 10- 
year period, in effect, all offensive strategic arms and ballistic missiles would be 
eliminated so that at the end of the period the deployment of strategic defense 
would be substantially altered in what was needed and would be in the nature of 
an insurance policy—insurance against cheating, insurance against somebody 
getting hold of these weapons—so it would maintain an effective shield for the 
United States, for our allies, for the free world.

As we came more and more down to the final stages, it became more and more 
clear that the Soviet Union ’ s objective was effectively to kill off the SDI program 
and to do so by seeking a change described by them as “strengthening,” but a 
change in the ABM Treaty that would so constrain research permitted under it 
that the program would not be able to proceed at all forcefully.

The President, hard as he had worked for this extraordinary range and 
importance of agreements, simply would not turn away from the basic security 
interests of the United States, our allies, and the free world by abandoning this 
essential defensive program. He had to bear in mind—and did bear in mind— t̂hat 
not only is the existence of the strategic defense program a key reason why we 
were able potentially to reach these agreements, but undoubtedly its continued 
existence and potential would be the kind of program you need in the picture to 
ensure yourself that the agreements reached would be effectively carried out. 
And so in the end, with great reluctance, the President, having worked so hard 
creatively and constructively for these potentially tremendous achievements, 
simply had to refuse to compromise the security of the United States, of our allies, 
and freedom by abandoning the shield that has held in front of freedom.

So in the end we are deeply disappointed at this outcome; although, I think it 
is important to recognize how effectively and constructively and hard the 
President worked and how much he achieved potentially, how ready he was to 
go absolutely the last— n̂ot just the last mile, but as you can see from what I’ve 
told you, quite a long distance to try to bring into being these potentially very 
significant agreements. But he could not allow the essential ingredient to be 
destroyed in the process—and would not do so.

• • • • • • •

192. News Conference Statement by Soviet General 
Secretary Gorbachev: The Meeting in Reykjavil( 
[Extracts], October 12,1986^

• • • • • • •

So what did we bring to Reykjavik? We brought here a whole package of major 
proposals which, if adopted, could, indeed, in a short time, and regarding all

* Moscow Television Service in Russian, October 12, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, 
October 14, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. DD29-DD32, and October 28, 1986, vol. Ill, p. AA9.
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aspects of the struggle for disarmament, for limiting nuclear weapons, really 
remove the threat of nuclear war and make it possible to start moving toward a 
nonnuclear world. I proposed to the President that right here in Reykjavik we 
should give binding instructions to our ministers or other appropriate depart
ments to prepare three draft agreements that we could then sign subsequently, 
during my visit to the United States.

First: on strategic weapons. We submitted a proposal to make a reduction of 
50 percent, no less—incidentally on the assumption of totally eliminating this 
most lethal form of weapon by the end of the century.

We proceeded from the fact that the world is awaiting really major steps, deep 
reductions, and not any cosmetic steps, so to speak, only to assuage public 
opinion for a certain period. We have simply come to a time when bold, 
responsible actions, in the interests of the whole world, including the peoples of 
the Soviet Union and the United States, are needed. Of course the Soviet-U.S. 
delegation, the delegations which would have been set the task of preparing this 
document, were to achieve well- and honestly-balanced reductions in the 
structures of strategic armed forces that have come about historically. This 
concerns the very same triad which was recognized right back at the time of the 
drawing-up of and preparations for SALT II. There is already an agreed concept, 
an idea on this subject. When we began to discuss this question with the President, 
what came over in response were unfitting, far from appropriate proposals which 
the President and his entourage had brought with them. Here again everything 
that had figured at the Geneva talks was brought out: all the levels, sublevels, a 
lot of arithmetic, in order to confuse the essence of the question.

We listened to all of this, and then we put this clarification into our proposals: 
You and we both have what is recognized as a triad of strategic offensive 
weapons: land-based strategic missiles, strategic missiles on submarines, and 
strategic missiles—rather strategic bombers, strategic aircraft with nuclear 
weapons. So today we have equal numbers of them in the Soviet Union and in 
America. Let us cut all of this by 50 percent: 50 percent of the land-based missiles, 
including heavy missiles, which the United States is so worried about; 50 percent 
of the strategic missiles on submarines; and 50 percent of the strategic aircraft.

The American delegation agreed to this. So we came to an agreement. And in 
making this proposal—we are well informed people, I am just reminding you, so 
that you will have it fresh in your minds—we have made serious concessions. 
You remember that when we put this proposal forward in Geneva we made it a 
question of a 50 percent cut in weapons that reach each other’s territory, and all 
of this was considered strategic. But now we removed the question of medium- 
range missiles, we removed the question of forward-based weapons— t̂hat is, we 
embarked on an important concession on the most vital question.

That is the first point. The second point is that we proposed that an agreement 
on medium-range missiles be prepared. I proposed to the President renouncing 
all the options discussed hitherto—interim, temporary, and so on—and returning 
to the U.S. proposal to eliminate completely U.S. medium-range missiles in 
Europe and Soviet missiles in Europe.

Trying to bring the U.S. side to see the need to adopt an agreement such as our 
proposal, we had already previously proposed in Geneva that we should leave
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aside, as it were, the existing balance, the strategic potential of France and 
Britain, and we asked only that it should not be further improved or increased. 
That did not suit the U.S. side. We decided today, at this meeting today, to cut out 
completely the issue of French and British missiles in general—to put it aside. Let 
them remain as an independent force; let them increase and be further improved, 
although you understand this is a very major potential and will indeed be 
increased and is an organic part of NATO’s nuclear potential. This potential is 
taken into consideration when all plans are being made for all operations. We 
know that for a fact. I think that 99 percent of all those present can also say that 
this is the case. But if 1 percent is not convinced of this today then it must urgently 
get rid of that shortcoming. We cut this issue out.

There was anxiety about Asia. Fine, then let us agree, let us get down to talking 
about Asia immediately. Let us explain our anxiety and find a solution.

Anxiety came out in connection with the fact that on the side of the Warsaw 
Pact organization there are missiles with a range of less than 1,000 kilometers, 
which can fly less than 1,000 km. We proposed, recognizing this anxiety, too, that 
we freeze these missiles immediately and enter talks on their fate. That is how far 
we went. I do not think even the Americans themselves expected that of us. A 
discussion began.

But it turns out this is bad again, it does not suit the American side again; they 
have begun once again to invite us to agree to intermediate options, to keep the 
American missiles in Europe, and the Soviet one in Europe, or some part of them. 
There could be a compensatory amount of Asia. In general, much was said.

We said to the President of the United States: Mr. President, we cannot 
understand how you can renounce your brainchild, the zero option, which you 
yourself proposed and which we are putting forward now in order to meet you 
halfway, recognizing the concerns and taking these concerns into account in our 
proposals.

In the end the discussion lasted until today, a sharp [ostraya] discussion, and 
we took the final step. We stated that we were prepared for the following version: 
We shall eliminate American and Soviet medium-range missiles in Europe. On 
missiles with a range of under 1,000 km we shall freeze them and start talks. And 
in Asia we shall have 100 warheads of medium missiles and, correspondingly, 
the United States will have 100 warheads on its territory. We also reached 
agreement to sign such an agreement on this. This would suit everyone, I think— 
the Soviet Union too, even though it is altogether again a major concession and 
is not so easy for us to accept. But we must start moving. I have mentioned this 
more than once: What is needed are bold, original decisions. If we take the advice 
of past experience all the time, experience that belongs to a completely different 
time, without taking into account where we are today and where we will be 
tomorrow and the possibility that tomorrow we may be completely unable to start 
a dialogue—^particularly a dialogue on these buming questions that worry the 
whole world—then we just have to start somewhere.

We have started out on this, understanding that these were no easy decisions 
for us. It was —we reached agreement on this question.

Regarding the fact that we are ready to make deep cuts in strategic offensive 
arms and to get rid of the nuclear potential of medium-range missiles, we put the
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issue like this: If we are entering a concrete stage, the actual elimination of 
nuclear weapons, then there must be at least complete clarity for both sides on two 
questions: first, monitoring. Now that we are embarking on this stage, we support 
triple monitoring, monitoring that can provide complete confidence on each side 
that nothing can happen that would let us down, so that it could turn out to be 
trapped, ensnared. We are for any form of monitoring and are ready to reach 
agreement on this. This question was removed from the table in view of this 
position of ours. And we shall indeed now strive for such monitoring, if we 
embark on this path.

And the second issue: If we are starting to undertake the practical liquidation 
of nuclear arms, strategic potential, and medium-range missiles, then an issue 
arises that each side must have a guarantee that in that period neither side must 
do anything to achieve a military advantage and obtain the right to dictate. I think 
this is a very just and logical formulation both from the political and military point 
of view. From the political viewpoint, if we begin to reduce armaments, then we 
must take care that all the obstacles that exist today and stand in the way of the 
creation of new types of weapons, have to be not only preserved but also 
strengthened. Is this a correct formulation? It is indeed both correct and logical. 
From the military viewpoint it is indeed necessary to ensure that it does not 
happen that both sides reduce their nuclear potential, but while the reduction is 
in progress one side secretly seizes the initiative and achieves military superior
ity. This is inadmissible. I say this with regard to the Soviet Union, but we also 
have the right to demand this from the American side.

In this connection we put the issue this way: In this situation when we come 
to the stage of a real, profound reduction and then in 10 years—and this was how 
the whole situation appeared to us at the meeting today on the specific points— 
we concluded that in 10 years we should be able to liquidate the nuclear potential 
of the Soviet Union and the United States of America; and during this period it 
is necessary not only [not] to weaken the mechanisms, primarily those such as the 
ABM treaty,^ that hold the arms race back, but to strengthen these mechanisms. 
Our proposal boiled down to the following: that we strengthen the open-ended 
ABM treaty by having the sides make identical pledges that in the next 10 years 
they will not use their right to abandon this treaty. These are the very 10 years 
when the reduction of the nuclear potential will be taking place. Is this a correct, 
logical formulation? It’s logical. Is it a serious formulation? It is. Does it match 
the interests of both sides? It does.

At the same time we stressed in our proposal that in this period of 10 years all 
the requirements of the ABM treaty should be strictly observed, that the 
development [razrabotka] and tests of space weapons should be banned, and that 
only laboratory research and tests are allowed. What did we mean by this.

We know the attachment of the U.S. Administration and President to SDL The 
possibility of our consent to the continuation of and to the possibility of 
laboratory tests gives the President the opportunity to consummate research and

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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elucidate what SDI is and what kind of an animal it is, although for many people, 
us included, it is already clear what it is.

And this is where, comrades, a real row started, concerning the two approaches 
of world politics, including on such questions as the stopping of the arms race and 
the banning of nuclear weapons.

The U.S. Administration, the President, insisted to the end that America should 
have the right to test, research and test, everything that relates to SDI not only in 
laboratories but also beyond, including in space. Well, who would agree to that? 
A madman!

But madmen are usually where they should be, for treatment. At any rate, I 
don’t see them in leading positions, especially at the helm of states. And to think 
we were on the verge of taking major historic decisions, for hitherto it was only 
a question of limitation: We had taken the ABM, SALT I,̂  SALT 11,"̂  and so 
forth, decisions.

And the U.S. Administration, as we now realize, having come to believe in its 
technological advantage, is trying to cut its way through SDI, to military 
superiority; it has even gone so far as to bury the accords, when we had already 
agreed that all that remained was to sign them, that we only had to make, and give, 
instructions for the treaties to be drafted, practical instructions as to how they 
should be implemented, and everything could have been signed in Washington. 
It disrupted all that.

I told the President we were missing a historic opportunity. Never before have 
our positions been so close. The President, saying goodbye to me, said he was 
disappointed and that from the very beginning I came, had intended, no doubt, 
had come with an unwillingness to sign these treaties, to find agreement, accord. 
Why do you on account of one word display such hardness in your approach, so 
to speak, to anything to do with SDI and the problem of tests, with the 
understanding of these problems?

I don ’ t think it ’ s a matter of a word. Not a word, but substance. This is precisely 
the key to an understanding of what is in the mind of the U.S. Administration.

In my opinion, what it has in mind is—as I can now see—what the U.S. 
military-industrial complex has in mind;—it is this that is in power, and the 
President is not free to take such a decision.

We took breaks; discussions were held; and, I see, the President did not receive 
support. And this is why our meeting was broken off. It failed when we were close 
to reaching historic results.

• • • • • • •

I think, nevertheless, that everything that has taken place—and after all, 
accords have taken place, the only thing is that it did not prove possible to 
formulate them because we posed and brought this question and our proposals in 
a package. I think that you understand why this was done. Nevertheless, the very

3 Ibid., and ibid., pp. 202-205.
Ubid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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path which we have traveled to such major accords about major reductions of 
nuclear weapons is in itself a great experience which we have acquired here. The 
gains we have acquired here, in Iceland, in Reykjavik, are enormous.

I think that it is necessary for the President of the United States and for us to 
consider further the whole situation which has ultimately arisen here at the 
meeting, and to come back again and attempt to step across the divide between 
us.

We have already reached accord on much, we have come a long way. It is 
possible that the President needs to consult Congress, political circles, and the 
American public. Let America consider. We shall wait, and not retract the 
proposals which we have announced. In essence we have reached accord on 
them. That is the first thing.

Second, I believe that all realistic forces in the world should now act. All of us, 
living in the socialist world, the capitalist world, and the developing world, all of 
us have a unique opportunity now to finally set about ending the arms race, 
banning nuclear weapons, destroying them, and removing the nuclear threat from 
mankind. In this connection we presented the following proposal for the 
President: To sit down straight away and reach accord that, immediately after our 
meeting in Reykjavik, full-scale negotiations be initiated on banning nuclear 
explosions.

Furthermore, we made the proposal in this way: This will be a process during 
which we could consider at some stage, perhaps even as a matter of prime 
concern, the question of thresholds, of the power of nuclear explosions, the 
number of nuclear explosions per year, and the fate of the treaties of 1974  ̂and 
1976,  ̂and we would proceed toward the drafting of a full-scale treaty on a total 
and final ban on nuclear explosions. I can tell you that we were close to finding 
a formula on this matter too, because after all, here, too, everything is logical. 
Incidentally, we said to the U.S. side: We are not demanding a moratorium from 
you; that’s your affair. You answer to your Congress and your people; whether 
you continue your explosions, when we start our negotiations, or join our 
moratorium, is your affair; but let us begin sitting down to full-scale talks to draft 
an agreement on a total and final ban on nuclear explosions. Along the way we 
shall also consider the questions you speak of, that of verification, thresholds, and 
the number of nuclear explosions, and the 1974 and 1976 treaties. All that can be 
considered.

We were moving closer together, but when the breakdown came over antimis
sile defense, all discussion was broken off, and the whole quest came to a halt, 
and we ended our meeting.

 ̂I.e., the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. For the texts of the Treaty and its Protocols, see
Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229.

^I.e., the Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions, printed ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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193. Address by President Reagan: The Meeting in 
Reykjavil(, October 13,1986^

As most of you know, I’ve just returned from meetings in Iceland with the 
leader of the Soviet Union, General Secretary Gorbachev. As I did last year when 
I returned from the summit conference in Geneva, I want to take a few moments 
tonight to share with you what took place in these discussions.

The implications of these talks are enormous and only just beginning to be 
understood. We proposed the most sweeping and generous arms control proposal 
in history. We offered the complete elimination of all ballistic missiles—Soviet 
and American— f̂rom the face of the Earth by 1996. While we parted company 
with this American offer still on the table, we are closer than ever before to 
agreements that could lead to a safer world without nuclear weapons.

But first, let me tell you that, from the start of my meetings with Mr. Gorbachev, 
I have always regarded you, the American people, as full participants. Believe 
me, without your support, none of these talks could have been held, nor could the 
ultimate aims of American foreign policy—world peace and freedom—be 
pursued. And it’s for these aims I went the extra mile to Iceland.

Before I report on our talks though, allow me to set the stage by explaining two 
things that were very much a part of our talks, one a treaty and the other a defense 
against nuclear missiles which we’re trying to develop. Now you’ve heard their 
titles a thousand times—the ABM Treaty^ and SDL Well, those letters stand for: 
ABM, Anti-Ballistic Missile; SDI, Strategic Defense Initiative.

Some years ago, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to limit any 
defense against nuclear missile attacks to the emplacement in one location in each 
country of a small number of missiles capable of intercepting and shooting down 
incoming nuclear missiles, thus leaving our real defense—a policy called mutual 
assured destruction, meaning if one side launched a nuclear attack, the other side 
could retaliate. And this mutual threat of destruction was believed to be a 
deterrent against either side striking first.

So here we sit with thousands of nuclear warheads targeted on each other and 
capable of wiping out both our countries. The Soviets deployed the few anti- 
ballistic missiles around Moscow as the treaty permitted. Our country didn’t 
bother deploying because the threat of nationwide annihilation made such a 
limited defense seem useless.

For some years now we’ve been aware that the Soviets may be developing a 
nationwide defense. They have installed a large modem radar at Krasnoyarsk 
which we believe is a critical part of a radar system designed to provide radar 
guidance for anti-ballistic missiles protecting the entire nation. Now this is a 
violation of the ABM Treaty.

Believing that a policy of mutual destruction and slaughter of their citizens and 
ours was uncivilized, I asked our military a few years ago to study and see if there

' Department of State, Current Policy No. 875.
 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972,

pp. 197-201.
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was a practical way to destroy nuclear missiles after their launch but before they 
can reach their targets rather than to just destroy people. Well, this is the goal for 
what we call SDI, and our scientists researching such a system are convinced it 
is practical and that several years down the road we can have such a system ready 
to deploy. Now, incidentally, we are not violating the ABM Treaty, which 
permits such research. If and when we deploy, the treaty also allows withdrawal 
jfrom the treaty upon 6 months’ notice. SDI, let me make it clear, is a non-nuclear 
defense.

Efforts Toward Arms Reductions

So here we are at Iceland for our second such meeting. In the first, and in the 
months in between, we have discussed ways to reduce and, in fact, eliminate 
nuclear weapons entirely. We and the Soviets have had teams of negotiators in 
Geneva trying to work out a mutual agreement on how we could reduce or 
eliminate nuclear weapons. And so far, no success.

On Saturday and Sunday, General Secretary Gorbachev and his Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze and Secretary of State George Shultz and I met for nearly 
10 hours. We didn’t limit ourselves to just arms reductions. We discussed what 
we call violation of human rights on the part of the Soviets, refusal to let people 
emigrate from Russia so they can practice their religion without being perse
cuted, letting people go to rejoin their families, husbands and wives separated by 
national borders being allowed to reunite.

In much of this the Soviet Union is violating another agreement—the Helsinki 
accords they had signed in 1975.  ̂Yuri Orlov, whose freedom we just obtained, 
was imprisoned for pointing out to his government its violations of that pact, its 
refusal to let citizens leave their country or return.

We also discussed regional matters such as Afghanistan, Angola, Nicaragua, 
and Cambodia. But, by their choice, the main subject was arms control.

We discussed the emplacement of intermediate-range missiles in Europe and 
Asia and seemed to be in agreement they could be drastically reduced. Both sides 
seemed willing to find a way to reduce even to zero the strategic ballistic missiles 
we have aimed at each other. This then brought up the subject of SDI.

I offered a proposal that we continue our present research and, if and when we 
reached the stage of testing, we would sign now a treaty that would permit Soviet 
observation of such tests. And if the program was practical, we would both 
eliminate our offensive missiles, and then we would share the benefits of 
advanced defenses. I explained that even though we would have done away with 
our offensive ballistic missiles, having the defense would protect against cheat
ing or the possibility of a madman sometime deciding to create nuclear missiles. 
After all, the world now knows how to make them. I likened it to our keeping our 
gas masks even though the nations of the world had outlawed poison gas after 
World War I.

 ̂The arms control provisions of the accord are printed m Documents on Disarmament, 
1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, SQt Department of State Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, 
No. 1888, (September 1, 1975), pp. 323-350.
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We seemed to be making progress on reducing weaponry, although the 
General Secretary was registering opposition to SDI and proposing a pledge to 
observe ABM for a number of years as the day was ending.

Secretary Shultz suggested we turn over the notes our notetakers had been 
making of everything we’d said to our respective teams and let them work 
through the night to put them together and fmd just where we were in agreement 
and what differences separated us. With respect and gratitude, I can inform you 
those teams worked through the night till 6:30 a.m.

Yesterday, Sunday morning, Mr. Gorbachev and I, with our foreign ministers, 
came together again and took up the report of our two teams. It was most 
promising. The Soviets had asked for a 10-year delay in the deployment of SDI 
programs.

In an effort to see how we could satisfy their concems while protecting our 
principles and security, we proposed a 10-year period in which we began with the 
reduction of all strategic nuclear arms, bombers, air-launched cruise missiles, 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and the 
weapons they carry. They would be reduced 50% in the first 5 years. During the 
next 5 years, we would continue by eliminating all remaining offensive ballistic 
missiles of all ranges. And during that time, we would proceed with research, 
development, and testing of SDI—all done in conformity with ABM provisions. 
At the 10-year point, with all ballistic missiles eliminated, we could proceed to 
deploy advanced defenses, at the same time permitting the Soviets to do likewise.

And here the debate began. The General Secretary wanted wording that, in 
effect, would have kept us from developing the SDI for the entire 10 years. In 
effect, he was killing SDI. And unless I agreed, all that work toward eliminating 
nuclear weapons would go down the drain—cancelled.

I told him I had pledged to the American people that I would not trade away 
SDI—there was no way I could tell our people their government would not 
protect them against nuclear destruction. I went to Reykjavik determined that 
everything was negotiable except two things: our freedom and our future.

I’m still optimistic that a way will be found. The door is open and the 
opportunity to begin eliminating the nuclear threat is within reach.

Pursuing a Four-Point Agenda

So you can see, we made progress in Iceland. And we will continue to make 
progress if we pursue a prudent, deliberate, and, above all, realistic approach with 
the Soviets. From the earliest days of our Administration, this has been our 
policy. We made it clear we had no illusions about the Soviets or their ultimate 
intentions. We were publicly candid about the critical moral distinctions between 
totalitarianism and democracy. We declared the principal objective of American 
foreign policy to be not just the prevention of war but the extension of freedom. 
And we stressed our commitment to the growth of democratic government and 
democratic institutions around the world. And that’s why we assisted freedom 
fighters who are resisting the imposition of totalitarian rule in Afghanistan, 
Nicaragua, Angola, Cambodia, and elsewhere. And, finally, we began work on 
what I believe most spurred the Soviets to negotiate seriously— r̂ebuilding our

Document 193



REAGAN ADDRESS, OCTOBER 13 637

military strength, reconstructing our strategic deterrence, and, above all, begin
ning work on the Strategic Defense Initiative.

And yet, at the same time we set out these foreign policy goals and began 
working toward them, we pursued another of our major objectives: that of 
seeking means to lessen tensions with the Soviets and ways to prevent war and 
keep the peace.

Now, this policy is now paying dividends—one sign of this in Iceland was the 
progress on the issue of arms control. For the first time in a long while, Soviet- 
American negotiations in the area of arms reductions are moving, and moving in 
the right direction—not just toward arms control but toward arms reduction.

But for all the progress we made on arms reductions, we must remember there 
were other issues on the table in Iceland, issues that are fundamental.

As I mentioned, one such issue is human rights. As President Kennedy once 
said, “And is not peace, in the last analysis, basically a matter of human rights?”"̂

I made it plain that the United States would not seek to exploit improvement 
in these matters for purposes of propaganda. But I also made it plain, once again, 
that an improvement of the human condition within the Soviet Union is 
indispensable for an improvement in bilateral relations with the United States. 
For a government that will break faith with its own people cannot be trusted to 
keep faith with foreign powers. So, I told Mr. Gorbachev—again in Reykjavik 
as I had in Geneva—we Americans place far less weight upon the words that are 
spoken at meetings such as these than upon the deeds that follow. When it comes 
to human rights and judging Soviet intentions, we’re all from Missouri—you got 
to show us.

Another subject area we took up in Iceland also lies at the heart of the 
differences between the Soviet Union and America. This is the issue of regional 
conflicts. Summit meetings cannot make the American people forget what Soviet 
actions have meant for the peoples of Afghanistan, Central America, Africa, and 
Southeast Asia. Until Soviet policies change, we will make sure that our friends 
in these areas— t̂hose who fight for freedom and independence—will have the 
support they need.

Finally, there was a fourth item. And this area was that of bilateral relations, 
people-to-people contacts. In Geneva last year, we welcomed several cultural 
exchange accords; in Iceland, we saw indications of more movement in these 
areas. But let me say now, the United States remains committed to people-to- 
people programs that could lead to exchanges between not just a few elite but 
thousands of everyday citizens from both our countries.

Prospects for Future Progress

So I think, then, that you can see that we did make progress in Iceland on a broad 
range of topics. We reaffirmed our four-point agenda; we discovered major new 
grounds of agreement; we probed again some old areas of disagreement.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 221.
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And let me return again to the SDI issue. I realize some Americans may be 
asking tonight: why not accept Mr. Gorbachev’s demand? Why not give up SDI 
for this agreement?

Well, the answer, my friends, is simple. SDI is America’s insurance policy that 
the Soviet Union would keep the commitments made at Reykjavik. SDI is 
America’s security guarantee—if the Soviets should—as they have done too 
often in the past— f̂ail to comply with their solemn commitments. SDI is what 
brought the Soviets back to arms control talks at Geneva and Iceland. SDI is the 
key to a world without nuclear weapons.

The Soviets understand this. They have devoted far more resources for a lot 
longer time than we to their own SDI. The world’s only operational missile 
defense today surrounds Moscow, the capital of the Soviet Union. What Mr. 
Gorbachev was demanding at Reykjavik was that the United States agree to a new 
version of a 14-year-old ABM Treaty that the Soviet Union has already violated. 
I told him we don’t make those kinds of deals in the United States.

And the American people should reflect on these critical questions. How does 
a defense of the United States threaten the Soviet Union or anyone else? Why are 
the Soviets so adamant that America remain forever vulnerable to Soviet rocket 
attack? As of today, all free nations are utterly defenseless against Soviet 
missiles—fired either by accident or design. Why does the Soviet Union insist 
that we remain so—forever?

So, my fellow Americans, I cannot promise, nor can any President promise, 
that the talks in Iceland or any future discussions with Mr. Gorbachev will lead 
inevitably to great breakthroughs or momentous treaty signings.

We will not abandon the guiding principle we took to Reykjavik. We prefer no 
agreement than to bring home a bad agreement to the United States.

And on this point, I know you ’re also interested in the question of whether there 
will be another summit. There was no indication by Mr. Gorbachev as to when 
or whether he plans to travel to the United States, as we agreed he would last year 
in Geneva. I repeat tonight that our invitation stands and that we continue to 
believe additional meetings would be useful. But that’s a decision the Soviets 
must make.

But whatever the immediate prospects, I can tell you that I’m ultimately 
hopeful about the prospects for progress at the summit and for world peace and 
freedom. You see, the current summit process is very different from that of 
previous decades; it’s different because the world is different; and the world is 
different because of the hard work and sacrifice of the American people during 
the past 5-V2 years. Your energy has restored and expanded our economic might; 
your support has restored our military strength. Your courage and sense of 
national unity in times of crisis have given pause to our adversaries, heartened our 
friends, and inspired the world. The Western democracies and the NATO alliance 
are revitalized, and all across the world, nations are turning to democratic ideas 
and the principles of the free market. So because the American people stood 
guard at the critical hour, freedom has gathered its forces, regained its strength, 
and is on the march.

So, if there’s one impression I carry away with me from these October talks, 
it is that, unlike the past, we’re dealing now from a position of strength, and for
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that reason, we have it within our grasp to move speedily with the Soviets toward 
even more breakthroughs.

Our ideas are out there on the table. They won’t go away. We’re ready to pick 
up where we left off. Our negotiators are heading back to Geneva, and we’re 
prepared to go forward whenever and wherever the Soviets are ready. So, there’s 
reason—good reason— f̂or hope.

I saw evidence of this in the progress we made in the talks with Mr. Gorbachev. 
And I saw evidence of it when we left Iceland yesterday and I spoke to our young 
men and women at our naval installation at Keflavik—a critically important base 
far closer to Soviet naval bases than to our own coastline.

As always, I was proud to spend a few moments with them and thank them for 
their sacrifices and devotion to country. They represent America at her finest: 
committed to defend not only our own freedom but the freedom of others who 
would be living in a far more frightening world—were it not for the strength and 
resolve of the United States.

“Whenever the standard of freedom and independence has been . . .  unfurled, 
there will be America’s heart, her benedictions, and her prayers,” John Quincy 
Adams once said. He spoke well of our destiny as a nation. My fellow Americans, 
we’re honored by history, entrusted by destiny with the oldest dream of 
humanity—the dream of lasting peace and human freedom.

Another President, Harry Truman, noted that our century had seen two of the 
most frightful wars in history. And that “the supreme need of our time is for man 
to learn to live together in peace and harmony.”

It’s in pursuit of that ideal I went to Geneva a year ago and to Iceland last week. 
And it’s in pursuit of that ideal that I thank you now for all the support you’ve 
given me and I again ask for your help and your prayers as we continue our 
journey toward a world where peace reigns and freedom is enshrined.

194. Remarks by President Reagan: The Meeting in 
Reyl<javil(, October 14,1986^

Well, thank you very much, and welcome to the White House complex. I 
wanted all of you to come over this afternoon to hear firsthand about our meetings 
in Iceland, and I have a terrible feeling that almost anything I say is going to have 
already been said about that trip.

But before I turn to my report, let me first say that I couldn’t have gone to 
Reykjavik without the hard work and dedication, above and beyond the call of 
duty, of you men and women that I see before me. You labored night and day to 
get us ready for that first meeting, and I know we sort of sprung it on you at the 
last minute. I’m grateful to all of you for the fine work you did, and let me say

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 20, 1986, pp. 1386-1388. 
The remarks were made in a meeting with executive branch officers of the Department of 
State and the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
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thanks as well to the members of that small team that I took with me to the 
meeting. They worked around the clock— ând I mean that literally. A few of them 
got no sleep at all while were there. I’ve long had great respect for every one of 
them, and that respect grew even stronger in these 4 days. They were an 
outstanding team, and all Americans can be proud of them and of the work they 
did. And you can be proud of the fhiit that your work is bearing, for the Reykjavik 
meeting may have set the stage for a major advance in the U.S.-Soviet relation
ship.

At Reykjavik the Soviet Union went farther than ever before in accepting our 
goal of deep reductions in the level of nuclear weapons. For the first time, we got 
Soviet agreement to a figure of 100 intermediate-range missiles—warheads for 
each side worldwide, and that was a truly drastic cut. And for the first time we 
began to hammer out the details of a 50-percent cut in strategic forces over 5 
years. And we were just a sentence or two away from agreeing to new talks on 
nuclear testing. And maybe most important, we were in sight of an historic 
agreement on completely eliminating the threat of offensive ballistic missiles by 
1996.

Believe me, the significance of that meeting at Reykjavik is not that we didn’t 
sign agreements in the end; the significance is that we got as close as we did. The 
progress that we made would’ve been inconceivable just a few months ago.

On issue after issue, particularly in the area of arms reduction, we saw that 
General Secretary Gorbachev was ready for serious bargaining on real arms 
reductions. And for me, this was especially gratifying. Just 5 V2 years ago, when 
we came into office, I said that our objective must be—well, it must not be 
regulating the growth in nuclear weapons, which is what arms control, as it was 
known, had been all about. No, I said that our goal must be reducing the number 
of nuclear weapons, that we had to work to make the world safer, not just control 
the pace at which it became more dangerous. And now the Soviets, too, are 
talking about real arms reductions.

And let me say that this wouldn’t have been possible without the support that 
we’ve had from the American people over the last 5 V2 years. Because the 
American people have stood behind us as we worked over the years to rebuild our 
nation’s defenses. We went to the Iceland meeting in a position of strength. The 
Soviets knew that we had the support, not only of a strong America but a united 
NATO alliance that was going ahead with deployment of Pershing II and ground- 
launched cruise missiles. So, yes, it was this strength and unity that brought the 
Soviets to the bargaining table.

And particularly important, of course, was America’s support for the Strategic 
Defense Initiative. Now, as you know, I offered Mr. Gorbachev an important 
concession on SDL I offered to put off deployment for a decade, and I coupled 
that with a 10-year plan for eliminating all Soviet and American ballistic missiles 
from the face of the Earth.

This may been the most sweeping and important arms reduction proposal in the 
history of the world, but it wasn’t good enough for Mr. Gorbachev—he wanted 
more. He wanted us to accept even tighter limits on SDI than the ABM treaty^

^Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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now requires; that is to stop all but laboratory research. He knew this meant 
killing strategic defense entirely, which has been a Soviet goal from the start. 
And, of course, the Soviet Union has long been engaged in extensive strategic 
defense programs of its own. And unlike ours, the Soviet program goes well 
beyond research, even to deployment. The Soviet proposal would’ve given them 
an immediate, one-sided advantage, and a dangerous one. And I could not and 
would not agree to that. I won’t settle for anything unless it’s in the interest of 
America’s security.

Now, America and the West need SDI for long-run insurance. It protects us 
against the possibility that at some point, when the elimination of ballistic 
missiles is not yet complete, the Soviets may change their mind. We know the 
Soviet record of playing fast and loose with past agreements. America can’t 
afford to take a chance on waking up in 10 years and finding that the Soviets have 
an advanced defense system and are ready to put in place more missiles—or more 
modem missiles. And we have no defense of our own and our deterrence is 
obsolete because of the Soviet defense system.

If arms reduction is to help bring lasting peace, we must be able to maintain the 
vital strategic balance which for so long has kept the peace. Nothing could more 
threaten world peace than arms reduction agreements with loopholes that would 
leave the West naked to a massive and sudden Soviet buildup in offensive and 
defensive weapons.

My guess is that the Soviets understand this but want to see how much farther 
they can push us in public before they once again get down to brass tacks. So, 
here’s how I see the meeting in Iceland adding up.

We addressed the important issues of human rights, regional conflicts, and our 
bilateral relationship. And Mr. Gorbachev and I got awfully close to historic 
agreements in the arms reduction process. We took discussions into areas where 
they had never been before. The United States put good, fair ideas out on the table, 
and they won’t go away. Good ideas, after all, have a life of their own. The next 
step will be in Geneva, where our negotiators will work to build on this progress.

The biggest disappointment in Iceland was that Mr. Gorbachev decided to 
make our progress hostage to his demand that we kill our strategic defense 
program. But, you know. I’ve had some experience with this kind of thing. One 
of my past jobs was as a negotiator of labor agreements in the motion picture 
industry, and I got used to one side or another walking out of contract talks. It 
didn’t mean that relations had collapsed or that we’d reached an insurmountable 
impasse. It sometimes meant that a little maneuvering was going on.

Well, it’s important for us right now to see the real progress that we made at 
Reykjavik and to unite so that we’ll be strong for the next stage in negotiations. 
And if we do that, I believe that we have it within our grasp to achieve some truly 
historic breakthroughs.

Last week I described Iceland as a base camp on our way to the summit. Well, 
this week I want to report to you that I believe there exists the opportunity to plant 
a permanent flag of peace at that summit. And I call on the Soviets not to miss 
this opportunity. The Soviets must not throw this away, must not slip back into 
a greater arms buildup. The American people don’t mistake the absence of a final 
agreement for the absence of progress. We made progress; we must be patient. 
We made historic advances; we will not turn back.
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195. Address by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev: 
The Meeting in Reykjavil< [Extract], October 14, 
1986’

Now about the meeting itself. How did events develop there? It is necessary to 
talk about this not just in order to establish the truth, which our partners in 
negotiations in Reykjavik are already distorting; but chiefly in order to share with 
you what we intend to do next.

The first meeting with President Ronald Reagan began on Saturday at 1030. 
After the greetings, indispensable on such occasions, and after a short meeting 
with reporters, we were left alone with one another, with just our interpreters. We 
exchanged opinions on the general situation, on how the dialogue between our 
countries is shaping up, and designated the issues we were to discuss.

Then I asked the President to listen to my specific proposals on the main issues 
which were the reasons we had come to this meeting. I have already spoken about 
these in some detail at the press conference. But nevertheless, I shall remind you 
of them briefly.

A whole package of major measure was put on the table which, if adopted, 
would initiate a new epoch in the life of mankind—a nuclear-free epoch. Herein 
is the essence of a fundamental turning point in the world situation, the possibility 
of which was evident and real. What was involved was not limitation of nuclear 
weapons, as was the case in SALT I and SALT II treaties and other treaties, but 
the elimination of nuclear arms in a relatively short period.

The proposal dealt with strategic offensive weapons. I stated our readiness to 
cut these by 50 percent during the first 5 years. This involved having strategic 
arms on land, at sea, and in the air. To make an agreement easier, we made a great 
concession: We removed our former demands to the Americans to include 
American medium-range missiles able to reach our territory, and the American 
forward-based arms, in the strategic equation.

We were also ready to take into account the concern of the United States about 
our heavy missiles. We viewed the proposal about strategic weapons in the 
context of their complete elimination as proposed by us on 15 January this year.^

Our second proposal dealt with medium-range missiles. I suggested to the 
President the complete elimination of Soviet and American missiles of this class 
in Europe. And here, too, we made a great concession: We stated that, in contrast 
to our former position, the nuclear missiles weapons of Great Britain and France 
need not be counted in.

We took as our starting point the need to clear the way to detente in Europe, 
to free the European peoples from the fear of a nuclear disaster, and then to

‘ Moscow Television Service in Russian, October 14, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, 
October 15, 1986; vol. Ill, pp. DD2-DD11.

 ̂Document 5.
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progress to the elimination of all nuclear arms. You will agree that this is also a 
bold step on our part.

Knowing in advance the objections there might be, we stated that we were 
willing to freeze nuclear weapons with a range of less than 1,000 km, and to start 
immediately on talks about their further fate. As for medium-range missiles in the 
Asian part of our country, a question which has always been present in the global 
option of President Reagan, we proposed starting talks on that question imme
diately.

As you can see, here, too, our proposals were of a major and serious nature, 
providing the opportunity for fundamentally resolving this problem, too.

The third issue, which I put before the President in the very first conversation, 
and which was an integral part of our package of proposals—that is the existing 
treaty on antimissile defense and its ban on nuclear testing.^ Our approach is this: 
Once we enter a completely new situation, when a considerable reduction of 
nuclear weapons and their elimination over a visibly short period are starting, it 
is necessary to safeguard oneself against all surprises. We are talking about 
weapons that up to now constitute the core of the defense of our country; 
therefore, everything that could undermine equality in the course of disarmament 
has to be excluded; any possibility of developing [sozdat] weapons of a new type 
securing military superiority must be excluded.

We believe this position to be perfectly natural and logical, and so we firmly 
stated the need for strict adherence to the ABM Treaty of 1972 that has no fixed 
period, and, moreover, in order to strengthen the conditions of that treaty, we 
proposed to the President that reciprocal obligations be undertaken on the part of 
the United States and the Soviet Union not to exercise the right of withdrawal 
from the treaty, at least for 10 years, and over that period to put an end to strategic 
weapons. Taking into account the particular difficulty which the administration 
has created for itself on this issue, when the President has personally linked 
himself with space weapons, with the so-called SDI, we did not request the 
cessation of work in this sphere, but the understanding that all the provisions of 
the ABM Treaty would be fully observed— t̂hat is, that research and testing in this 
field would not go outside the confines of the laboratory. This is an identical 
limitation, both for the United States and for the Soviet Union.

As he listened to us, the President made remarks, and asked for some things to 
be explained in more detail; in the course of the conversation, we raised the 
question of monitoring [kontrol] in resolute and definite terms. Having tied it in 
with the pre [corrects himself], the post-nuclear situation. And this situation 
requires particular responsibility. I told the president that if both countries 
embark on the path of nuclear disarmament, then the Soviet Union will tighten 
up its position on monitoring. It must be real, all-encompassing, convincing, it 
must inspire total confidence in the reliability of the observance of the agreement, 
and contain the right to inspect on-site.

I must tell you, comrades, that the first reaction from the President was not 
entirely negative. He even said: What you have set forth just now reassures us.

 ̂I.e., the ABM Treaty. For the text, s t t  Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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However, the fact did not escape us that our interlocutors— b̂oth Comrade 
Shevardnadze and Mr. Shultz had by now joined in the conversation on these 
issues—that our interlocutors were in some confusion. At the same time, in their 
uncoordinated remarks there immediately appeared doubts and objections. The 
President and the secretary of state, began impromptu, as they say, to talk about 
divergences and disagreements. In these words of theirs, we clearly caught 
familiar old sounds which we have been hearing for many months at the Geneva 
talks.

We were reminded about all kinds of sublevels in strategic nuclear weapons, 
about an interim option for missiles in Europe, that we should join in the SDI— 
we, the Soviet Union—and replace the existing ABM Treaty with some new 
treaty. And we heard much more in this spirit from their side. I expressed surprise: 
How can it be? We are proposing to accept the American zero in Europe and sit 
down at a negotiating table over the medium-range missiles in Asia, while you, 
Mr President, are retreating from your previous position. I don’t understand it. 
Regarding the ABM, we are proposing to preserve and consolidate that funda
mental, important agreement, while you want to give it up and are even proposing 
to replace it with some new treaty, and thereby, after brewing with SALT 11,"̂  also 
wrecking this mechanism which preserves strategic stability. I cannot understand 
that either.

We have also figured out the SDI plans, I said. If the United States creates a 
three-layer ABM system in space, we shall respond to that. But we are concerned 
by something else: SDI would mean weapon transfer to a new environment which 
would destabilize the strategic situation and make it even worse than today. If 
such is the U.S. objective, then that is what you should say. But if you truly want 
to have sound security for your own people and for the whole world, then the 
American position is absolutely groundless.

I told the President straight: We have advanced new major proposals while 
from you we are now hearing what everyone has truly had enough of, and what 
cannot lead anywhere. I ask you, Mr. President, to examine our proposals once 
again, carefully, and to answer item by item. And I presented to him, translated 
into English, prepared earlier in Moscow, a draft of possible directives which, 
should agreement be reached in principle, we could give to our foreign affairs 
ministers and other departments for the preparation of three draft agreements. 
Then it would have been possible to sign them during my visit to the United 
States.

We met again in the afternoon. The President read out the position that had 
been drawn up during the break. It became clear after the very first sentence that 
we were again being offered—as I put it at the press conference—a load of 
mothballed junk which is already stifling the Geneva talks. All kinds of interim 
variants, numbers, levels, sublevels, and so on. Not one new thought. Not one 
fresh approach, not one idea that might have included even a hint at some kind 
of solution, at some kind of forward movement.

'‘The SALT II agreements may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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It became clear, comrades, that the Americans came to Reykjavik completely 
emptyhanded. The impression was created that they had come there only to 
gather fruit into their basket with empty hands. The situation was dramatic. The 
U.S. President was not prepared to decide the questions of principle in a major 
way, to come part way to meet us, so as to really give an impulse to talks that 
would produce results and give rise to hope. This is what I called for in my letter 
to the President in which I put forward the idea of holding the urgent and 
immediate meeting so as to give a powerful impulse at the level of the top leaders 
of the two countries, an impulse to the talks on disarmament, nuclear disarma
ment.

Convinced that our proposals had been carefully thought out, taking into 
account the interests of our partner, we decide not to give up on our efforts to 
achieve a breakthrough at the meeting. After many clarifying questions, a ray of 
hope appeared on strategic weapons. Latching onto this, we took yet another 
great step in the search for a compromise.

I said to the President: Both you and we have an acknowledged triad of strategic 
offensive weapons: these are land-based missiles, strategic submarines, and 
strategic bombers. So let us reduce each part of this triad by 50 percent. This does 
away with the need for all sorts of levels, sub-levels and all sorts of calculations. 
After lengthy debates, we managed to reach mutual understanding on this issue.

Then a discussion developed on the problem of medium-range missiles. The 
Americans stubbornly defended the so-called interim option, which envisaged 
retaining a part of their missiles remaining in Europe, including Pershing II 
missiles, and, or course, retaining our corresponding missiles, the SS-20, 
likewise. We came out categorically against this. I have already explained why. 
Europe deserves to be rid of nuclear weapons, to cease being a nuclear hostage. 
The President, for his part, had difficulty fighting against his own zero option, 
which he had been pushing for such a long time. Nevertheless, we sensed the 
Americans’ intention to frustrate any agreement, under the guise of special 
concern for their allies in Asia. A lot was said about that by the American side 
that was unfounded. There is simply no point in repeating all this today.

And things started going well only when we made yet another step to meet 
them, on this issue as well. We agreed to the formula: zero missiles in Europe, 
and 100 warheads each on medium-range missiles in the East of our country, and 
correspondingly for the Americans on the territory of the United States respec
tively.

The main thing is that we managed to come to agreement on ridding the 
European Continent of nuclear missiles. Agreement was thus reached, too, on the 
issue of medium-range missiles. An important breakthrough was made in this 
aspect of nuclear disarmament, too.

The American Administration did not succeed in evading our persistent 
striving to get positive results. But the questions of ABM and a ban on nuclear 
explosions still remained.

Prior to our meeting the next day, on Sunday, for our third conversation, which 
according to the schedule should have been the final one, two groups of experts, 
from our side and the American side, worked through the night. They thoroughly 
analyzed what had been discussed at our two preceding meetings with the

Document 195



646 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

president and accordingly reported the results of their nighttime debates to 
myself and to the President. The result was as follows: A possibility emerged for 
getting down to elaborating agreements on strategic offensive weapons and on 
medium-range missiles.

In that situation, the ABM Treaty acquired a key significance. Its role was 
becoming even more important. Can we possibly wreck, said I, what until now 
has been somehow making it possible to restrain the arms race to some degree. 
And if now we are going to reduce strategic and medium-range nuclear weapons, 
both sides should be confident that nobody during that time will create new 
weapons that would undermine the stability and parity. That is why to me it seems 
completely logical to define a time limit. The Americans were speaking about 7 
years; we proposed 10 years. The very same 10 years during which nuclear 
weapons were to be destroyed. We proposed 10 years during which neither the 
Soviet nor the American side would make use of the right, and they have such 
right, to abandon the ABM treaty. And research and experiments would be 
conducted in the laboratory only. And so I think you understand why 10 years. 
This is not coincidental, as I said before.

The logic here is simple and pure. In the first 5 years the first 50 percent of 
strategic weapons are cut, and in the second 5 years, the second half. That makes 
10 years.

In this same connection, I proposed entrusting our responsible representatives 
with beginning full-scale talks on banning nuclear explosions in order, as a result, 
to work out an agreement on a complete and final ban on them. And during the 
preparation for such an agreement— ĥere, too, we showed flexibility and took a 
constructive position—it would be possible at the same time to solve individual 
questions connected with nuclear explosions.

In response, we again heard an argument from the President which is very 
familiar from Geneva and from his public speeches, about how the SDI is a 
defense system, and, if we eliminate nuclear arms, how will we be able to defend 
ourselves from any madman who might get nuclear weapons into his hands, 
about how he is ready to share the results of the work on SDI with us.

To this latter remark, I told the President: Mr President, I am unable to take this 
idea of yours seriously, the idea that you will share with us the results of your 
work on SDI. At present, you do not even want to share oil industry equipment 
or dairy equipment with us. So do you expect us to believe a promise to share SDI 
developments with us? This would amount to a second American Revolution, 
and revolutions don’t actually happen that often. I said to President Reagan: Let 
us be realists and pragmatists. That is a more reliable way. What we are 
discussing is too serious.

Incidentally, yesterday, when he was trying to justify his position on the SDI, 
the President said that he needed the program for America and its allies to remain 
invulnerable to a Soviet missile strike.

As you can see, the mention of the madmen is already missing. The Soviet 
threat has been dragged out into the open again. But that is absolute trickery. We 
have, after all, proposed to eliminate not only strategic, but all nuclear weapons 
at the disposal of the United States and the USSR. Under strict monitoring, 
incidentally. Why is the question of safeguarding the freedom of America and her
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friends from the Soviet nuclear missiles raised, then? If there would be no such 
missiles? If there are no nuclear weapons, who needs a defense against them? It 
follows that this whole venture with Star Wars is of an exclusively militarist 
nature, and it is aimed at gaining military superiority over the Soviet Union. Let 
us go back to the talks, however. Although the accord on strategic weapons and 
medium-range missiles had been reached, it was premature to think that all this 
had been finally decided in the course of the first two conversations alone.

Another whole day lay ahead. Almost 8 hours of tense and uninterrupted 
discussions, during which we had to return again and again to those questions, 
which, one might have thought, had already been agreed upon.

In these discussions, the President attempted to venture into ideological prob
lems, demonstrating total ignorance, to put it mildly, and lack of understanding 
of what the socialist world is and what goes on in it. I rejected attempts to link 
ideological differences with questions of ending the arms race. I persistently 
brought the President and the secretary of state back to the matter on which we 
were meeting in Reykjavik.

I had to remind my collocutors time and again of item 3 of our package of 
proposals, without which agreement on the whole was impossible. I mean the 
need for strict adherence to the ABM Treaty, to consolidate the regime of that 
crucial treaty, and to ban nuclear tests.

Again and again we had to draw attention to what, one would have thought, 
were quite clear things. Given that we have agreed to get down to deep reductions 
in nuclear arms, we must create the sort of situation in which, not just in action, 
but even in thought, there should be no attempts to rock the strategic stability, or 
to get around the accords. We must—there can only be one answer, which is that 
one. Therefore, we must have the certainty of the retention of the open-ended 
ABM Treaty.

You, Mr President, I said, must agree with the fact that, given that we have gone 
for nuclear arms reduction, there must be total certainty in the fact that the United 
States will not do anything behind the USSR’s back, while the USSR is similarly 
not doing anything behind the United States’ back which might put your security 
under threat, which would depreciate the agreement and create difficulties. And 
from this we have the key task of strengthening the ABM conditions: not to go 
out into space with the developments [razrabotki] of this program and remain 
within the framework of the laboratory. The 10 years of not exercising the right 
to abandon the ABM Treaty are essential to create confidence in the fact that, in 
resolving the problem of arms reduction, we are guaranteeing the security of each 
side, and I would even say the security throughout the world as well.

But the Americans were clearly inclined toward something else. We saw that 
the United States in fact wants to weaken the ABM Treaty, to revise it in order 
to develop [razrabotat] a large-scale space ABM system, in their egoistic 
interests. To agree to this would have simply been irresponsible on my part.

Regarding nuclear tests—here, too it was clearer than daylight why the 
American side does not want to conduct talks in earnest on this subject. It would 
prefer to make them endless, to defer a solution of the problem of banning nuclear 
tests for decades. For the umpteenth time we had to reject attempts to use talks 
as a screen for freedom of action in the sphere of nuclear tests. At the meeting I
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said bluntly: I have doubts about the honesty of the U.S. position. Is there indeed 
nothing in this position which can be detrimental to the Soviet Union? How can 
one agree to scrapping nuclear armaments if the United States continues to 
improve them? We were still left with the impression that the chief obstacle was 
SDI. If it could be removed, it would be possible to agree on banning nuclear tests, 
nuclear blasts, as well.

At a certain stage when it became quite clear that continuing the discussions 
was a waste of time, I reminded them: We have proposed a definite package of 
measures and I request that you regard it as such. If you and I have worked out 
common positions on the possibility of major reductions of nuclear weapons and 
have not reached agreement on the ABM issue and the issue of nuclear tests, then 
everything we have tried to create here collapses.

The President and the secretary of state reacted to this firmness of ours 
painfully. But I could not pose the question any differently. It was a matter of the 
security of the country, of the security of the whole world, of all people and 
continents.

An impasse had arisen. We proposed major, really large-scale things that were 
clearly compromises. We made concessions. However, I did not see even the 
slightest desire on the American side to reply to us in the same way or to make 
any movement to meet us. We began to think of how to end this meeting, these 
discussions.

Nevertheless, we continued our endeavors to get our partners to follow a 
constructive path.

The conversation planned as the fmal one had exceeded the permitted time 
period. In this situation, instead of going away, we to Moscow and they to 
Washington, we agreed once again to have a break, let the sides think everything 
over, and to meet again after dinner. Returning to the town mayor*s house after 
the break, we made another attempt to end the meeting with success. We 
presented the following text as a basis for reaching a positive result. Here is that 
text. I quote:

The USSR and the United States would pledge, for a period of 10 years, to 
refrain from using their given right to abandon the indefinite ABM Treaty, 
and for the duration of this period strictly adhere to all of its provisions. The 
testing of all space elements of an antimissile defense in space is forbidden, 
except research and testing carried out in laboratories. During the first 5 
years of this 10-year period, up to 1991 inclusive, the strategic offensive 
weapons of the sides will be reduced by 50 percent. During the following 5 
years of this period the remaining 50 percent of the strategic offensive 
weapons of the sides will be reduced. Thus, by the end of 1996 the strategic 
offensive weapons of the USSR and of the United States will be totally 
eliminated.

Commenting on this text, I made an important addition, referring to a 
document handed to the President at the close of our first conversation. Its 
essence lay in saying that at the end of 10 years, when there would be no nuclear 
weapons, we propose the elaboration at special talks of a mutually acceptable 
decision on how to proceed further. However, this time, too, our attempts to reach
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agreement did not yield results. For 4 hours we again tried to persuade our 
interlocutors of the well-founded nature of our approach, in which nothing 
threatened them, which did not harm the interests of the United States’ real 
security. But the longer this went on, the clearer it became that the Americans 
were not going to agree to limiting research [issledovaniye], development 
[razrabotka] and testing in the SDI program to the laboratory. They are dying to 
have weapons in space.

I stated firmly that we will never agree to helping with our own hands to wreck 
the ABM Treaty. For us this is a matter of principle, of our national security. And 
so, finding ourselves literally one, or two, or three steps from making decisions 
that could be historic for the whole nuclear space age, we could not take this step, 
or these steps. There was no turning point in world history, although—and once 
again I say this with conviction—it was possible.

But our conscience is clear. There is nothing to reproach us with. We did 
everything we could. Our partners did not have sufficient breadth of approach, 
understanding of the unique nature of the moment, and in the final analysis 
courage, responsibility and political determination, which are so necessary in 
solving such most important, urgent world problems. They remained in their old 
positions, which time has already undermined and which do not correspond to 
contemporary reality.

Foreigners in Iceland asked me, and comrades here ask me, what I see as the 
reasons for this conduct by the American delegation at the Reykjavik meeting.

There are many reasons, both subjective and objective ones, but the main one 
is that the leadership of that great country is too dependent on the military- 
industrial complex, on monopolist groups who have turned the race in nuclear 
and other weapons into a business, means of making profits, the aim of their 
existence and the point of their activities.

It seems to me that in their appraisal of the situation the Americans are making 
two serious errors. One is tactical—they think that the Soviet Union, sooner or 
later, will reconcile itself to the attempts to revive American strategic dictate, will 
go in for a limitation of only Soviet, for a reduction of only Soviet weapons, and 
will do this because, they say, it has a greater interest than the United States in 
an accord on the problem of disarmament. But that is a profound delusion, and 
the quicker the Americans rid themselves of it—that is, the American Admini
stration, and I am saying this for perhaps the hundredth time—the better it will 
be, both for them and for our relations and for the whole world situation.

The other error is a strategic one. The United States wants to exhaust the Soviet 
Union economically through a race in the most up-to-date and expensive space 
weapons. It wants to create various kinds of difficulties for the Soviet leadership, 
to wreck its plans, including in the social sphere, in the sphere of improving the 
standard of living of our people, thus arousing dissatisfaction among the people 
with their leadership, the leadership of the country, and by the same means to 
limit the opportunities of the Soviet Union in its economic ties with the 
developing countries. And they, in such a situation, will all be forced to go cap 
in hand to the United States of America. Far-reaching schemes, but both the 
strategy and the strategic line of the present administration are also being built 
on delusions.
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It would appear that in Washington they neither want to burden themselves 
with an attentive analysis of changes which are taking place in our country, nor 
do they want to draw the corresponding practical conclusions for themselves and 
for their course. They are trying to indulge in wishful thinking, and on the basis 
of this delusion are building a policy of relations with the USSR. Of course, all 
the long-term consequences of such a policy are not difficult to foresee. But one 
thing is already clear to us now: It will not bring anyone—it cannot bring anyone 
anything positive, including the United States itself.

Before speaking before you today, I read the statement by the U.S. President 
about Reykjavik. What stands out is the fact that the President ascribes all of the 
proposals which were discussed to himself. Well, obviously, these proposals are 
so attractive for the American people and the peoples of the whole world that one 
can resort to such cunning! We are not gnawed by vanity. But all the same it’s 
important that people should obtain a true picture of the course of affairs in 
Reykjavik. What else?

I have already said at the press conference that work done both before the 
meeting, and there, in Reykjavik, will not go to waste. We ourselves thought over 
many things, in connection with this meeting, and reviewed many things.

We have now cleared the way to better carry out a further struggle for peace 
and disarmament. We have gotten rid of the obstructions that had built up, of 
details and trivialities, of stereotypes that were holding up new approaches in this 
most important area of policy.

We know where we are. We see our capabilities more clearly. The preparations 
for Reykjavik helped us to formulate a platform, a new, bold platform which 
enlarges the chances for fiscal success. It is in accordance with the interests of our 
people and society at the new stage of its socialist development. At the same time 
this platform is in accordance with the interests of all other countries and peoples, 
and therefore deserves trust. We are convinced that it will be met with under
standing in many countries of the world, and in the most varied political and 
public circles.

I think that a great many people throughout the world, including persons vested 
with power, will be able and bound to draw serious conclusions from Reykjavik. 
Everyone will have to think again and again: What is it all about? Why do such 
obstinate efforts to create a breakthrough, and move forward to a nuclear-free 
world, to general security, not yet yield the necessary results? I would hope that 
the President, too, has a more accurate and more complete idea today of the 
course of our analysis, the intentions of the Soviet Union, the possibilities for, and 
limits to movement in the Soviet position—^more accurate and complete in 
particular because Mr. Reagan got them at first hand; I mean the clarifications 
about our constructive steps for the sake of stabilizing and improving the 
international situation.

It is obvious that the American leadership needs a certain amount of time. We 
are realists, and recognize clearly that issues which over many years, decades 
even, have not found solutions can hardly be resolved in a single sitting. We have 
quite a bit of experience in conducting affairs with the United States of America. 
We know how changeable the internal political weather can be, how strong and 
influential the enemies of peace are on the other side of the Atlantic. None of this
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is new to us, or unexpected. And if we do not give up, do not slam the door, do 
not give vent to our annoyance—although there are more than enough grounds 
for doing all this—it is just because we are sincerely convinced of the need for 
new efforts for the construction of normal interstate relations in the nuclear age. 
There is simply no other way.

And one more thing: After Reykjavik the notorious SDI has stepped even 
further into everyone’s view as a symbol of obstruction to the cause of reluctance 
to remove the nuclear threat looming over humanity. It is impossible to interpret 
in any other way this is one of the most important lessons of the Reykjavik 
meeting.

Briefly summing up these highly concentrated days, I would summarize them 
as follows: The recent meeting was a major event. A reappraisal took place. A 
qualitatively new situation has come about. Nobody can now act in the same way 
as he acted before. The new meeting was a useful one. It prepared a possible step 
forward, toward a real shift to the better, if the United States will finally adopt 
realistic positions and renounce illusions in its appraisals. The meeting persuades 
us of the correctness of the course we have chosen, of the need for and the 
constructive nature of the new political thinking in the nuclear age.

We are full of energy and resolve. Having made a start in restructuring, the 
country has already proceeded some distance. We have only just begun, but there 
has been an advance.

Growth in industrial output over 9 months came to 5.2 percent. Labor 
productivity rose by 4.8 percent. The national income has increased 4.3 percent 
compared with last year.

All these indexes are above the planned levels for this year. And this is the most 
powerful support on the part of our people, for these are all the fruits of our 
people’s labor; the most powerful support for our party’s policy is support in 
getting things done. This indicates that the labor of the people in the new 
conditions permits the economic potential of the country to grow more rapidly, 
and thereby strengthens its defensive potentialities.

The Soviet people and the Soviet leadership are united that the policy of 
socialism can and must be only a policy of peace and disarmament. We will not 
diverge from the course of the 27th CPSU Congress.
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196. Congressional Conference Report on the Depart
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1987: l\/latters 
Relating to Arms Control [Extract], October 14, 
1986'

TITLE X—MATTERS RELATING TO ARMS CONTROL

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED

SALT II compliance (sec. 1001)

The Senate bill contained a provision (sec. 1210) that would express the sense 
of the Senate that the United States should continue voluntary compliance with 
the central numerical sublimits on delivery systems of the strategic offensive 
arms agreements^ with the Soviet Union, provided that the Soviet Union 
complies with those sublimits.

The House amendment contained a provision (sec. 1061) that would deny 
funds to deploy weapons in excess of the numerical sublimits in the SALT II 
agreement unless the President certified that the Soviets had exceeded these 
sublimits.

The conferees agreed to accept non-binding language that incorporated the 
sense of the Senate provision in the Senate bill, and the definitions of the 
numerical sublimits in the House amendment.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Nuclear testing (sec. 1002)

The Senate bill contained a provision (sec. 1230) stating it was the sense of the 
Congress that the President should request advice and consent of the Senate to 
ratification of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty^ and the Peaceful Nuclear Explo
sives Treaty"  ̂ and that he should propose to the Soviet Union immediate 
negotiations on a comprehensive test ban treaty.

The House amendment contained a provision (sec. 3036) that would prohibit 
funds from being spent on nuclear tests above one kiloton yield for one year 
starting January 1, 1987 unless the President certified that the Soviets had 
conducted a nuclear test above one kiloton after January 1,1987, or had refused 
to accept and implement verification measures.

The House recedes. The conferees took this position in light of the October 10, 
1986 letter from the President giving his commitment to take two important steps 
limiting nuclear testing.

First, he pledged to inform General Secretary Gorbachev in Reykjavik that as 
a first order of business for the 100th Congress, if the Soviet Union will, prior to

‘ Congressional Record, October 14, 1986, pp. H10325-H10326.
^I.e., the interim agreement of 1972, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 

202 ff., and the SALT II Treaty of 7979, printed ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
3 Printed ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
Ubid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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the initiation of ratification proceedings in the Senate next year, agree to essential 
TTBT/PNET verification procedures which could be submitted to the Senate for 
its consideration in the form of a protocol or other appropriate codicil, he will 
request the advice and consent of the Senate to ratification of the TTB and PNE 
treaties. However, if the Soviet Union fails to agree to the required package of 
essential procedures prior to the convening of the 100th Congress, he will still 
make ratification of these treaties a first order of business for the Congress, with 
an appropriate reservation to the treaties that would ensure they would not take 
effect until they are effectively verifiable. He will work with the Senate drafting 
this reservation.

Second, he pledged to inform the General Secretary in Reykjavik that, once our 
verification concerns have been satisfied and the treaties have been ratified, he 
will propose that the United States and the Soviet Union immediately engage in 
negotiations on ways to implement a step-by-step parallel program—in associa
tion with a program to reduce and ultimately eliminate all nuclear weapons—of 
limiting and ultimately ending nuclear testing.

Military impact statement by the joint chiefs of staff on United States non- 
compliance with existing strategic offensive arms agreements (sec. 1003)

The Senate bill contained a provision (sec. 1220) that would require the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs to submit to Congress by October 1,1986, classified 
and unclassified versions of a report on matters related to a U.S. policy on non- 
compliance with existing strategic offensive arms agreements. It would also 
withhold funds for JCS studies and analyses pending receipt of the report on 
October 1, 1986.

The House bill contained no similar provision.
The conferees agreed to adopt a modified version of the Senate bill, changing 

the date the report is due to October 15,1986 in order to accommodate to the date 
of enactment of the fiscal year 1987 Defense Authorization Act.

Sense of Congress expressing support for a central role for nuclear risk 
reduction centers (sec. 1004)

The House amendment contained a provision (sec. 1027) expressing support 
for the President’s willingness to negotiate an agreement with the Soviet Union 
establishing Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers and recommending that the U.S. 
center be assigned a central role in the coordination of federal risk reduction 
activities.

The Senate bill contained no similar provision.
The Senate recedes with an amendment.
The conferees strongly support the Nuclear Risk Reduction Center initiative 

and agree that the U.S. center should be the the locus of U.S. nuclear risk 
reduction activities specified in any agreement that may emerge from the on
going negotiations with the Soviet Union. The conferees amended the language 
of the House amendment to make clear that, if an agreement with the Soviet 
Union establishing the centers is reached, the responsibilities of the U.S. center 
should include making recommendations to the President’s National Security

Document 196



654 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

Advisor regarding additional risk reduction arrangements that might be proposed 
to the Soviet Union in any future negotiations on this subject.

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED

Strategic arms agreements

The Senate bill contained a provision (sec. 1211) that would express the Sense 
of the Senate that, consistent with international law, it is not in the U.S. national 
interest to continue to comply with any strategic arms agreements that the Soviet 
Union is violating.

The House amendment contained no similar provision.
The Senate recedes.

197. White House Statement: The Meeting in Reyl(javik, 
October 15,1986^

General Secretary Gorbachev’s report to the Soviet people was unprecedented 
in its detail.^ He emphasized the same areas of progress upon which U.S. officials 
have commented over the past 2 days, namely, strategic arms reductions and 
potential agreement on intermediate nuclear forces. He also clearly indicated, 
just as we have done, that the sticking point which prevented an overall 
agreement in Iceland was the Soviet Union’s demand for an end to the U.S. 
program on strategic defense.

It is our view that the agreements and positions reached in Iceland remain on 
the table. The meetings, which reconvene in Geneva today, will begin where we 
left off in Iceland. The Iceland talks were a very important and significant step 
in moving negotiations forward. We want to build upon the groundwork of 
Reykjavik.

We take note of some of the political rhetoric in the General Secretary's speech, 
but that was expected and unexceptional. What was remarkable was General 
Secretary Gorbachev’s explanation of the progress made.

We are pleased to note that, both at his press conference in Reykjavik^ and his 
address to the Soviet people, General Secretary Gorbachev stated that the work 
that was done in Reykjavik will not go to waste, and the way has now been cleared 
for further movement towards significant arms reduction. That is our view.

We believe we can go forward from this moment in a businesslike way. We 
must listen to each other, each explore the views of the other, and seek common

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 20, 1986, p. 1388. The 
statement was read by Larry M. Speakes, Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the 
President, to reporters assembled in the Briefing Room at the White House. 

^Document 195.
^Document 192.
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approaches and agree on solutions. We think that goal was accomplished at 
Reykjavik and should be the goal whenever we meet.

We, like the General Secretary, believe that the meeting overcame obstructions 
and minute details and that new approaches have been developed. We believe 
there is no going back on what was developed at this meeting, and we look 
forward to continued negotiations which will build on the progress achieved in 
Reykjavik.

198. Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1987; 
IVIatters Relating to Arms Control [Extract], Octo
ber 15,1986'

TITLE X - ^ M S  CONTROL MATTERS

SEC, 1001. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING TO SALT II COMPLIANCE

(a) C ontinued A dherence to  SALT II N um erical Sublimits.—It is the sense o f  
the C on gress that it is in the national security  in terests o f  the U nited  S tates to  
continue voluntary com pliance with the cen tra l num erical sublim its o f  the SALT  
II Treaty'^ a s long as the S ovie t Union com plies w ith such sublim its.

(b) D efin ition .—For purposes of this section, the central numerical sublimits 
of the SALT II Treaty include prohibitions on the deployment of the following:

(1) Launchers for more than 820 intercontinental ballistic missiles carrying 
multiple independently-targetable reentry vehicles.

(2) Launchers for an aggregate of more than 1,200 intercontinental ballistic 
missiles carrying multiple independently-targetable reentry vehicles and sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles carrying multiple independently-targetable 
reentry vehicles.

(3) An aggregate of more than 1,320 launchers described in paragraph (2) and 
heavy bombers equipped for air-launched cruise missiles capable of a range in 
excess o f600 kilometers.

SEC. 1002. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON NUCLEAR TESTING

(a) Findings.—The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The United States is committed in the Limited Test Ban Treaty of1963  ̂and 

in the Non-Proliferation Treaty o f1968  ̂to seek to achieve the discontinuance of 
all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time.

‘ Congressional Record, October 14, 1986, pp. H10185-H10186. 
^Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
^Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
Uhid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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(2) A comprehensive test ban treaty would promote the security of the United 
States by constraining the United States^Soviet nuclear arms competition and by 
strengthening efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

(3) The Threshold Test Ban Treaty was signed in 1974 and the Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaty was signed in 1976, and both have yet to be 
considered by the full Senate for its advice and consent to ratification.

(4) The entry into force of the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty and the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty will ensure full implementation of significant new 
verification procedures and so make completion of a comprehensive test ban 
treaty more probable.

(5) A comprehensive test ban treaty must be adequately verifiable, and 
significant progress has been made in methods for detection of underground 
nuclear explosions by seismological and other means.

(6) At present, negotiations are not being pursued by the United States and the 
Soviet Union toward completion of a comprehensive test ban treaty.

(7) The past five administrations have supported the achievement of a 
comprehensive test ban treaty.

(b) S e n s e  o f  C o n g r e s s .—It is the sense of Congress that, at the earliest possible 
date, the President should—

(1) request the advice and consent of the Senate to ratification (with a report 
containing any plans the President may have to negotiate supplemental verifica
tion procedures, or if the President believes it necessary, any understanding or 
reservation on the subject of verification which should be attached to the treaty) 
of the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties, signed in 
1974 and 1976, respectively; and

(2) propose to the Soviet Union the immediate resumption of negotiations 
toward conclusion of a verifiable comprehensive test ban treaty.
In accordance with international law, the United States shall have no obligation 
to comply with any bilateral arms control agreement with the Soviet Union that 
the Soviet Union is violating.

SEC. 1003. REPORT BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ON UNFTED STATES NON-

COMPUANCE WTTH EXISTING STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS AGREEMENTS

(a) In G eneral.—The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall submit to 
Congress a report containing a detailed assessment of—

(1) the military consequences to the United States of a policy decision by the 
United States to discontinue compliance with the major provisions of existing 
strategic offensive arms limitations agreements (including central numerical 
sublimits on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles in the SALT II accord) would 
have on the security of the United States; and

(2) the likely military responses of the Soviet Union to such a policy decision.
(b) M a tte rs  To B e Considered.—The assessment required by subsection (a) 

shall focus on what the likely Soviet military responses would be during the 
period between 1987 and 1996. In making such assessment, the Chairman shall 
specifically consider the following:

(1) The effect on the ability of United States strategicforces to accomplish their 
nuclear deterrent mission (including the effect on the survivability of United
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States strategic forces and on the ability of United States strategic forces to 
achieve required damage expectancies against Soviet targets) of any expansion 
of Soviet military capabilities undertaken in response to a United States decision 
to abandon compliance with existing strategic offensive arms agreements.

(2) The additional cost to the United States ̂ above currently projected military 
expenditures for those periods for which such budget projections are available, 
of researchy development, production, deployment, and annual operations and 
support for any additional strategic forces required to counter any expansion in 
Soviet military capabilities undertaken in response to a United States decision 
to abandon compliance with existing strategic offensive arms agreements.

(3) Under average annual real growth projections in defense spending of 0 
percent, 1 percent, 2 percent, and 3 percent, the percent of the annual defense 
budget in each year between fiscal year 1987 and fiscal year 1996 which would 
be consumed by increased United States strategic forces needed to counter the 
Soviet force expansions.

(4) The military effect on United States national security of the diversion of the 
funds identified under paragraph (2) away from nonstrategic defense programs 
and to strategic programs to counter expanded Soviet strategic capabilities, 
including the military effect of such a diversion on the ability of United States 
conventional forces to meet the specific non-nuclear defense commitments of the 
United States as a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and under 
the 1960 Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security with Japan.

(5) The military implications for the United States of Soviet violations of 
offensive arms control agreements that have been determined.

(c) R e p o r t  R e q u ire m e n ts .—(1) The Chairman shall—
(A) include in the report required under subsection (a) the individual views of 

the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and
(B) submit such report in both classified and unclassified form.
(2) The report required by subsection (a) shall be submitted not later than 

December 19,1986.
(e) R e s tr ic tio n  o n  O b u g a tio n  o f  F u n d s.—If the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff fails to submit the report required by subsection (a) before December 20, 
1986, no funds may be obligated or expended, directly or indirectly, on or after 
such date by the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for any study or analysis 
to be conducted by a civilian contractor until such report is received by Congress.

SEC. 1004. SENSE OF CONGRESS EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR A CENTRAL ROLE FOR NUCLEAR

RISK REDUCTION CENTERS

(a) C o n g re ss io n a l S ta te m e n ts .—The Congress—
(1) has expressed its prior support for the establishment of nuclear risk 

reduction centers; and
(2) supports the President's willingness to negotiate an agreement with the 

Soviet Union to establish such centers in each nation.
(b) Sense o f  Congress.— It is the sense o f  C on gress that i f  an agreem en t on  

nuclear risk  reduction  cen ters is signed, the U nited  States cen ter should —

(l)b e  assigned the responsibility to serve as the center of activity for United 
States risk reduction activities under the agreement; and
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(2) make recommendations to the Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs regarding additional risk reduction arrangements that might be 
proposed to the Soviet Union.

199. Communique of the Warsaw Pact Committee of 
Foreign Ministers, October 15,1986^

On October 14-15 a meeting took place in Bucharest of the committee of 
foreign affairs ministers of the states participant in the Warsaw Treaty of 
friendship, collaboration and mutual assistance.

The meeting was attended by: M. Ivanov, first deputy minister of foreign affairs 
of the People’s Republic of Bulgaria, B. Chnoupek, minister of foreign affairs of 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, O. Fischer, minister of foreign affairs 
of the German Democratic Republic, M. Orzechowski, minister of foreign 
affairs of the Polish People’s Republic, loan Totu, minister of foreign affairs of 
the Socialist Republic of Romania, P. Varkonyi, minister of foreign affairs of the 
Hungarian People’s Republic, E.A. Shevardnadze, minister of foreign affairs of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

The ministers exchanged views and information on the situation in Europe and 
in the world, paying utmost attention to the problems of halting the arms race and 
of disarmament, nuclear disarmament above all, to the efforts of the Warsaw 
Treaty participant states for the achievement of the program proposed in the 
Budapest Appeal of Reduction of Armed Forces and Conventional Weapons in 
Europe, to the tasks of improving the situation in the world, including the 
international economic relations.

1. The participants in the meeting highlighted that the evolution of events in 
Europe and in the world confirmed the appreciations and conclusions articulated 
at the meeting of last June of the Political Consultative Committee. Worry was 
expressed about the grave situation in the world and the war danger resulting 
from the intensification of the arms race, nuclear above all, of the U.S. and NATO 
actions, that refuse to embark upon the path of halting the arms race, preventing 
its extension to the outer space and ceasing the nuclear tests.

The fundamental issue of our age is the defense of peace, the halting of the arms 
race, nuclear above all, the achievement of disarmament, the elimination of the 
danger of a nuclear catastrophe.

E.A. Shevardnadze, minister of foreign affairs of the USSR, informed the 
meeting participants about the results of the meeting held, upon the Soviet 
Union’s initiative, at Reykjavik, between M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of 
the CC of the CPSU, and R. Reagan, U.S. President. The states represented at the 
meeting expressed their support to the USSR stand at the meeting, to the Soviet

• Moscow TASS International Service in Russian, October 15, 1986; FBIS Daily 
Report, October 16, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. BB1-BB7.
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proposals of wide scope and perspective regarding the radical reduction of 
offensive strategic weapons, the liquidation of the American and Soviet medium- 
range missiles in Europe, in conditions of a concomitant reduction of such 
missiles in Asia, the freezing of the missiles having a range shorter than 1,000 km, 
the consolidation of the provisions in the treaty on the limitation of the Anti- 
Ballistic Defence Systems,^ and the complete and definitive banning of nuclear 
tests. Support was expressed to the Soviet Union’s request for the enforcement 
of a most rigorous control of the package of measures proposed. There should be 
a guarantee that in the process of liquidation of the nuclear weapons neither party 
will try to get military superiority over the other. The implementation of those 
proposals would allow for the achievement in a short lapse of time of a radical 
change for the better in international relations, for a change in all domains of the 
struggle for disarmament, for the removal of the nuclear war danger and a passage 
to a nuclear weapon-free world.

Regret was expressed at these proposals not being accepted.
The Warsaw Treaty participant states call on the U.S. and the other NATO 

countries to take account of the whole gravity of the present situation in the world 
and approach in a constructive, realistic, and responsible manner the Soviet 
Union’s proposals that keep being the major theme of the Soviet-American 
dialogue.

The participants in the meeting expressed their countries’ determination to 
continue the dialogue, the active struggle for halting the nuclear arms race, for 
the creation of a comprehensive system of international security and peace.

Resolute and responsible actions are required from all states, big or small, 
irrespective of social system, to put an end to the arms race on the earth, prevent 
its extension to the outer space, for a passage to concrete measures of disarma
ment and reduction of military expenditures, so as to ensure for all peoples lasting 
security and conditions of peace for their socioeconomic development.

The ministers noted that recently positive tendencies have been making their 
way through in the development of the international situation, although not 
without difficulty. The proposals advanced by the allied socialist states, which 
show the concrete and real way in eliminating the nuclear threat and ensuring 
general security, are ever more backed worldwide.

The Warsaw Treaty states are highly appreciative of the results of the first stage 
of the Stockholm conference. The unanimous accords achieved there are of great 
importance for the building of confidence and fulfill the aspirations of the peoples 
in Europe and throughout the world. The spirit of collaboration, realism, and 
understanding that prevailed at the conference led to an agreement on substantial 
confidence- and security-building measures. This proves that, when political will 
is shown and efforts are made by all the states concerned, a solution can be given 
to major security-related questions. The Stockholm Accord is a good start for 
negotiations on conventional arms and troops reduction in Europe and, equally, 
for confidence-building measures, inclusive of limitation of military activities.^

^For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂For the Stockholm accord, see Document 170.
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The ministers welcomed the conclusion of a convention on information and 
aid-granting in cases of nuclear accidents, and called for the expansion of 
collaboration with a view to creating an international system for the highly safe 
use and development of nuclear energy.

Firmly declaring for nuclear disarmament, the states represented to the 
meeting attach special importance to implementing the program proposed by the 
Soviet Union regarding the total elimination everywhere of nuclear weapons and 
of the other types of weapons of mass destruction till the end of this century.

The ministers underlined the pressing need to stop any nuclear test. The Soviet 
Union’s decision was welcomed regarding the procrastination of the unilateral 
moratorium on the cessation of nuclear tests till the end of this year, and the 
U.S.A. as well as the other nuclear-weapon states were called upon to cease all 
nuclear tests and act for the soonest possible conclusion of an accord totally 
banning them.

Militating for a comprehensive approach to disarmament questions, the states 
represented to the meeting underscored the importance of the appeal adopted at 
the Budapest meeting of the Political Consultative Committee for a program of 
cutting European troops and conventional weapons by 25 per cent until 1990,"̂  to 
which a proportional reduction of the states’ military spending should add. The 
implementation of like measures would provide appropriate conditions for a 
further reduction of conventional arms and troops in Europe. The Warsaw Treaty 
states reassert they are ready to immediately pass on to a practical examination 
of these proposals, and constructively analyze other similar measures likely to be 
presented by NATO states, by neutral and nonaligned states, by the other 
European countries.

An account was read by Hungarian Foreign Minister P. Varkonyi of the 
activity for the dissemination and presentation of the appeal endorsed by the 
Budapest meeting of the Political Consultative Committee, and its intemational 
echo.

Romanian Foreign Minister loan Totu informed the participants in the meeting 
of the recent decision of the Socialist Republic of Romania to cut its arms, troops 
and military expenditure by five per cent.

The participants in the meeting underlined the need for the conclusion of 
specific understandings during the Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space 
weapons, which should take into account the interests of both sides and of all the 
other states. Stress was also laid on the special importance of maintaining the 
agreements and conventions on the limitation of arming and on disarmament, and 
the U.S.A. was called to rigorously observe the accords on the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms  ̂and the treaty on the limitation of anti missile defence 
system.

The ministers assess that preparations for the star war and the adherence of 
other states to it should necessarily stop as well as the elaboration of projects like 
the European defence initiative, any action for the militarization of space, which

 ̂Document 104.
 ̂I.e., the SALT I Interim Agreement, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp.

202-204, and the SALT II agreements, ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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enhance the danger of a nuclear war, and reiterated their countries position on the 
carrying through of a program regarding all the states’ practical actions for the 
peaceful use of outer space as an asset of the whole mankind.

Emphasis was placed on the need to urgently finalize works for the elaboration 
and conclusion of an international convention which should provide for the 
banning of chemical weapons, the scrapping of existing stockpiles and the plants 
manufacturing like weapons. The plans for the production and emplacement in 
Europe of the highly dangerous binary variant of the chemical weapon are serious 
obstacles in attaining such a goal.

The necessity was reasserted of dynamizing the works of the Geneva Disarma
ment Conference of all forms and mechanisms of negotiation on disarmament, 
so that they should carry on more efficient activity and be not a screen for 
unhampered furtherance of the arms race.

The states represented to the meeting are determined to further and deepen 
their political dialogue with the other states with a view to building up confidence 
and strengthening understanding, reaching palpable disarmament accords, and 
ensuring peace and call on the U.S.A. and the other NATO countries to give a 
positive answer to the socialist states’ initiatives for the resolution of the major 
problems of the contemporary world.

The states represented to the meeting are for the creation of a comprehensive 
system of international security, to confer the military and political, as well as the 
economic and humanitarian areas. The ministers called for a passage at the 
United Nations on the basis of an initiative set forth by a number of socialist 
countries, to the elaboration of a fundamental document to spell out the basic 
principles of such a system.

The ministers reiterated their states’ positions on the need for all the states to 
strictly observe the principles of national independence and sovereignty, nonre
course to the use and threat of force, inviolability of frontiers and territorial 
integrity, peaceful settlement of differences, noninterference in domestic affairs, 
equality of rights, and the other unanimously acknowledged norms of interna
tional relations.

2. The ministers consider that now more than ever before the current situation 
in Europe calls for practical measures to liquidate military confrontation from the 
continent.

All efforts should be made for the urgent conclusion of an accord on the 
elimination of Soviet and American intermediate-range missiles from Europe, 
which would go down as an important step forward on the road of freeing the 
continent from nuclear weapons.

A substantial contribution to the cause of freeing Europe from nuclear and 
chemical weapons would be made by the creation of zones free of such weapons 
of mass destruction in the Balkans, in central and northern Europe. Support was 
reiterated for the proposals advanced along that line by the Socialist Republic of 
Romania and the People’s Republic of Bulgaria and, respectively, by the German 
Democratic Republic and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

The participants in the meeting highlighted their countries’ interest in the 
urgent conclusion at the Vienna talks of an agreement on the reduction of troops 
and arms in central Europe.
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During the exchange of opinions on the preparations for the meeting of the 
representatives of the states participating in the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, to open in Vienna in November, the ministers under
scored their states’ determination to contribute to the development of the all- 
European process in all areas, in consideration of the participating countries’ 
vested interests, and called for the unfolding of the conference in a constructive 
spirit and for the adoption of tangible measures to contribute to the recovery of 
the political climate, the resumption of the policy of detente and the intensifica
tion of collaboration on the basis of a strict observance of the principles and 
provisions under the Helsinki Final Act, as a unitary and balanced whole.

The adoption by the Vienna meeting v^ould be of outstanding importance of a 
resolution on the organization, in the second phase of the Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, of 
negotiations on the substantial reduction of armed forces and conventional 
weapons, the building of confidence and the strengthening of security on the 
continent.

The ministers were for the lessening of tension in the Mediterranean, the 
transformation of that region into a zone of lasting peace, good neighbourliness 
and collaboration in the economy, science, technology and environmental 
protection, the renunciation of obstructionist policies and practices which are 
deeply harmful and bar mutually advantageous exchanges in these areas, the 
building up of confidence in interstate economic relations.

The states represented to the meeting declare for the expansion of exchanges 
of spiritual assets among nations, which are intended to lead to better mutual 
knowledge and understanding, to the easier access of the inhabitants of the 
continent to the heritage of human civilization and militate for a broad collabo
ration in the humanitarian area, for the full achievement of human rights, more 
particularly, of the right to a life of peace and freedom, in all fields, all while the 
sovereignty of the states is being observed.

The ministers expressed their hope that the constructive proposals advanced at 
the meeting of experts within the all-European process after the Madrid confer
ence, as well as the experience of those meetings would contribute to the success 
of the Vienna meeting.

It was noted with satisfaction that the proposal of the states participating in the 
Warsaw Treaty to the effect that the Vienna conference should be attended by 
foreign ministers enjoyed broad support.

During the meeting it was stressed that the inviolability of frontiers, the 
observance of the territorial and political realities set after World War II and the 
postwar evolution were prerequisites for a lasting peace in Europe, for normal 
relations among the states on the continent.

The activity of revanchist forces, in the Federal Republic of Germany in 
particular, and the encouragement of revanchism, wherever it may occur, 
embitter the political climate and hinder a normal collaboration in Europe, all 
while posing a threat to international peace and security.

The ministers declared for the development of the mutually advantageous 
collaboration with the countries of the European Economic Community and 
reiterated their states’ position for the establishment of official relations by the
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Council for Mutual Economic Assistance and by every CEMA member country 
with the European Economic Community.

The states represented at the meeting are resolved to perseveringly continue the 
efforts for overcoming the continent’s division and the building of a Europe of 
peace, friendly collaboration, and good neighbourliness. This is an objective that 
can be attained through energetic and joint actions of all European states and 
peoples.

3. The allied socialist states request the cessation of the imperialist policy of 
strength, dictat and aggression and resolutely declare for the observance of every 
people’s right to decide its destiny by itself, free of interference from the outside.

The ministers reiterated their states’ principled position regarding the unde
layed and correct, negotiated settlement of the conflicts and hotbeds of tension 
in the Near and Middle East, Southeast Asia, Central America, southern Africa 
and other regions of the world and declare for the strengthening of peace and 
security, development of relations of confidence, good neighborliness and 
collaboration in Asia and the Pacific Ocean, the Indian Ocean, Africa and Latin 
America.

Stress was laid on the need for organizing an international conference on the 
Middle East, under the UN aegis, and the creation to this end of a preparatory 
committee made up of representatives of the five permanent members of the 
Security Council and of all parties concerned.

Solidarity with and support to the peoples fighting for freedom, the consolida
tion of independence and socio-economic progress, against imperialism and 
colonialism were reiterated at the meeting.

The ministers consider that terrorism, state terrorism first of all, is a danger for 
international peace, security and collaboration. Stressing that they are ready to 
collaborate constructively with the other states on the elimination of this danger
ous phenomenon, the participants in the meeting declared for the working out of 
international regulations and the endorsement of necessary measures with a view 
to averting and combating any acts of international terrorism.

In connection with the results of the Harare conference of heads of state and 
government of the nonaligned states, the ministers highlighted the growing 
contribution of the Nonaligned Movement to the struggle for the removal of the 
war danger, for disarmament, the securing of the peoples’ right to free and 
independent development, for providing equitable bases to the international 
economic relations. The readiness of the states represented at the meeting was 
stressed to further enlarge the collaboration with the nonaligned states in all 
domains of international life.

The interests of security in the world and in its various parts require efforts 
toward revamping the international economic relations upon democratic bases, 
the establishment of a new international economic order apt to ensure to all states 
equal economic security, the eradication of underdevelopment, the global and 
equitable settlement of the foreign debt issue and the elimination from interna
tional practice of all forms of discrimination. The developing countries’ neo
colonial exploitation, the continuing process of pumping money out of their 
national economies are inadmissible.
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Emphasis was placed on the importance of organizing concrete and efficient 
negotiations at the United Nations, with the participation of all states, in view of 
a global and equitable settlement of the most important international economic 
issues.

The Warsaw Pact member countries again advocated a world forum that could 
discuss comprehensively the issues of economic security, of establishing the new 
international economic order, developing the commercial, technological and 
scientific collaboration, removing everything that tells on the world economic 
relations.

The countries represented at the meeting resolutely declare for the employ
ment of the means, material and scientific resources released as a result of the 
reduction of military expenditures, for peaceful purposes, including the speeding 
up of the developing countries’ socio-economic progress and attach great 
importance to the organization of the international conference on disarmament 
and development.

The ministers declared for increasing the role of the United Nations in 
maintaining international peace and security, in solving—in the interests of all 
states and people—the urgent problems facing mankind.

4. It was emphasized at the meeting that under the current international 
circumstances greatly important are the consolidation of the unity and cohesion 
of the Warsaw Treaty participant states, their defense alliance, the development 
of collaboration in all domains. The determination was expressed to ever more 
actively collaborate in international questions, for the elimination of the danger 
of a nuclear war, the achievement of disarmament and the consolidation of 
general peace. The constant position was reiterated, regarding the simultaneous 
dismantlement of the Warsaw Treaty and NATO and the liquidation of their 
military organizations to begin with.

The states represented at the meeting declare for the development and 
deepening of the relations with the other socialist countries, for collaboration and 
cooperation with them in the interests of the struggle for peace and socialism, 
against imperialism.

The Warsaw Treaty participant states call on all countries and peoples, peace- 
loving forces to rally their efforts, by acting in the spirit of the generous goals of 
the intemational year of peace, and do everything possible for the achievement 
of concrete measures of nuclear disarmament, the cessation of all nuclear tests, 
the reduction of armed forces, conventional weapons, and military expenditures. 
In the nuclear-space era this is the only way of building lasting security in Europe 
and the world over. The meeting of the Committee of Foreign Affairs Ministers 
proceeded in an atmosphere of friendship and comradely collaboration. The next 
meeting will take place in Moscow.
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200. Remarks by President Reagan: The Meeting at 
Reykjavil( and the Strategic Defense Initiative 
[Extract], October 17,1986^

I just recently returned from my meeting with Mr. Gorbachev in Iceland. That 
meeting was a breakthrough in our discussions with the Soviets. We’re no longer 
talking about arms control; we’re talking about arms reductions, possibly, even 
the complete elimination of ballistic missiles from the face of the Earth.

That’s an historic turnaround for the Soviets, and it wouldn’t have been 
possible without the firm support of the American people, whose hard work and 
support have enabled us to rebuild our military might. The American people 
know that the only way to negotiate for peace is from a position of strength. We’re 
closer to real arms reductions than ever before, and it’s because America today 
is once again strong and united.

But one major obstacle remained in Iceland: Unfortunately, Mr. Gorbachev 
decided to make all of our progress hostage to his demand that we kill our 
Strategic Defense Initiative. Now, I had to remind him of my pledge to the 
American people on SDI: that in America when you give your word, you give 
your word—and that stands up no matter what the time or place. SDI is our 
insurance policy to protect us from accidents or some madmen that might come 
along or some other country that develops ballistic missiles or in case the Soviets 
don’t keep their side of the bargain.

You know, before World War II, the British were developing a new defense 
system; it was called radar. And without radar, it’s possible that the Royal Air 
Force wouldn’t have been able to beat back the Nazi air assault on England. If 
you’ll recall—you won’t recall, you weren’t here at the time, but those of us who 
do—but you’ve perhaps read that when Winston Churchill acknowledged what 
that little band of fighter pilots had done from England, and to save England, and 
with the help of that radar, when he said, “Never in the course of human events 
have so many owed so much to so few.” Well, I couldn’t help but think that giving 
up SDI would have been like Chamberlain giving up radar, as well as Czecho
slovakia, at Munich—a tragic blunder that might have spelled the end to freedom 
in Europe.

SDI is a purely defensive and purely peaceful technology. If the Soviets 
honestly want progress toward a world free of nuclear weapons, they have 
nothing to fear from SDI. The Soviets are hard bargainers. America must be even 
more patient and determined and united. And America must speak with one 
voice, saying loud and clear: We’ll walk the extra mile for peace, but we’ll never 
gamble with America’s safety.

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 27, 1986, pp. 1408-1409. 
The President made these remarks at a rally for Senator Andrews. He made similar 
remarks during campaign appearances for other Republican candidates.
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And I hope you all realize that when he was saying no to this SDI, this was after 
I had told him we would sign a binding treaty right now, that if and when we had 
developed that system and it was practical, we would share it with them so that 
neither one of us ever had to be afraid of the other country. And still, they said 
no. So, I want to ask you a question: Can I count on your support to keep America 
strong and united and on the road to peace?

201. Newspaper Article by Secretary of State Shultz: 
The Meeting in Reykjavik [Extract], October 18, 
1986'

• • • • • • •

And of course we discussed arms control. This was no ordinary dialogue. Both 
the President and General Secretary demonstrated themselves to be men of 
vision, capable of taking bold and creative decisions on the spot. Those decisions 
brought us very close to concluding understandings on dramatic reductions of 
strategic offensive weapons, on the virtual elimination of longer range interme
diate nuclear force missiles and on a nuclear testing regime that would protect our 
vital interests.

The two leaders discussed strategic defense at great length. The President did 
his utmost to demonstrate that the Soviets have nothing to fear from the Strategic 
Defense Initiative. He even proposed to postpone deployment of a strategic 
defense system for 10 years in conjunction with 50 percent reductions of strategic 
forces over the first five years, and the elimination of all American and Soviet 
ballistic missiles over the second five years. He assured them that, during that 
period, we would continue to abide by the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.^

It was unfortunate that this was not enough for the Soviets, who insisted that 
we had to amend the ABM treaty by agreeing to a ban on any testing of S.D.I.- 
related activities outside the laboratory. This went well beyond what we—and 
the Soviets—had agreed to when the treaty was signed in 1972. It was clear that 
the effect would have been to kill S.D.I. This the President could not accept. He 
would not abandon a program that has acted as an incentive for arms reductions 
and that would be critical in insuring compliance with reductions we might 
ultimately agree to. That was a decision that took vision and courage.

In walking away from a quick deal in Reykjavik, have we reached the end of 
the road? Hardly. We have said we are prepared to build on the work done there 
and during the months preceding the meeting. Our negotiators are on their way

‘ The New York Times, October 18,1986. Copyright © 1986 by The New York Times 
Company. Reprinted by permission.

 ̂The text of the Treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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back to Geneva to follow up on the discussions between the President and Mr. 
Gorbachev. The issues are clearer now. We have cut through much of the 
underbrush in the path of agreements. We are ready to push ahead with the rest 
of the agenda as well.

In his public statements since Reykjavik, Mr. Gorbachev has said that his 
meeting with the President was not in vain. We could not agree more. The real 
significance of Reykjavik is that we got so close. Serious work lies ahead. The 
United States is ready.

202. Address by AGDA Director Adelman Before the 
First Committee of tlie UN General Assembly: The 
Meeting in Reykjavik, October 20,1986^

It is a pleasure to be here again. This opportunity to address the First Committee 
of the United Nations General Assembly has a special significance this year 
because of the recent historic meeting between President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev in Reykjavik, Iceland. In his report to the American people 
last Monday, President Reagan said, “The implications of these talks are 
enormous and are only just beginning to be understood.”^

Today I would like to speak to you about the significance of this meeting and 
its potentially far-reaching implications for arms control and for U.S.-Soviet 
relations generally.

First, what was the purpose of the United States in going to Iceland? Our 
purpose was serious but modest. We went to Iceland in order to see if we could 
narrow differences, where possible, between U.S. and Soviet positions, and to lay 
the groundwork for more productive negotiations. We went to Iceland to discuss 
not just arms control, but the other crucial issues that divide our two governments: 
human rights, peaceful resolution of regional conflicts free from outside interfer
ence, and bilateral exchanges between our two peoples. We went to Iceland 
hoping for serious, incremental progress toward our major arms control goal. 
That goal is the total elimination of the threat of nuclear weapons, and in 
particular, the most destabilizing nuclear weapons—^ballistic missiles.

What did we accomplish? Vastly more, I think, than any of us who journeyed 
there from Washington expected.

Let me say that I believe history will record the meeting at Reykjavik as 
representing some of the most intense and dramatic international negotiations 
ever. In this intense and serious effort of bargaining, our two countries reduced 
differences in virtually every aspect of nuclear arms control—in strategic arms 
reductions, in intermediate-range nuclear forces, in verification, in nuclear 
testing, and even in aspects of strategic defense.

In the course of these crowded 2 days, we also spanned the other crucial issues 
in the U.S.-Soviet relationship. For our part, we stressed the critical importance

‘ AGDA press release.
 ̂Document 193.
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of human rights, making clear that real improvement in relations between our two 
governments must be accompanied by improvements in this area, making clear 
our conviction of the irreducible link between peace and freedom. We had 
vigorous discussions of regional issues, including Afghanistan, Central Amer
ica, Angola, Cambodia. We laid down important markers concerning Soviet 
behavior. We spoke of bilateral exchanges between our two peoples, and the two 
sides agreed on a work plan to accelerate negotiations on bilateral exchanges 
relating to consulates, space cooperation, and nuclear safety.

But the real importance of Reykjavik is that for the first time in history, we were 
able to get the Soviet Union to engage with us in serious negotiations not just on 
regulating the growth of offensive nuclear arsenals but on genuinely reducing 
these arsenals.

At what I believe history will see as the climax of the Reykjavik meeting. 
President Reagan put before General Secretary Gorbachev an offer of historic 
dimensions—an offer for an agreement to eliminate entirely offensive ballistic 
missiles from the face of the earth within a period of 10 years. It was an offer 
expressly designed to meet the objections and concerns raised by the Soviet 
Union concerning defensive systems. It was an offer designed to demonstrate 
once and for all that defensive systems can be a sure and secure path from mutual 
threats to true, reciprocal security. It was an offer designed to take both sides 
toward a vastly safer world.

Under this offer, both sides would begin over a 5 year period a reduction of all 
strategic nuclear arms—^bombers, air-launched cruise missiles, intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and the weapons they 
carry. These weapons would be reduced 50 percent in this 5 year period. During 
the next 5 years, we would continue to eliminate all remaining offensive ballistic 
missiles of whatever range. In the meantime, we would continue with the 
research, testing, and development of advanced strategic defenses, consistent 
with the ABM Treaty.^ At the end of this 10 year period, both sides would be free 
to deploy strategic defenses.

With this offer, we had on the table for the first time in human memory a 
genuine, serious, and fully practicable proposal for the total elimination of a 
whole class of nuclear weapons, indeed, the most powerful and dangerous 
weapons ever devised. What made it practicable was the prospect of deploying 
advanced strategic defenses at the end of the 10 year period. These defenses 
would make reductions and elimination of ballistic missiles possible by offering 
each side insurance against the possibility of clandestine ballistic missile 
deployment by the other side or by third countries, and by offering the free world 
essential insurance against Soviet noncompliance with the agreement.

One of our major efforts at Reykjavik was to explore and address Soviet 
concerns— n̂ot least the concerns the Soviet Union has expressed concerning 
defensive systems. The Soviets expressed the concern that defensive systems 
could contribute to a first-strike capability. President Reagan responded to this 
concern by proposing the elimination of offensive ballistic missiles. Such a

^For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-202.
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measure would preclude a first-strike capability. The Soviets expressed the 
concern that we would use SDI to exploit our technological potential to their 
disadvantage. The President responded with the offer to share the benefits of 
strategic defense. The Soviets expressed the wish that deployment of defensive 
systems be postponed. President Reagan responded positively to this wish by 
agreeing to a postponement of deployment in conjunction with the simultaneous 
elimination of ballistic-missile forces. We had begun at Reykjavik with a 
willingness to postpone deployment of defensive systems for 7 V2 years while we 
conducted research, testing, and development. The Soviet Union wanted post
ponement for 15 years. When General Secretary Gorbachev finally asked for a 
10 year postponement. President Reagan agreed, provided we could move at the 
same time toward elimination of ballistic missiles. In this way, we thought we had 
met all the Soviet concerns that might stand in the way of this historic agreement 
to eliminate ballistic missiles.

It was then that the Soviet Union raised another demand. In addition to 
postponing deployment of defenses. General Secretary Gorbachev wanted to 
place additional restrictions on defensive research: restrictions which go well 
beyond the language of the ABM Treaty, restrictions that would confine testing 
of space-based strategic defense systems to laboratories, restrictions that would 
have the effect of killing the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative. Also, the Soviet 
proposal did not make explicit that at the end of the 10 year period, both sides 
would be free to deploy a strategic defense system.

Not only would such an agreement cast a dark shadow on the world’s future 
by closing off the path to defense against nuclear missiles, but it would remove 
the one guarantee against cheating and against third-party attacks that makes total 
elimination of ballistic missiles a realistic and plausible proposition. Much as we 
might have wished for such an outcome in the past, it was never reasonable to 
hope that the goal would be achieved—until the promise of defenses came along 
to transform the strategic equation. For while we are confident of our own ability 
and willingness to keep our commitments, we are confronted with the fact of 
Soviet noncompliance with existing arms control agreements.

Defenses are thus the key to unlock a new future in arms control, and we saw 
a glimpse of that future at Reykjavik.

Fourteen years ago, when our two nations signed the ABM Treaty, the theory 
was that an agreement to remain permanently vulnerable to massive nuclear 
attack would pave the way for weapons reductions, and, indeed, that meaningful 
reductions would follow. After 14 years, this theory has proved to be a blind alley. 
For nearly a decade and a half the United States has sought reductions in offensive 
weapons and consented to vulnerability. All we have gotten as a result are vastly 
increased numbers of offensive weapons and increased vulnerability.

As we suggested to the Soviets at Reykjavik, it is time to think these ideas 
through anew. And we believe there is a real basis for dialogue.

We see no sign that the Soviets object in principle to defensive systems. They 
are heavily engaged in defensive research and defensive deployments at this very 
moment. They have a formidable air defense program. They have the world’s 
only system for strategic missile defense. They have an extremely active military 
space program, despite their protestations about the “militarization of space.”
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And long before we began our Strategic Defense Initiative, they were heavily 
involved in the research and development of advanced technologies for strategic 
defenses. In sum, the Soviets are active in virtually every aspect of strategic 
defense, even to the extent of open violation of the ABM Treaty in pursuit of their 
objectives.

The basic question before the Soviet Union and before the world is: What does 
the Soviet Union want? Does the Soviet Union merely want protection for itself? 
If that is so, then it should be eager to move with us toward a world in which both 
offensive ballistic missiles are eliminated and defenses play a greater role. If that 
is so, it should be ready to move with us to a world in which security based on 
mutual threats gradually gives way to a world based on reciprocal safety. Or 
rather, does the Soviet Union wish not merely to protect itself, but to threaten 
others? If that is the Soviet Union’s goal—if the Soviet Union needs to threaten 
others in order to feel secure in itself—then the chances for meaningful reduc
tions and lessening the risk of war through arms control agreements are bleak 
indeed.

But this does not have to be. There is a promising road ahead. It is time the 
common interest in defenses shared by our two countries be put to productive use, 
to make the world a genuinely safer place, for both our nations, and for all the 
other nations of the earth. It is time that defensive research be permitted to unlock 
the door to real arms reductions. As we move forward on our broad arms control 
agenda, that is the highest challenge for the arms control process in the coming 
months and years.

The meeting at Reykjavik went at a lightning pace. Now there is time for 
reflection. We hope now that the Soviet Union will reflect on the logic and 
promise of the President’s offer and see the benefits it holds.

Much good was accomplished at Reykjavik—too much to let it go to waste. At 
the Geneva summit last November, the two sides agreed to make progress 
wherever there was common ground."̂  We should not abandon this agreed-upon 
principle now. Let us not hold progress in other areas of arms control hostage to 
an unreasonable demand to kill the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative. Such a 
move would be contrary to the spirit of the Geneva summit and an unnecessary 
impediment to progress in arms control.

Where we have made progress, let us build on it.
• In the START negotiations, we saw Soviet recognition of the principle of 

50% reductions of offensive systems, to be implemented by reductions to 
1600 Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles and 6,000 warheads. Important 
advances were made in counting rules. Most important, the Soviets recog
nized the need for “significant cuts” in heavy ICBMs. Let us us build on this 
progress.

• In the INF negotiations, we were moving toward agreement at Reykjavik on 
a 100 global warhead limit for each side on longer-range INF with zero in 
Europe. We were also moving toward agreement on a freeze on shorter- 
range INF, pending negotiation of reductions. Let us build on this progress.

Ubid.,1985. pp. 866-870.
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• In nuclear testing, the U.S. put forward a plan for ratification of the existing 
Threshhold Test Ban  ̂and Peaceful Nuclear Explosion^ treaties contingent 
on achieving adequate verification, and for follow-on negotiations for 
further testing limitations in association with nuclear weapons reductions. 
The Soviets have essentially agreed to this approach. Let us build on this 
progress.

• In negotiations on ABM and SDI, we saw the possibility of defensive 
deployment after 10 years in conjunction with a total elimination of 
offensive ballistic missiles. Let us build on this progress.
All this gives me hope.

The thousand-mile journey, President Kennedy once reminded us, begins with 
one step.  ̂Reykjavik was one step, an important step, toward real arms control, 
meaning real arms reductions, and toward resolution of the broad issues that 
divide our two nations. Reykjavik was one step toward a world in which peace 
relies less and less on the threat of massive nuclear retaliation and more and more 
on defenses that threaten no one. Reykjavik was one step toward an expanding 
and more productive dialogue on human rights, on regional conflict, and on 
bilateral exchanges between the people of the Soviet Union and the people of the 
United States.

Let us build on the progress of Reykjavik. Let us continue our journey, in 
steadfastness and prudence, in realism and resolve, toward a safer, freer, more 
peaceful world.

203. Television Address by Soviet General Secretary 
Gorbachev: Results of the Meeting in Reykjavik 
[Extracts], October 22,1986^

• • • • • • •

I have already had the opportunity to say what happened at Reykjavik. We 
arrived for the meeting with constructive proposals, the most radical in the 
history of the Soviet-U.S. talks, for arms reductions. They take account of the 
interests of both sides. Having arrived in Iceland, I talked about this on the eve 
of the meeting in a conversation with that country’s leaders, and in the middle of 
the first conversation with the U.S. President, these proposals were handed to 
him. Far-reaching and inter-related, they form a complete package, and they are 
based on our program announced on 15 January,^ for the elimination of nuclear 
weapons by the year 2000.

^The Treaty and its Protocol appears ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
 ̂Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.

7 Ibid., 1963, p. 257.
* Moscow Television Service in Russian, October 22, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, 

October 23, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. AA3-AA5, AA7-AA10.
 ̂Document 5.

Document 203



672 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

First: Reduce by half all strategic weapons without exception.
Second: Completely eliminate Soviet and U.S. intermediate-range missiles in 

Europe and embark immediately on talks on missiles of that type in Asia, as well 
as on missiles with a range of less than 1,000 km, the numbers of which we 
proposed to freeze immediately.

Third: Consolidate the ABM regime^ and begin full-scale talks on the total 
banning of nuclear tests.

It was on the basis of the Soviet proposals that discussions began in Reykjavik— 
of which I spoke in detail in my earlier addresses.

As a result of difficult struggle and keen arguments, an encouraging drawing 
together of the positions on two of the three directions took place. The logic of 
the talks led the sides to determine specific dates for the elimination of strategic 
offensive weapons.

President Ronald Reagan and I came to agreement that such armaments of the 
USSR and the United States can and should be completely liquidated by 1996. 
An accord was also reached on the complete liquidation of the U.S. and Soviet 
medium-range missiles in Europe, and a radical reduction in that class of missiles 
in Asia.

We attach principal importance to these accords between the USSR and the 
United States. They have shown that nuclear disarmament is possible. That is the 
first half of the truth about Reykjavik.

But there is another half as well. It lies in the fact, as I have already said, that 
the U.S. side wrecked the agreement which seemed just a stone’s throw away.

The U.S. Administration is now trying as hard as it can to convince everyone 
that a possible major success leading to specific agreements was not achieved 
because of the unyielding attitude of the Soviet side over the program of the so- 
called Strategic Defense Initiative. They are even saying that we lured the 
President into a trap by putting forward breathtaking proposals on reducing 
strategic offensive armaments and medium-range missiles, and then, they are 
saying, we demanded in the form of an ultimatum that they reject SDL

But the essence of our position and our proposals is this: We are in favor of a 
reduction, and then the complete liquidation, of nuclear weapons, and we are 
resolutely opposed to a new stage in the arms race and transferring it to outer 
space. Hence we are against SDI and for strengthening the ABM Treaty.

Every sensible person understands that if we embark upon the road of profound 
reductions, and then complete elimination, of nuclear weapons, we have to 
exclude any possibility that could be used either by the Soviet or by the U.S. side 
to achieve unilateral military superiority. We see the main danger of the SDI as 
an attempt to extend the arms race into a new sphere, the desire to move into space 
with offensive weapons, and thus to achieve military superiority. SDI stands in 
the way of ending the arms race, and getting rid of nuclear weapons; it is the main 
obstacle on the road to a nonnuclear world, and when Mr. Shultz, the U.S. 
secretary of state, tells the American people that SDI is a kind of insurance policy 
for the United States, this is, at least, an attempt to mislead the American people.

 ̂The text of the ABM Treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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In fact, SDI does not strengthen the United States’ security. It does not 
strengthen it. By opening a fresh stage in the arms race it destabilizes the military- 
political situation and thereby weakens both the security of the United States and 
general security too. The Americans must know this. They must also know that 
the U.S. position on SDI, which was announced in Reykjavik, is fundamentally 
at variance with the ABM Treaty. Article 15 of the treaty does indeed let one 
depart from the treaty but only under definite circumstances—^namely, if extraor
dinary circumstances pose a threat to the supreme interests of the participants in 
the treaty. No such circumstances have existed nor do they exist now. It is clear 
that the elimination of nuclear weapons, were it to start, would render the 
occurrence of such extraordinary circumstances even less likely. It is logical.

Article 13 of the ABM Treaty makes provision for something else—namely, 
that the sides must consider, as it becomes necessary, possible proposals to 
further enhance the viability of the existing treaty. The United States is actually 
striving for the reverse: to devalue the treaty, to deprive it of meaning. These are 
all quotations from the document signed by the supreme representative of the 
United States.

They have made up a lot of fables to raise the prestige of SDI. One of them is 
that the Russians are terribly afraid of it. Another is that it was SDI that brought 
the Russians to the Geneva talks and then to Reykjavik. The third is that SDI is 
America’s only salvation from the Soviet threat. The fourth is that SDI will give 
the United States a big technological advance on the Soviet Union and other 
countries, and so on and so forth.

Now, knowing what the problem is, I can only say one thing: Continuation of 
the SDI will draw the world into a new stage of the arms race and destabilize the 
strategic situation. Everything else that is ascribed to SDI is largely extremely 
dubious and is being done to sell this suspicious and dangerous commodity in 
attractive packaging.

The President, in defending his position which led to the wrecking of an accord 
in Reykjavik, asks rhetorical questions: Why are the Russians demanding so 
insistently that the United States remain eternally vulnerable to a Soviet missile 
strike? \ ^ y  does the Soviet Union insist that we should be left eternally 
defenseless?

I confess I am surprised by such questions. They seem to imply that the U.S. 
President has the ability to make his country invulnerable, to reliably defend it 
from a nuclear strike. But as long as nuclear arms exist and the arms race 
continues, he has no such ability. Nor, of course, have we. If the President is here 
counting on SDI, it is in vain. The system will be effective only if all missiles are 
liquidated. But why, then, one may ask, is antimissile defense needed at all? Why 
build it?

I still have not mentioned the resources scattered to the winds, the cost of this 
system. According to some estimates it will reach several trillion dollars. For the 
time being, we are striving, trying to persuade the United States to abandon its 
dangerous venture. We are trying to persuade the U.S. Administration to seek 
invulnerability, protection, on another path, the path of totally scrapping nuclear 
weapons and the creation of a comprehensive system of international security, 
which excludes all wars, both nuclear and conventional.

Document 203



674 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

However, today the SDI program remains an integral part of U.S. military 
doctrine. The defense guidelines for 1984-88, which emerged from the bowels 
of the Pentagon at the beginning of Reagan’s presidency and which are still in 
force, directly envisage the development of space-based systems, including 
weapons which can destroy Soviet satellites, and accelerated development of 
antimissile defense systems for the territory of the United States, with the 
possible withdrawal of the United States from the ABM Treaty. This document 
stresses that the military rivalry with the USSR must be channelled into new 
spheres, thereby rendering all previous Soviet spending on defense pointless and 
making all Soviet weapons obsolete.

As you can see, here again is the pursuit of a mirage; here again, in the words 
of former President Nixon, we see hopes of wearing out the Soviet Union.

The present administration is slow to learn.
Is this not the answer to the question: Why do they cling so stubbornly to SDI? 

Star Wars plans have become the main obstacle to accord on elimination of the 
nuclear threat. And Washington is now trying in vain to present matters as if we 
were moving toward agreement.

Only political simpletons could accept the elimination of nuclear weapons as 
a means to deter U.S. aggression, while receiving a threat from space in return. 
There are no such simpletons in the Soviet leadership.

It is difficult to reconcile oneself to the fact that because of all this a unique 
chance has been missed for ridding mankind of the nuclear threat.

Now, about the way the results of Reykjavik are being presented in the United 
States: It only took a few hours, or days at most, to start submerging everything 
that was discussed in Reykjavik in a fog of inventions and fantasies. They are 
trying to kill off the seeds of trust before they put out shoots. A few days ago the 
President stated that only ballistic missiles were the subject of agreement, and 
his aides said plainly that bombers and all cruise missiles remain untouchable. 
The secretary of state provided a different version, that accord concerned all 
strategic weapons. By the way, he was present at my conversations with the 
President, as was Comrade Shevardnadze, our minister of foreign affairs. Mr 
Speakes, on behalf of the White House, stated that perhaps Reagan had not been 
properly understood, and that the President had never agreed to the elimination 
of all nuclear arms.

Matters have gone as far as plain misrepresentations. For example, it is being 
asserted that at the meeting which took place, the President of the United States 
had not agreed to the Soviet proposal for total elimination of all offensive 
strategic weapons of the USSR and the United States by 1996, and that it had not 
been possible to come to a single point of view about this proposal of ours. With 
a complete sense of responsibility, as a participant in the talks, I state: The 
President gave his agreement, although not with any particular enthusiasm, to 
eliminating all offensive strategic weapons, I stress, all, and not just some 
individual ones, and scrapping them over a period of 10 years, in two stages.
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The interpretations of the discussion of the problem of nuclear tests are also far 
from the truth. The unilateral approach to this question by the United States is 
being portrayed such that the Soviet Union is supposed to have expressed full 
agreement with it. There was nothing of the kind, nor could there be. The issue 
of scrapping medium-range missiles in Europe is also not being presented 
correctly. It is bad enough that it is being withdrawn from the package proposed 
by the Soviet side. But even our agreement to freezing the number of missiles 
with a range of less than 1,000 km is beginning to be portrayed as an ac
knowledgement on the part of the Soviet Union of the United States’ right to 
deploy [razmestif] in Westem Europe U.S. missiles of the same class.

If these are the interpretations put on things, one soon starts having doubts. 
What were we talking about in Reykjavik, then? About removing the nuclear 
threat, about reducing and getting rid of nuclear weapons; or was it about how this 
threat can be further increased, about diversifying nuclear arsenals, about making 
into an arena of military confrontation not only the whole planet but also outer 
space and the universe? This is the impression one gets, comrades.

The prospect of a possible Soviet-U.S. mutual understanding has frightened 
certain people so much so that they have set about, well in advance, the 
construction of totally inconceivable barriers and the invention of preliminary 
conditions. An assistant of the President went so far as to say that the United 
States, before embarking on nuclear disarmament, should see a change in the 
political climate in the Soviet Union. All this is frivolous, extremely frivolous.

When similar claims were put forward 70 or even 40 years ago they could be 
interpreted as being thoughtless, as historical blindness. Right now this is a 
demonstration of a total lack of understanding of reality. The matter of conven
tional armaments is also being named as a preliminary condition. This is a quite 
serious matter in itself.

To this day the assertion about the superiority of the Soviet Union and the states 
of the Warsaw Pact in conventional armaments was a widespread thesis. It is that 
which allegedly forces NATO to constantly build up its nuclear potential. Of 
course, there is no imbalance at all. After Reykjavik, this fact was admitted for 
the first time in public by Mr Shultz and Mr Reagan. But the essence of the 
problem does not boil down to the maintenance of parity. We do not wish the arms 
race to be transferred from the sphere of nuclear arms to the sphere of conven
tional weapons.

May I remind you that our January proposals on eliminating nuclear weapons 
before the end of the century also contained provisions for doing away with 
chemical weapons and profoundly reducing conventional weapons. We have 
repeatedly returned to these issues since January, too.

In their most developed form, the proposals of the Warsaw Pact countries were 
drawn up this summer in Budapest. We sent them to the other side, by which I 
mean the members of NATO."̂  To date there has been no reply.

Each day since Reykjavik demonstrates that the meeting in Iceland was the 
touchstone against which one can measure the true worth of the words and

"^Documents 103 and 104.
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declarations of politicians. How many times was it recited that we must rid 
ourselves of the nuclear nightmare, how one could breathe easily in a nuclear-free 
world if only the USSR and the United States could move this problem out of 
deadlock? But no sooner had a gleam of hope appeared than many of those who 
just yesterday were cursing nuclear weapons and proclaiming adherence to the 
idea of a nuclear-free world made themselves scarce. You can even hear voices 
in Western Europe saying that it is hard to give up American nuclear weapons, 
American missiles. It is evidently the case that those who make policy in the West 
do not think of nuclear weapons on the defensive level at all. Otherwise it is 
difficult to explain why they are now seeking out pretexts for keeping the missiles 
or expressing their support for the SDI program at government level. There is 
something here to ponder for both us and for the West European public.

There are even more refined maneuvers going on alongside the frontal attacks. 
You cannot take from the negotiating table what is more advantageous, while 
ignoring what, for various reasons, is not to your liking. They say that we— t̂he 
Soviet side— p̂ut forward our fundamental proposals in a package. But a package 
is a balance of interests and concessions, a balance for removing anxieties, and 
interdependence of security interests. It is as if everything here is on one side of 
the scales. Both sides have to be balanced.

This is probably why the West wants this logically based and just option for 
total accord split up into parts, without doing anything to restore the balance of 
compromise. All our proposals advanced in Reykjavik are objectively linked to 
central strategic weapons systems.

Our concessions are also part of the package. If there is no package, there will 
be no concessions either. This is a reality of our national security. But such an 
approach would also guarantee the security of the United States and all other 
countries. That is also why we attach such importance to strengthening the ABM 
Treaty. For our part, there is no attempt to put an end to it. On the contrary, we 
are against revising, supplementing it, or the like, and especially against replac
ing it with something else, as the President said in Reykjavik, or maybe he made 
a mistake. I was, I must admit, very surprised when during the meeting he started 
trying to convince the Soviet side and me personally: If you don’t treat the ABM 
Treaty as holy scripture, then how do you treat treaties? As a piece of paper, or 
what? Without strict observance of treaties, and especially such a fundamental 
one, you will not ensure international order and elementary stability. Then 
arbitrariness and chaos will reign in the world.

I say again: When they prefer SDI to nuclear disarmament, only one conclusion 
is possible: By means of this military program they are attempting to refute the 
axiom of international relations in our epoch contained in the simple and clear 
words beneath which the U.S. President and I put our signature last year. Here 
are those words: Nuclear war must not be waged. Victory cannot be gained by 
it.

In conclusion, I will say: The Soviet Union has put the maximum good will into 
its proposals. We are not withdrawing these proposals. We are not withdrawing 
them. All that has been said to make them well-founded and to develop them 
remains in force.
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204. Communiqueof the NATO Nuclear Planning Group, 
October 22,1986^

The NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) met in Ministerial session at 
Gleneagles, United Kingdom, on 21st and 22nd October, 1986.

2. We reviewed the outcome of the recent meeting between President Reagan 
and General Secretary Gorbachev in Reykjavik. We extended our warm appre
ciation to the President on his conduct of the talks and fully endorsed his bold 
attempt to seek far-reaching arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. We 
fully endorsed the President’s programme presented in Iceland and stressed that 
this programme provides the opportunity for historic progress. We welcomed the 
United States intention to build upon the progress achieved which provides the 
opportunity for progress towards very significant arms control agreements.

3. We urged the Soviet Union to redouble its own efforts in this direction. 
Noting that the Soviet side has agreed last year to conclude a separate INF 
agreement. Minsters called on the Soviet leadership to reaffirm its commitments 
not to hold an INF agreement hostage to any other agreement. A failure to do so 
would destroy the credibility of the highest Soviet assurances.

4. We agreed that instead of simply codifying the existing levels of arsenals, 
agreements reached in Geneva should seek to achieve substantial reductions in 
offensive nuclear forces in ways that will enhance stability and minimize the risk 
of war. In this context, we fully endorsed the United States positions at Geneva 
on intermediate-range, strategic, and defence and space systems. We strongly 
support the United States exploration of space and defence systems, as is 
permitted by the ABM Treaty.^

5. We reviewed the status of nuclear forces and discussed related issues, 
including arms control. We expressed our continued support for the efforts of the 
United States and the United Kingdom to maintain the effectiveness and 
credibility of their nuclear deterrent capabilities. We also received comprehen
sive briefings by the United States Secretary of Defense on the Soviet nuclear 
threat. United States’ strategic forces and the requirement for nuclear testing.

6 . We reviewed a number of issues and nuclear related programmes and 
reconfirmed our policy and planning related to NATO’s nuclear forces. We 
agreed that both the force structure itself and the conceptual planning underpin
ning it are essential components for maintaining a credible deterrent posture.

7. We remain deeply concerned about continuing Soviet efforts to upgrade and 
expand their military capabilities across the board. We noted with particular 
concern Soviet efforts involving the full range of strategic forces, shorter- and 
longer-range INF, and short range nuclear forces, including artillery. We also 
noted with concern the major Soviet effort into continuing improvements in 
strategic and tactical anti-missile systems.

8. We noted evidence presented by the United States of continuing Soviet 
violations of existing arms control agreements. We renewed our call on the

‘ NATO Review, vol. 34, No. 5 (October 1986), p. 33.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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Soviet leadership to take the steps necessary to ensure full compliance with its 
arms control commitments. We noted in this connection that a double standard 
of compliance with arms control agreements would be unacceptable and would 
undermine the security of the Alliance. We strongly endorsed the need for 
effective verification as part of any arms control agreement. In particular, we call 
on the Soviet Union to agree to such concrete measures as mandatory on-site 
inspection.

9. In contrast to the growth of Soviet nuclear forces at all levels, it is NATO’s 
policy to maintain only the minimum number of nuclear weapons necessary for 
deterrence. At this meeting S ACEUR reported on the status of the implementa
tion of the Montebello Decision.^ We noted the reductions and improvement 
measures which are currently being undertaken by the nations concerned. We 
shall continue to review the progress of further implementation.

10. We noted the progress made on longer-range INF (LRINF) deployments 
by the NATO nations concerned including the completion on schedule of 
Pershing II deployment at the end of last year and the continuing deployment of 
ground-launched cruise missiles as planned. In the absence of a concrete INF 
arms control agreement with the Soviet Union obviating the need for deploy
ment, we emphasized NATO’s determination to continue the deployment of 
LRINF missiles as scheduled. We reiterated our willingness to reverse, halt, or 
modify the LRINF deployment—including the removal or dismantling of 
missiles already deployed—upon achievement of a balanced, equitable and 
effectively verifiable agreement calling for such action. We emphasized that the 
United States’ proposal in the INF negotiations, developed in close consultation 
with the Allies, calls for the global elimination of United States and Soviet 
longer-range INF (LRINF) missiles, accompanied by other appropriate provi
sions concerning rights and constraints on Shorter-Range INF (SRINF) missiles.

11. We accepted with pleasure an invitation form Mr. J.J. Holst, the Norwegian 
Minister of Defence, to hold our next meeting in Norway in Spring 1987.

12. Greece expressed its views in a statement included in the minutes. 
Denmark reserved its position on INF and space and defence systems.

205. U.S. Statement: The Importance of Verification at 
the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
October 23,1986^

In his plenary statement today, Ambassador Robert D. Blackwill, head of the 
U.S. delegation, continued Western efforts to persuade the Warsaw Pact to join 
the West in moving toward an accord in the MBFR [mutual and balanced force 
reductions] negotiations. Speaking on behalf of the West, he urged the East once 
again to examine the problem of verifying compliance with an agreement.

 ̂For the Decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 917-918.
' Department of State Bulletin, December 1986, pp. 37-39.
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Effective verification, he said, verification that reassures, is vital to the success 
of any arms control agreement.

Having conceded this point in principle as recently as last week, the East wants 
to render it ineffective in application. They ask that verification be considered 
with a trusting attitude. If both sides had so much faith in each other, such great 
confidence in the other’s intentions, then they would not be here. As President 
Reagan has observed, “Nations don’t distrust each other because they are armed; 
they are armed because they distrust each other.” Arms control agreements may 
help create trust; they do not spring from it. Ambassador Blackwill called for the 
sides to work for an accord that will build mutual goodwill, not depend upon it.

Agreements, such as the one being negotiated here, must allow each side to 
satisfy itself that the other side is abiding by its commitments. Soviet Deputy 
Defense Minister Shabanov recently acknowledged this point when he declared: 
“Verification, as an element in interstate relations, objectively serves the sides’ 
security interests.”

Both West and East voice support for the principle that verification measures 
should be commensurate with obligations assumed. The sides, however, differ 
over what this principle means in practical terms for verification of the time- 
limited, first-phase agreement being discussed—most notably its no-increase 
obligation.

The East has repeatedly charged that Western measures are not in line with the 
modest reductions envisaged. This argument is not just a misrepresentation of the 
Western position. It also distorts what is required to verify the very sort of 
agreement the East itself has proposed.

As far as the issue of monitoring reductions is concerned. Western and Eastern 
verification measures are similar. Both sides provide for a detailed exchange of 
information on all forces to be withdrawn, for the observation of these forces as 
they pass through exit-entry points in departing the area of reductions, as well as 
for noninterference with national technical means. And recently the East has 
signaled its willingness once again to discuss the possibility of direct observation 
of withdrawals until the forces leave the area of reductions. So there is agreement 
that a balance exists between proposed verification measures and obligations 
with regard to the reductions aspect of the agreement we are discussing.

Where the sides differ seriously in their views is in verifying the no-increase 
commitment. Rather than explain how its proposed measures could deter or 
detect violations, the Warsaw Pact has chosen to obfuscate the issue—most 
particularly by correlating measures meant to monitor the sides’ no-increase 
obligations and the totally separate question of the size of initial U.S. and Soviet 
reductions.

Yet, by any yardstick, the no-increase commitment is the central obligation of 
this accord. The East has recognized its political significance for our negotia
tions.

The far-reaching military significance of such an undertaking should not, 
however, be overlooked. The no-increase commitment would place a clear, 
numerical, and legally binding cap on the military manpower of participating 
NATO and Warsaw Pact states in central Europe for the first time since the 
establishment of the two alliances.
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The West has long been worried, and the East says it is also concerned, about 
the high level of military confrontation in central Europe. By precluding general 
increases in military manpower over the figures exchanged on residual forces in 
the area of reductions, an effective no-increase commitment could contribute to 
changes in each side’s evaluation of the military threat.

Such a ceiling could improve military stability. Both NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact are at present free to increase their forces in the area of reductions as deemed 
necessary to respond, for example, to restructuring or technological develop
ments. Under a no-increase commitment, any force restructuring or other 
modernization action which involved additional manpower would have to be 
compensated by numerical reductions in existing forces.

Finally, a no-increase commitment would magnify the significance of the 
geographic advantages enjoyed by the East, especially in the event of a crisis. 
This is particularly significant as far as Western security is concerned and 
underlines the importance of ensuring strict compliance with the no-increase 
commitment.

For all these reasons, the West believes that reaching a mutually agreed no
increase obligation would be an unprecedented event in modem European 
military history.

In many ways, the main unresolved question in the MBRF negotiation is: 
which side’s approach to monitoring the no-increase commitment is commensu
rate with the formidable obligations this commitment entails? A brief compari
son of the sides’ proposals regarding information exchange inspections and exit- 
entry points provides a clear answer.

Both sides agree that the exchange of information on force levels of the sides 
in central Europe is needed in order to verify the ceilings on armed forces and that 
the numbers need to be disaggregated.

Unfortunately, however, the East has failed to carry these points to their logical 
conclusion: disaggregation of information down to a manageable level—i.e., 
battalion or air force squadron—for purposes of verification. The East has turned 
away from the issue of how to veriiFy residual manpower ceilings by means of 
disaggregated information. Instead, the East prefers to focus primarily on the 
totally different matter of ensuring that no additional military units are introduced 
into the area of reductions. Indeed, in explaining its inspections measure, the East 
disassociates inspections from the very task of verifying the no-increase obliga
tion on manpower.

This Eastern shift ignores the specific no-increase obligation both sides have 
espoused—a limitation on residual manpower, not on formations or units. 
Indeed, the East’s approach would allow residual manpower ceilings to be 
extended at will. For example, without increasing the number of military 
formations in the reductions area, the East could significantly exceed its no
increase obligations—indeed, by a figure many times greater than initial Soviet 
reductions—simply by increasing the manning levels of existing Warsaw Pact 
units in the area of reductions. A surreptitious increase of only 10% in manning 
of a side’s existing units could add some 100,000 troops to the forces of the 
violating side. This could be achieved by manipulating the annual rotations of 
nearly half a million Soviet forces whom the East now excludes from passing
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through the exit-entry points. Given the inadequacy of national technical means 
in such case, how does the East propose to monitor increases in manning levels?

A further inconsistency in the East’s approach regarding disaggregation of 
information and the no-increase commitment is that while stressing the impor
tance of verifying that no additional formations or military contingents appear in 
the area of reductions, the East, nevertheless, fails to provide for any exchange 
of information on residual units and their locations in central Europe. Without 
such disaggregated information, there would be no yardstick against which to 
measure results provided by national technical means or inspections. This is all 
the more peculiar when one notes that the East has agreed to provide such 
information on forces to be reduced. Can the East explain this double standard?

The focus in the Eastern verification scheme on formations and not man
power—despite mutual agreement that the no-increase obligation would be 
expressed in terms of overall ground and air force personnel figures, not 
structure—also contributes to some of the shortcomings of its exit-entry points 
and inspection measures. Thus although the Warsaw Pact concedes that all forces 
withdrawn as part of agreed reductions must pass through exit-entry points, the 
East now excludes the annual rotation of nearly half a million Soviet forces from 
having to pass through these points. The East asks the West not to dramatize this 
issue. If this is not a dramatic change of Eastern position, what is it?

The emphasis on organizations—and not manpower—may help explain the 
uncertainty over the East’s position concerning unobstructed access to all 
buildings and the right to conduct an unobstructed survey, except for specific 
facilities which would be closed to inspection as agreed between the sides before 
signature of the agreement. Military forces are, of course, often found in 
buildings such as barracks. Does the Warsaw Pact agree to the principle of 
unobstructed access and survey with respect to on-site inspections?

The East acknowledges the need to verify that a side is not increasing the 
manning level of units in the area of reductions in violation of the no-increase 
commitment and has indicated that inspections could be used to monitor such 
possible development. But it is silent on how its inspection proposal would 
address this problem. Again the question arises, how does the East intend to 
address this verification problem?

Of course, the major drawback with the East’s proposal for inspections is that 
they would only be granted in response to “well-founded requests,” rather than 
being as of right. Only a system of inspections as of right and routine which is 
based upon information disaggregated to a manageable level—as the West has 
proposed—can assure each side that the other is abiding by the no-increase 
commitment.

Ambassador Blackwill concluded by noting that as the distinguished represen
tative of the United Kingdom said recently and as was explained today, a 
limitation applying to forces of about 2 million men spread over a territory of just 
under a million square kilometers is in no way a modest obligation. He asked if 
the East disagreed, and if so, he said, the West would like to know why. And if 
the Warsaw Pact does believe that a no-increase commitment has great military 
significance, why then does it reject verification measures commensurate with 
that significance? The West would also like to know that.
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206. General Assembly Resolution 41/11: Declaration 
of a Zone of Peace and Cooperation of the South 
Atlantic, October 27,1986^

The General Assembly.

Conscious of the determination of the peoples of the States of the South 
Atlantic region to preserve their independence, sovereignty and territorial 
integrity and to develop their relations under conditions of peace and liberty,

Convinced of the importance of promoting peace and co-operation in the South 
Atlantic for the benefit of all mankind and, in particular, of the peoples of the 
region.

Convinced further of the need to preserve the region from measures of 
militarization, the arms race, the presence of foreign military bases and, above 
all, nuclear weapons,

Recognizing the special interest and responsibility of the States of the region 
to promote regional co-operation for economic development and peace.

Fully conscious that the independence of Namibia and the elimination of the 
racist regime of apartheid are conditions essential to guaranteeing the peace and 
security of the South Atlantic,

Recalling the principles and norms of international law applicable to ocean 
space, in particular the principle of the peaceful uses of the oceans,

Convinced that the establishment of a zone of peace and co-operation in the 
South Atlantic would contribute significantly to the strengthening of interna
tional peace and security and to promoting the principles and purposes of the 
United Nations,

1. Solemnly declares the Atlantic Ocean, in the region situated between Africa 
and South America, a “Zone of peace and co-operation of the South Atlantic”;

2. Calls upon all States of the zone of the South Atlantic to promote further 
regional co-operation, inter alia, for social and economic development, the 
protection of the environment, the conservation of living resources and the peace 
and security of the whole region;

3. Calls upon all States of all other regions, in particular the militarily 
significant States, scrupulously to respect the region of the South Atlantic as a 
zone of peace and co-operation, especially through the reduction and eventual 
elimination of their military presence there, the non-introduction of nuclear 
weapons or other weapons of mass destruction and the non-extension into the 
region of rivalries and conflicts that are foreign to it;

4. Calls upon all States of the region and of all other regions to co-operate in 
the elimination of all sources of tension in the zone, to respect the national unity, 
sovereignty, political independence and territorial integrity of every State 
therein, to refrain from the threat or use of force, and to observe strictly the

' A/RES/41/11. The resolution was introduced directly in the General Assembly by 
Brazil and adopted without reference to a main committee. The vote was 124 to 1, with
8 abstentions. The United States voted against. Those abstaining were Belgium, France, 
FRG, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, and Portugal.
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principle that the territory of a State shall not be the object of military occupation 
resulting from the use of force in violation of the Charter of the United Nations, 
as well as the principle that the acquisition of territories by force is inadmissible;

5. Reaffirms that the elimination of apartheid and the attainment of self- 
determination and independence by the people of Namibia, as well as the 
cessation of all acts of aggression and subversion against States in the zone, are 
essential for peace and security in the South Atlantic region, and urges the 
implementation of all United Nations resolutions pertaining to colonialism, 
racism and apartheid;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at its 
forty-second session a report on the situation in the South Atlantic and the 
implementation of the present declaration, taking into account the views ex
pressed by Member States;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-second session the 
item entitled “Zone of peace and co-operation of the South Atlantic”.

207. Address by Secretary of State Shultz on the Re
sults of the Meeting In Reykjavik [Extracts], Octo
ber 31,1986'

This evening, I want to discuss with you the special significance of the 
President’s recent meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev in Iceland. Over 
the last few weeks, there’s been a good deal said—in this country, in the Soviet 
Union, and elsewhere—about what really happened at Reykjavik. My own 
judgment is that in a few years we will look back at the meeting at Hofdi House 
as something of a watershed, a potential turning point in our strategy for deterring 
war and encouraging peace. Tonight, I would like to explain why.

Before Reykjavik—for most of the postwar era—we have seen a steady 
buildup in the size and potency of nuclear forces. As a result, our negotiations 
with the Soviet Union have centered on two questions: how to contain this 
continuing growth of offensive forces; and how to reverse the gradual erosion of 
strategic stability.

Reykjavik as a Watershed

At Reykjavik, however, there was a qualitative shift in the terms of debate. For 
the first time in the long history of arms control talks, a genuine possibility of 
substantial reductions in Soviet and American nuclear arms appeared. For the 
first time, we have to begin to deal seriously with the implications of a much less 
nuclear, if not non-nuclear, world. We have begun to discuss with the Soviets a 
safer form of deterrence, one based less on the threat of mutual annihilation. And 
the key to all of this has been the President’s research program, whose investi-

' Department of State, Current Policy No. 883. The Secretary addressed the Common
wealth Club in San Francisco.
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gation into defenses against nuclear ballistic missiles is our best insurance policy 
for a more secure future.

At Reykjavik, the President and the General Secretary broke down the 
complexities of these problems into a series of basic questions.

With respect to offensive arms, the important questions are what systems to 
reduce and how quickly to reduce them. At Reykjavik, we worked out a formula 
for 50% reductions in the strategic nuclear offensive forces of both sides over a 
5-year period. We agreed upon some numbers and counting rules—that is, how 
different types of weapons would count against the reduced ceilings.

For intermediate-range nuclear missiles—commonly known as INF—we 
reached agreement on even more drastic reductions, down from a Soviet total of 
over 1,400 to only 100 warheads on longer-range INF missiles worldwide on 
each side. There would be a ceiling on shorter-range INF missiles and negotia
tions to reduce their numbers as well.

Right there is a basis for the most significant arms control agreement ever 
achieved—one that doesn’t just limit the future growth of Soviet and American 
nuclear arsenals but which actually makes deep and early cuts in existing force 
levels. These cuts, it was agreed, would reduce the numbers of heavy, accurate, 
multiple-warhead missiles that are the most threatening and the most destabil
izing.

The President and the General Secretary went on to discuss a program for 
further reductions. The President proposed to eliminate, over time, all ballistic 
missiles. Mr. Gorbachev proposed to eliminate all strategic offensive forces. 
They discussed these and other ideas, including the eventual elimination of all 
nuclear weapons. This discussion proved inconclusive, but the agenda itself— 
and the very word “elimination”—marks a stunning development. It calls for us 
to think deeply and more creatively about future possibilities for arms control and 
defense.

Obviously, much more work needs to be done before implementation of these 
more ambitious ideas might be possible. For example, the drastic reduction and 
ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons will require that we also address the 
current East-West imbalance of conventional forces.

In close collaboration with our allies, we will have to pursue both negotiated 
reductions in the Warsaw Pact’s massive and growing conventional forces and 
increased efforts to strengthen our own conventional defenses. We must also 
seek an effective global ban on chemical and biological weapons. And, of course, 
such substantial nuclear reductions by the United States and Soviet Union would 
require discussions with other nations armed with ballistic missiles, who have 
their own security requirements.

On the defensive side of the strategic equation, the two leaders again went 
directly to the basics. This meeting at Hofdi House was a real working meeting. 
They went right at it and talked substance throughout the entire time. So, in this 
case, there were two primary questions.

First, for what period of time are the two countries prepared to commit 
themselves not to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty?^ The

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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President agreed to Gorbachev’s proposal for 10 years, but in the context of 
steady reductions toward zero ballistic missiles during this period and on the 
understanding that either side would have the right to deploy advanced defenses 
unless the parties should agree otherwise.

Second, what would be the constraints on defensive programs during this 
period? The President proposed that both sides strictly observe the ABM Treaty 
and carry out research, development, and testing permitted by the treaty. Mr. 
Gorbachev proposed, in effect, to amend the ABM Treaty. He sought a prohibi
tion on all testing outside laboratories—except testing of the sort of ABM system 
the Soviets now have around Moscow.

The President could not agree to confine the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) 
program to the laboratory for 10 years. We need a vigorous SDI program, as 
permitted by the ABM Treaty. We need it to give the Soviets an incentive to agree 
now to deep cuts in offensive forces and to honor those agreements over the 
coming years. We need SDI to ensure the Soviet Union’s own compliance with 
current ABM Treaty restrictions on defenses.

So what did we accomplish at Reykjavik? We got agreement on the outlines 
of a 50% reduction in strategic offensive nuclear weapons and reductions to equal 
ceilings of 100 warheads on intermediate-range missiles. The latter figure would 
mean that more than 90% of the SS-20s now targeted on our friends and allies 
in Europe and Asia would be eliminated.

On defense and space, there was considerable movement on both sides. 
Important differences were clarified. But there was no closure. The proposal 
made by the President in Reykjavik, however, is now on the negotiating table in 
Geneva and is being discussed by our delegation there.

On nuclear testing, both sides proposed to begin negotiations. We discussed an 
agenda that would meet both sides’ concerns.

Obviously, there is still a long way to go. But at Reykjavik we reached 
agreement on what might be the first steps toward a more secure world at lower 
levels of nuclear arms. We went on to discuss the possible next steps.

Not bad for 2 days’ work. But of course, those 2 production days drew on the 
immense amount of preparatory effort that preceded them.

• • • • • • •

Next Steps

Where do we go from here? For our part, we are energetically pursuing the 
promise of Reykjavik. Our negotiators in Geneva are picking up where the two 
leaders left off on nuclear and space issues. We are also ready to begin 
negotiations on verification improvements to existing nuclear testing agreements 
and, eventually, on further limitations on nuclear testing in step-by-step fashion 
in parallel with further reductions in nuclear forces.

We will be talking about these and other problems with Soviet Ambassador 
Dubinin in Washington and through our Ambassador in Moscow, Art Hartman.
I will be meeting with Foreign Minister Shevardnadze in Vienna next week to 
continue our own exchanges—not just on arms control but on Soviet activities
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in the Third World, human rights, and other problems in our bilateral relation
ship.

Whether we can achieve concrete results and early agreements now depends 
on the Soviets. Some of their public statements have been modestly encouraging. 
General Secretary Gorbachev seems to agree with us that the Reykjavik meeting 
was useful and that it is important that both sides use this opportunity to work to 
improve relations. As he has said, they’re full of energy to follow up on what he 
described as the “new situation” created by Reykjavik, and it is a new situation. 
Well, so are we. And we’ll be looking to them to give concrete substance to their 
words at the negotiating table.

Not surprisingly, however, the Soviets are also trying to cast the details of the 
Reykjavik discussions along lines most favorable to them. Their efforts to link 
a possible INF agreement with our acceptance of their position on SDI are a good 
example. We’ve seen differing Soviet statements on this question. We don’t see 
any reason why these issues should be linked, and we’re going to proceed on that 
basis. In the past, we haven’t accepted the proposition that negotiating progress 
on intermediate-range or strategic offensive systems should be held hostage to 
agreement with the Soviet position in another area. We won’t now.

So all of this may take some time to work out—but that’s to be expected in 
negotiating with the Soviets. Firmness, patience, and determination are neces
sary ingredients for success.

But we should also continue to look forward—with imagination and creativity. 
The President believes strongly that we need to go beyond half-measures; we 
shouldn’t always be tied to traditional solutions that don’t really get to the heart 
of a particular problem. Several years ago, he proposed that we seek the global 
elimination of Soviet and American intermediate-range missiles. Not a freeze, 
not token reductions, but zero-zero. He got a good deal of criticism at the time 
for supposedly being unrealistic and overly ambitious. Some people said making 
such a proposal shows that the President isn’t serious about arms control.

Now—5 years later—General Secretary Gorbachev has agreed to reduce 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles on both sides to 100 warheads globally. As 
I noted before, that is a reduction of more than 90% in SS-20 warheads. And there 
will be follow-on negotiations on eliminating those 100 warheads as well. Make 
no mistake about it. It has been tough getting this far. Long negotiations were 
required; and great effort on the part of our allies was heeded in getting us through 
some difficult times. We still have to nail down a formal agreement and put it into 
force. But I hope you will think about this experience the next time you hear one 
of this President’s proposals called “unrealistic.”

So were our discussions at Reykjavik ambitious? Yes. Unrealistic? No. We 
think that substantial Soviet and American nuclear reductions are possible and 
that they can be achieved in a phased and stabilizing way. Reykjavik laid the 
groundwork for that process to begin.

Now we need to think hard about where we want to go next, about what kind 
of situation we want to create in the future. We need to look at a world with far 
fewer nuclear weapons. We may even need to begin thinking seriously about a 
world with no nuclear weapons.
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One fact seems apparent. Even after the possible elimination of all ballistic 
missiles, we will need an insurance policy to hedge against cheating, against third 
countries, against a madman. We don’t know now what form this insurance 
policy will take. The retention of a small nuclear deterrent force could be part of 
that insurance policy. What we do know is that the President’s program for 
defenses against nuclear ballistic missiles can be a key part of that insurance 
policy. Such defenses for the United States and its allies will give us the options 
needed to approach a world with far fewer nuclear weapons.

None of this came up suddenly at Reykjavik. The President has made clear for 
many years his goal of eliminating ballistic missiles and—in proper circum
stances—all nuclear weapons. He has made speeches on this subject; he has 
campaigned on this issue; he addressed it in the debates; and he launched the SDI 
program with his goal in mind. The President hasn’t changed. What has changed 
is that his goal is now being taken seriously. I heard someone say that all this was 
fine as long as it was only campaign talk. Well, they weren’t listening carefully. 
Now it is being discussed for real.

Obviously, we are taking on a difficult task as we move to create the conditions 
in which we can assure the freedom and security of our country and our allies 
without the constant threat of nuclear catastrophe. Progress—whether in science 
or foreign affairs—often has to do with the reinterpretation of fundamental ideas.

Times of reinterpretation are difficult. Hard thinking can hurt your head. But 
we cannot shirk the challenge. As Albert Einstein warned after the dawn of the 
nuclear age: “Everything has changed but our way of thinking.” That’s a sage 
observation—particularly as we continue to look at the problem of managing our 
long-term relations with the Soviet Union in a time of dramatic technological and 
strategic change.

So it just may be that nuclear weapons, and the strategy of mutual assured 
destruction that has shaped our defense policy for decades, are part of the old way 
of thinking. We have to start to wrap our minds around new interpretations and 
build new realities. If we do, perhaps we can shape a more secure world for 
everybody.

208. Address by the Special Adviser to the President 
and Secretary of State on Arms Control Matters 
(Nitze): Permitted and Prohibited Activities Under 
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, October 31,1986^

At Reykjavik, a number of issues arose with respect to the interrelationship 
between limitations on defense and space programs and reductions in offensive

' Department of State, Current Policy No. 886. Mr. Nitze addressed the Intemational 
Law Weekend Group, which comprises the American branch of the Intemational Law 
Association, the Intemational Law Committee of the Association of the Bar of New York 
City, the American Society of Intemational Law, and the American Foreign Law 
Association.
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systems. One issue involved the relevant time period, or date, to govern certain 
obligations that the United States and the Soviet Union would undertake 
regarding these problems. General Secretary Gorbachev insisted on a time period 
of 10 years. President Reagan was prepared to agree to this time period provided 
agreement could be achieved on three subjects, namely, the regime of control 
over defenses, the program of reductions in offensive ballistic missiles during 
those 10 years, and what each side was to be allowed to do after the 10 years.

On the issue of the regime of control over defenses. President Reagan proposed 
to Mr. Gorbachev that both sides strictly abide by the limitations of the Anti- 
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.  ̂ Mr. Gorbachev insisted on what he called 
measures to strengthen the ABM Treaty but what, in fact, amounted to an attempt 
to amend it. Specifically, he proposed to restrict to the laboratory testing of all 
space elements or components of antiballistic missile defense.

The positions of the two sides in part reflect substantially different views as to 
what defensive research, development, and testing activities should be permitted 
over the next 10 years. The United States believes that the nature of activities 
permitted and prohibited by the ABM Treaty, based on the treaty text and the 
negotiating record, is clear. The Soviet side, under the guise of “strengthening” 
the ABM Treaty, wishes, in effect, to amend the treaty to prohibit activities that 
it was not intended to prohibit. What follows focuses on this issue.

Distinguishing Research from Development

First, it should be noted that nowhere does the ABM Treaty use the word 
“research.” Neither the U.S. nor the Soviet delegations to the SALT I [strategic 
arms limitation talks] negotiations believed that it was possible to verify 
limitations on research. In fact, neither side wished research to be limited, and the 
ABM Treaty makes no attempt to do so. In a major statement before the Soviet 
Presidium in 1972, shortly after the ABM Treaty was signed, then-Soviet 
Defense Minister Grechko stated that the ABM Treaty “places no limitations on 
the performance of research and experimental work aimed at resolving the 
problem of defending the country from nuclear missile strike.”^

The United States has traditionally distinguished “research” from “develop
ment” along the lines outlined by Harold Brown in a 1971 statement to the Soviet 
SALT I delegation. Research includes conceptual design and testing conducted 
both inside and outside the laboratory. Development follows research and 
precedes full-scale testing of systems and components designed for actual 
deployment. Development of a weapon system commences with the construction 
and testing of one or more prototypes of the system or its major components.

Development and Testing in the ABM Treaty

The ABM Treaty does address and, in certain articles, places specific limits on 
the development and testing of certain ABM systems and components.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Pravda, September 30, 1972.
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Article I prohibits deployment of ABM systems for a territorial defense or for 
defense of an individual region except as provided in article III; it limits 
deployment, not development or testing, and limits ABM systems, not ABM 
components.

Article II defines an ABM system as “a system to counter strategic ballistic 
missiles or their elements in flight trajectory.” According to article 11(1), the 
components of an ABM system “currently” consist of: ABM interceptor mis
siles, which are missiles constructed and deployed for an ABM role or tested in 
an ABM mode; ABM launchers, which launch ABM interceptor missiles; and 
ABM radars, which are radars constructed and deployed for an ABM role or 
tested in an ABM mode.

Article III specifies the areas in which ABM systems or their components may 
be deployed and the number that may be deployed in those areas.

Article IV exempts from the limitations of article III systems or their 
components used for development or testing and located within agreed test 
ranges.

Article V prohibits the development, testing, and deployment of sea-based, 
air-based, space-based, and mobile land-based ABM systems and ABM compo
nents.

Article VI prohibits giving non-ABM systems or components an ABM 
capability or testing them in an ABM mode.

Agreed Statement D, reinforcing restrictions on deployment in article III, 
provides that, if ABM systems or components based on “other physical prin
ciples” than those used for ABM components in 1972 and capable of substituting 
for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars are created in the 
future, limitations on those systems would be subject to discussion in accordance 
with article XIII and agreement in accordance with article XIV.

Permitted Development and Testing Activities

Taken together, the provisions of the ABM Treaty permit various types of 
ABM development and testing activity. I will describe that activity in four 
general classes.
• First, the treaty does not limit the development and testing of devices that are 

neither components of an ABM system, as defined in article II, nor 
substitutes for such components. Such elements are not, and were not 
intended to be, governed by the treaty’s development and testing prohibi
tions.

• Second, the treaty permits tests that are not in an ABM mode (e.g., against 
satellites) of devices that do not have an ABM capability. The term “tested 
in an ABM mode” is specifically addressed in a classified agreed statement 
negotiated in 1978 by the United States and the Soviet Union in the Standing 
Consultative Commission. That agreement provides, in part, that an inter
ceptor missile is considered to be “tested in an ABM mode” if it has 
attempted to intercept a strategic ballistic missile or its elements in flight 
trajectory. The term “strategic ballistic missile or its elements in flight 
trajectory” would include a ballistic target-missile with the flight trajectory
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characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile or its elements over that portion 
of the flight trajectory involved in the test.

In practice, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union considers 
“flight trajectory” to include an orbit in space or “tested in an ABM mode” 
to encompass tests against targets in space that do not follow a ballistic 
missile flight trajectory. The Soviet Union conducted tests against objects in 
earth orbit in the 1970s both prior to and after deploying their anti-satellite 
weapon. Based both on this understanding of “tested in an ABM mode” and 
on the fact that components, as defined in article II, were not involved, the 
United States recently conducted the Delta 180 SDI [Strategic Defense 
Initiative] experiment to test our ability to track targets in orbit. Since no 
device in the experiment was tested in an ABM mode and no device in the 
experiment could substitute for an ABM component, none of the devices in 
this experiment was itself an ABM component; the experiment, therefore, 
was fully consistent with the ABM Treaty.
Third, the treaty permits the development and testing at agreed test ranges 
of certain ABM systems and components based on physical principles used 
in 1972. As modified by article V, article IV permits both the United States 
and the Soviet Union to develop and test fixed, land-based ABM launchers 
and ABM radars located at permitted test ranges and to launch ABM 
interceptors into space from those ABM launchers.

• The fourth class of development and testing activity permitted by the ABM
Treaty involves ABM systems based on physical principles other than the 
physical principles used in 1972 and components of such systems capable 
of substituting for the ABM components defined in article II. Agreed 
Statement D to the ABM Treaty, which has the same legal standing as the 
main text of the treaty, permits the “creation”—i.e., the development and 
testing—of, for example, space-based ABM systems that are based on 
“other physical principles” and their components.

This legally correct reading of Agreed Statement D is fully justified by the 
treaty text and the negotiating record. The President, nonetheless, has 
decided that, as long as we continue to believe that our program objectives 
can be met, the United States will not restructure the originally planned SDI 
program and, therefore, need not conduct its SDI activities according to this 
“broader” interpretation of the treaty in order to achieve the SDI research 
objectives.

During the SALT I negotiations, the United States sought to constrain the 
development and testing of devices, other than the three components defined in 
article II, that might perform an ABM function, including, for example, devices 
based on other physical principles. The Soviet delegation, however, refused to 
consider any such limitations, arguing that the sides could not agree about 
something that could not be defined or understood and that neither the United 
States nor the Soviet Union had any idea what devices or combination of devices 
might substitute for an ABM component, as defined in article II.

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 206.
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A careful reading of the treaty text and review of the negotiating record 
demonstrate that in Agreed Statement D, ABM systems based on other physical 
principles and their components are not, and were not intended to be, subject to 
constraints on development and testing specified elsewhere in the treaty. Specifi
cally, the restrictions of article V of the treaty do not apply to ABM systems based 
on other physical principles and their components.

Reykjavik and Beyond

In Reykjavik, substantial differences between the United States and the Soviet 
Union over Soviet-proposed restrictions going beyond those of the ABM Treaty 
prevented progress toward agreement on a comprehensive framework for a 
predictable and stable arms control regime. The United States believes that both 
sides should adhere to the ABM Treaty as currently formulated. Specifically, the 
United States need not accept limitations on development and testing activities 
going beyond those provided by the treaty. We also must register both our 
concern over Soviet ABM-related activities that suggest that they may be 
preparing an ABM defense of their national territory and our conviction that the 
Soviets should dismantle the Krasnoyarsk radar being constructed in direct 
violation of the treaty.

In contrast to the U.S. position, the Soviets proposed in Iceland to modify the 
ABM Treaty to confine to the laboratory research and testing on any space 
elements of space-based systems. The Soviets intended to impose constraints on 
our SDI research program far more severe than those imposed even by the 
“narrower” interpretation of the ABM Treaty. Such additional constraints would 
kill the SDI program. The President could not accept this.

The United States calls upon the Soviet Union to recognize that its proposal 
would impose constraints that have no basis or justification in the ABM Treaty. 
We must reject Soviet attempts to amend the ABM Treaty indirectly by 
reopening questions of permitted and prohibited activities under the treaty. The 
Soviet Union must understand that the United States opposes restrictions on 
development and testing beyond those that were negotiated, agreed, and codified 
in the ABM Treaty.

With such an understanding, we can move forward toward a comprehensive, 
stabilizing agreement on a future arms control regime providing for defensive 
research and testing, strategic offensive reductions, and a jointly managed 
transition to greater reliance on defenses.

209. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issrael- 
yan) Before the First Committee of the UN General 
Assembly: Chemical Weapons, Novembers, 1986̂

In its Statement today the Soviet delegation would like to address the question 
of banning chemical weapons.

 ̂A/C.1/41/PV.30, pp. 9-17.

Document 209



692 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

There is no need to repeat that chemical weapons represent a real threat, since 
along with nuclear weapons, they are the only weapons of mass destruction 
currently in the arsenals of States. The Soviet Union has consistently advocated 
the prohibition and complete elimination of these weapons and regards this 
objective as entirely realistic. For many years now, the Conference on Disarma
ment has been negotiating a ban on chemical weapons. These negotiations have 
dragged on far too long and we see it as our task to ensure that they are 
successfully completed in 1987.

Have the necessary pre-conditions for doing so been met? I sincerely believe 
that they have. Negotiations have already gone beyond the stage of identifying 
and comparing positions. The time has come to take decisions. The work that was 
done during the 1986 session at the Conference on Disarmament to produce a 
relevant international convention has, in our view, been useful.

We managed to make some headway in working towards agreement on key 
provisions of a convention, and the positions of States have been brought closer 
together on some issues that only a short time ago seemed insoluble. A not 
inconsiderable contribution to those positive results was made by the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries.

In amplifying the fundamental provisions of the statement by Mikhail Gor
bachev on 15 January 1986,  ̂ the Soviet Union last April submitted at the 
Conference a broad proposal for the elimination of the production base for the 
manufacture of chemical weapons.^ We expressed our willingness to notify in 
good time the location of chemical-weapons production facilities and the halting 
of production of such weapons, as well as our readiness to embark, shortly after 
the relevant convention enters into force, upon the elimination of stockpiles of 
chemical weapons. All this would be carried out under strict control, including 
international on-site inspection. In putting forward these proposals, the Soviet 
Union took into account the views and concern of many States and accommo
dated their wishes.

Many of the participants in the negotiations have pointed out that the progress 
achieved at the Conference on Disarmament this year was made possible, in no 
small measure, by the introduction of those proposals. That does not, however, 
mean that all the problems relating to work on a future convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons have now been solved. One of the most difficult 
of the problems still to be resolved is the question of the non-production of 
chemical weapons in the commercial, namely, civilian, chemical industry. 
Although that problem has long been under consideration at the negotiations, and 
although a useful seminar was held in the Netherlands this summer on that 
subject, no sign of a solution has yet been glimpsed. In the circumstances, and 
having analysed the situation in the negotiations, the Soviet Union has decided 
to make the following proposal.

In our view, a compromise solution to the problem of the non-production of 
chemical weapons would be facilitated if all chemicals were to be divided into 
four categories, each having a different regime goveming limitation and verifi-

 ̂Document 5.
 ̂Document 64.
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cation. There would also be special categories for super-toxic lethal chemicals 
possessing properties characteristic of agents for chemical warfare, as well as 
chemicals that are key components of binary chemical systems and super-toxic 
lethal chemicals produced for permitted purposes— f̂or example, for medical, 
pharmaceutical and other purposes. Depending on the degree of danger posed by 
various chemicals and their possible diversion to weapons purposes, and depend
ing too on the volume of production of such chemicals, international inspections 
could take various forms: the permanent presence of international inspectors, 
systematic inspections or individual, on-site challenge inspections. In light of the 
particular danger posed by multipurpose production facilities that can be used for 
manufacturing chemical warfare agents, particularly the key components of 
binary chemical systems, those facilities should be subject to a special regime.

We express the hope that these new Soviet proposals will make it possible in 
the very near future to reach agreement upon the relevant provisions of a 
convention, taking into account as they do the views of other States as well as the 
extent to which the problem has already been explored at the negotiations. 
However, the Soviet Union makes no claim to a monopoly in introducing 
compromise proposals at the talks. We are prepared to listen carefully to the 
opinions of all States and to consider proposals strictly on their merits, regardless 
of who the sponsors may be. In this connection I should like to refer to the fact 
that for many years, the problem at the negotiations of developing the procedures 
for on-site challenge inspections acceptable to all States has constituted the 
stumbling block. On the one hand, the United States and its allies have been 
unwilling to agree to our position that such inspections should be conducted on 
a voluntary basis. On the other hand, many States, including the Soviet Union, 
could not accept the United States proposal for a so-called open invitation 
because it was unrealistic.

A whole series of attempts have been made to work out a compromise approach 
but, unfortunately, they have been to no avail. Now, it appears that such an 
approach has been found. We suggest that the proposal submitted last summer 
at the Conference on Disarmament by the United Kingdom delegation"  ̂be used 
as a basis for reaching mutually acceptable procedures for on-site challenge 
inspections. Since we are most desirous to reach agreement as soon as possible 
on one of the most important questions of any future convention, we believe that 
the United Kingdom proposal could form the basis for a compromise solution, 
provided, of course, that it is properly elaborated. If that approach is acceptable 
to the United States and other parties to the negotiations, a way would thus have 
been found to reach agreement. With regard to the work of elaboration to which 
I just referred, we believe that consideration should be given the question of how 
to formulate, in as clear a manner as possible and based on the United Kingdom 
proposal, the criteria that would determine the exceptional circumstances that 
would, on the one hand, allow us the initiation of a challenge for inspection and, 
on the other, would allow a rejection of such a challenge.

It is our belief that, with respect to challenge inspection, the decision should 
be made by the Executive Council by a two-thirds majority. That approach would

 ̂D ocum ent 127.
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be the most democratic. We believe that no one should make any claims to 
exclusive rights here, because chemical weapons are a threat to all.

Our efforts in the field of chemical disarmament are not, however, confined to 
these proposals. We would like to see concrete measures taken now to facilitate 
the earliest possible conclusion of a convention. In this connection the Soviet 
delegation has been instructed to state that, as a step towards the elimination of 
chemical weapons, the Soviet Union would be prepared to agree to declare, 
together with the United States, a mutual moratorium on the production and 
deployment of chemical weapons, on the understanding, of course, that such a 
moratorium would be comprehensive and would cover binary chemical weapons 
as well. We hope that that proposal will not be found unacceptable by the United 
States, since, according to statements by United States officials, the United States 
does not at the present time produce chemical weapons. The Soviet Union sees 
an alternative to the manufacture of the means of chemical warfare in an 
expansion of international co-operation to develop a peaceful chemical industry. 
It is our conviction that as many States as possible should participate in such co
operation regardless of their social and economic systems or their level of 
development. Of course, the broadest possibilities for such co-operation would 
be opened up as a result of banning chemical weapons and freeing the resources 
devoted to them for peaceful and creative purposes.

We are convinced that the establishment of chemical-weapon-free zones in 
Central Europe and the Balkans—which is the objective of the well-known 
initiatives of the Governments of the German Democratic Republic, the Czecho
slovak Socialist Republic, the People’s Republic of Bulgaria and the Socialist 
Republic of Romania^ —would also help to rid our planet of chemical weapons 
more quickly.

However, we should not overlook what is hampering negotiations by creating 
particular barriers to the development of an effective system for verifying full 
compliance with a future convention. I am referring to the dangerous United 
States plans to start manufacturing a new generation of chemical weapons, 
namely, binary weapons, and deploying them in Western Europe. In the light of 
the efforts of the Soviet Union to achieve the earliest possible agreement on an 
international convention prohibiting all types of chemical weapons and provid
ing for their total elimination, those United States plans seem particularly 
unjustified.

We call upon the United States, instead of preparing for the production of new 
sophisticated types of chemical weapon, to engage responsibly in the work of 
achieving an international convention which would once and for all remove the 
chemical threat. Unfortunately, the United States has not as yet demonstrated 
such a responsible approach at the negotiations. The United States position has 
been frozen at the 1984 level. Since that time the United States has not made a 
single concrete proposal and has not budged an inch to accommodate the 
positions of other participants in the talks. One cannot help wondering whether 
the United States is not deliberately acting in this way so as to prevent any

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 601-602, 821-822.
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convention from seeing the light and to start up binary weapons assembly lines 
regardless of any other considerations.

The Soviet delegation calls on the General Assembly to speak out resolutely 
in favour of the earliest possible conclusion of the convention on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons—we would hope as early as 1987— ând to call for the 
prevention of a new round of a chemical arms race. We are confident that by 
taking such a decision the General Assembly would be living up to the hopes that 
have been placed in it by the peace-loving peoples of the world.

Today we would like to touch upon one more issue. Recently the United 
Socialist Party of Germany and the Social Democratic Party of Germany took a 
new important initiative in the field of disarmament. They drafted and presented 
principles for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free corridor in Central 
Europe. This initiative is based on the recommendations of the Palme Commis
sion  ̂and provides for the establishment in Central Europe, on the territories of 
the Federal Republic of Germany, the German Democratic Republic and Czecho
slovakia, of a nuclear-weapon-free corridor 150 kilometres wide on each side of 
the border between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and Warsaw 
Treaty countries. We wholeheartedly support that new joint initiative of the 
United Socialist Party of Germany and the Social Democratic Party of Germany 
and believe that its constructive substance convincingly demonstrates the ability 
to achieve concrete disarmament agreements when new, realistic approaches to 
the problem of security prevail despite differences in political philosophy.

210. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Shultz Following His Meeting in Vienna With So
viet Foreign l\/linister Shevardnadze [Extracts], 
November 6,1986^

We came here well prepared to build on the results of Reykjavik. We are also 
prepared to be patient in doing so, as we must be, since the rhythm and pace of 
this negotiation cannot be forced by either side. I cannot report the kind of 
progress we would like, but we will continue to work for progress in all areas of 
our extensive agenda with the Soviet Union.

I have just concluded over 5 hours of talks with Foreign Minister Shevard
nadze, including about 3 hours of private time. The meetings dealt with all four 
areas of our agenda. The U.S. purpose in coming here was to confirm and build 
on the results of Reykjavik. We brought along our top experts so we could have 
the kind of intensive discussions that have brought progress over the last few 
months. The experts met last night for more than 3 hours. I can’t say that the 
meetings have moved arms control matters along in any significant way, and I 
regret this. We did move along in other areas, and I’ll review them.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 233-236.
' Department of State Bulletin, January 1987, pp. 51-52.
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• • • • • • •

We had extensive discussions about nuclear arms control. Since Reykjavik, 
our objective has been to build on the results of Reykjavik and translate them into 
action at Geneva. In fact, the United States has already been doing this by 
formally incorporating the Reykjavik results into our negotiating positions at 
Geneva.

Thus, we came to Vienna prepared to confirm the progress made at Reykjavik. 
In addition, there are still some very important areas of disagreement in each of 
the three negotiating areas of Geneva—START [strategic arms reduction talks], 
INF [intermediate-range nuclear forces], and defense and space. We came there 
hoping to discuss these differences, to clarify them, and, if possible, to narrow 
them. In other words, we came prepared to move forward. We brought our arms 
control experts, and we had prepared papers covering each of the major nuclear 
arms control subjects. These papers reflected areas of agreement, and where there 
were differences, we stated clearly our positions and our understanding of the 
Soviet positions. Unfortunately, it has not been possible to move ahead as we had 
hoped. These issues will continue to be pursued by our negotiators in Geneva, 
who will continue explaining the new U.S. proposals reflecting the progress in 
Reykjavik. To maintain momentum,we also proposed that the U.S. and Soviet 
experts get together between the nuclear and space talks rounds—the current one 
will end early next week and the next one won’t start until January—so we 
proposed that experts get together as they did last summer between rounds and 
see if they can make some progress as they did last summer. That offer is on the 
table. We suggested language that would permit initiation of negotiations on 
nuclear testing. The Soviets didn’t seem to be interested.

The Foreign Minister and I discussed conventional arms control and chemical 
weapons. I emphasized that progress in these areas was a necessary complement 
to progress in reducing nuclear arms. I also pointed out a key to existing 
negotiations on both subjects was verification. And, we are still waiting for a 
serious Soviet effort to address our proposals in this regard. We gave them a 
package which set out what we believe was agreed at Reykjavik and where there 
are differences, set forth our position and our understanding of their position.

On START, the point of departure is the agreement at Reykjavik to 1,600 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic mis
siles, and heavy bombers. There would be no more than 6,000 warheads on these 
systems. That was agreed. We repeated the counting rule for bombers that was 
worked out at Reykjavik.

Now, the next step which we proposed is to add sublimits to this framework. 
We proposed sublimits of 4,800 ballistic missile warheads, 3,300 ICBM war
heads, and 1,650 warheads on permitted ICBMs except those on silo based, light- 
and medium-ICBMs with six or fewer warheads. These numbers represent 
substantial movement in the direction of the Soviet position. These reductions 
would be carried out in a phased manner and completed by the end of 1991.

We also put forward verification ideas that were discussed and agreed in 
principle in Reykjavik. These call for a comprehensive exchange of data, on-site
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observation of elimination down to agreed levels, an effective monitoring of 
remaining inventories, and associated facilities, including on-site inspection.

So, that’s in essence our START position, and where we think the agreements 
are in Reykjavik—where it’s important to move forward.

Our presentation on INF began with the solution agreed upon at Reykjavik: to 
reduce longer range INF missiles to 100 warheads worldwide on each side. The 
100 warheads on the Soviet side would be in Soviet Asia. The 100 on the U.S. 
side would be in the United States. Neither side would deploy such missiles in 
Europe. Basically, that was agreed in Reykjavik. These reductions would be 
carried out in a phased manner and completed by the end of 1991. We set forth 
our position on shorter range missiles, that the numbers should be constrained at 
or below the current Soviet level, and that the United States, of course, would 
have the right to the same number. We understand the Soviet view is that their 
present monopoly in such weapons should be frozen. We cannot accept that. We 
advanced for INF the same verification ideas discussed a moment ago for START 
and which were agreed in principle in Reykjavik. These limits would remain in 
effect until superseded by agreement providing for further reductions. Follow- 
on negotiations would begin by a date certain aimed at the elimination of long- 
range INF missiles on both sides worldwide, and also would deal with the 
question of shorter range INF missiles.

In the areas of defense in space, we repeated our willingness to undertake for 
10 years not to exercise our existing right of withdrawal from the ABM 
[Antiballistic Missile] Treaty.^ During that period, the sides would strictly 
observe all provisions of the ABM Treaty. Within the first 5 years of the 10-year 
period, the strategic offensive arms of the two sides would be reduced by 50%, 
as I’ve just discussed. During the following 5 years, our position is that the 
remaining offensive ballistic missiles of the two sides would be eliminated. The 
Soviet position is that all strategic offensive arms would be eliminated. At the end 
of this 10-year period, in our view, either side would be free to deploy advanced 
strategic defenses if it so chose, unless the sides agreed otherwise. Again, the 
verification ideas I discussed a few moments ago would be applied to this 
agreement as well.

In the area of verification, since there was a considerable discussion back and 
forth in Reykjavik between the two leaders, and they both confirmed to each other 
their insistence that extensive and intrusive verification had to accompany 
agreements of this magnitude, we put forward some separate statements on the 
subject. We laid out in some detail our view on the central role of verification in 
this process and the need to concurrently negotiate effective measures that woiild 
give both sides confidence in the observance of the obligations that were 
assumed.

On nuclear testing, we laid out the basis on which we are prepared to begin 
negotiations on nuclear testing. The agenda for these negotiations would first be 
to resolve verification issues associated with existing treaties. With this resolved, 
the two sides would immediately proceed in parallel with the reduction and

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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elimination of nuclear weapons to address further step-by-step limitations on 
testing, leading ultimately to the elimination of nuclear testing.

So you can see that we laid out in some detail our view of where we stand 
following Reykjavik. The agreements we proposed are fair to both sides and 
would be a dramatic step forward. And I continue to believe that as this process 
and the rhythm and pace of it moves along we may wind up, 4 or 5 years from 
now, looking back at Reykjavik as a watershed meeting. We put forward 
language to record what was agreed; and where differences remain, we put 
forward our position and our understanding of the Soviet position. Our objective 
was to clarify where we stand and, where possible, to narrow differences. The 
only real progress I can report is that we, again, made our position clear, and we 
affirmed our readiness to move ahead on these important matters.

• • • • • • •

211. Statement by Chancellor Kohl of the Federal 
Republic of Germany Before the Bundestag in 
Bonn: Reykjavik Meeting [Extract], November 6, 
1986'

Mr President, esteemed ladies and gentlemen: My talks in Washington from 
21 -24 October 1986 took place immediately after the Reykjavik summit meeting 
between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev at a time that was 
decisive for East-West relations. I was very glad that I had an opportunity at that 
time to meet the U.S. President for very comprehensive talks. It was the seventh 
meeting since I took office, and I found again that we have many friends in the 
United States, both inside and outside the administration, who show great 
understanding and sympathy for our policy . . .  [applause] and that the FRG has 
political weight and influence in the U.S. Government that permits us to represent 
and further our interests in the best possible way.

The central issue of my talks, and especially my meeting with the U.S. 
President, was the assessment of his meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev, 
because I was the first European government head to have an opportunity to meet 
Ronald Reagan. We agreed on important points of the analysis and the conclu
sions to be drawn.

We particularly agreed that the Iceland meeting was a significant phase of the 
East-West dialogue, that considerable progress was achieved in disarmament 
and arms control, that the process will continue on the basis of that progress— 
the United States has made further arms control proposals in Geneva—and we 
agreed that both sides—the United States and the Soviet Union—have kept the 
door open for a second summit meeting in the near future, maybe next year. I

' Cologne ARD Television network in German, November 6, 1986; JPRS, vol. VII, 
November 7, 1986, pp. J1-J3.

Document 211



KOHL STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 6 699

thanked the President for his efforts made on behalf of the alliance. I encouraged 
him to continue this process of political understanding and balance through arms 
control along the lines of a responsible security policy, [applause]

It is most important to understand that it was not just our position—the FRG 
position—but that all of the alliance jointly supports the United States.

When Secretary of State Shultz briefed the NATO Council the day after the 
Reykjavik meeting, all the allies, without exception, approved and supported the 
President’s negotiating position and the rapprochement achieved with the Soviet 
Union.

Ladies and gentlemen, I thanked the U.S. President particularly—we consid
ered it a particularly friendly gesture—for mentioning, in his talks with General 
Secretary Gorbachev, the fate of the Jews in the Soviet Union and that of the 
Germans in the Soviet Union, [applause]

I would like to summarize the most important points, based on my talks with 
the President, on the state and prospects of the East-West dialogue.

The leadership of both world powers seriously intend to achieve a specific 
agreement. They consider the arms control policy rapprochement achieved in 
Reykjavik a significant phase along the way. The leadership of the Soviet Union 
also considers what was achieved in Iceland as progress and success.

The U.S. discussion partners are of the opinion that despite the hard negotia
tions, which have not yet resolved in the formalization of achievements, the 
Soviet side conducted the talks as if it had success in mind. Thus a basis was 
achieved between the two world powers that would allow for further progress. 
The Reykjavik proposals remain on the table.

Ladies and gentlemen, careful and lengthy detail work will be necessary to 
permit the experts in the Geneva negotiations to negotiate further and implement 
the achievements. I think that the opportunities are there.

I would like to quote U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz, who said in the 
Washington talks that possibly a watershed had been reached that could lead to 
real disarmament.

Ladies and gentlemen, I feel confirmed in my assessment that the U.S. 
President—as he announced in his March 1983 SDI speech^—is prepared for 
very extensive reductions of offensive nuclear weapons [nukleare offensivwaf- 
fen]. It is his desire to abolish all offensive ballistic missiles [ojfensive ballistis- 
che raketen]. The newest U.S. proposal submitted in Geneva is consistent with 
that approach.

The United States is not willing to introduce the core of the SDI research 
program as an object of the Geneva disarmament talks, an object to be bargained 
away [wegverhandelt] in the negotiations. Washington, like the Soviet Union, 
will implement its research program.

Ladies and gentlemen, recent statements, even of influential U.S. critics of SDI 
such as McNamara, show that the United States considers the research program 
a necessary guarantee and insurance against possible violations during the 
intended disarmament process. A U.S. Government headed by the Democrats 
would also stick with SDI research work. Evidence of that includes a Democratic

 ̂For the speech, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 206-207.
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Party document published for the 1988 presidential elections on foreign and 
security policies dealing with new directions in a changing America. It states, 
among other things, I quote: The Soviet Union is also engaged in research work 
in the field and U.S. research is necessary, even if only to safeguard against a 
Soviet breakthrough, end of quotation.

Nevertheless, I would not consider the situation deadlocked. Flexibility is 
possible and has been signaled by both sides. The U.S. is still prepared to 
cooperate in the field of defensive systems. By announcing in Reykjavik that the 
United States would abide by the ABM Treaty^ for 10 years, the President went 
a long way to meet the other side.

Ladies and gentlemen, the Soviet Union, for its part, indicated that its 
interpretation that SDI research must be tied to laboratories, does not mean that 
it must, I quote, take place within four walls. Sagdeyev, the head of the Soviet 
Space Research Institute, said that laboratory research could also include 
activities in space. Batalin, deputy chairman of the Presidium of the USSR 
Council of Ministers, who headed a Supreme Soviet delegation to the FRG, 
stated that the Soviet demand for a package solution must not be understood as 
being an ultimatum.

Ladies and gendemen, for us Europeans there cannot be any doubt that such 
drastic reductions of nuclear weapons in a relatively short time, as discussed in 
Reykjavik, would lead to a considerable exchange of strategic conditions 
between East and West.

We must proceed on the assumption that such a development would have far- 
reaching effects on relations in the Western alliance and on the strategy of the 
alliance. Those effects must be carefully analyzed in the alliance and appropriate 
alliance positions must be developed.

Ladies and gentlemen, Europeans should not be surprised by the historical 
dimension that appears here in outline. We should not be scared of our own 
courage and the constantly changing international situation, [applause]

I am convinced that it is our job to go along with that change as European allies 
and with a view to our own interests. It was only natural that I used the opportunity 
afforded by my visit and my talks in the United States to outline clearly German 
and European security interests. In doing so, I was able to expressly refer to the 
support of my British and French colleagues. I outline the German and European 
interests as follows:

First, we again stressed our primary interest in an agreement on nuclear 
intermediate-range weapons. The proposed zero solution in Europe, with a 
simultaneous reduction to 100 warheads outside Europe, is acceptable to the 
Federal Government. An agreement could be achieved quickly if the Soviet 
Union was prepared to lift the irrelevant linkage it has again submitted in the form 
of a package solution. If there is no real and urgent connection, no arms control 
field should be made the stumbling block to another area of the negotiations. 
Instead, every possible independent step on the path to disarmament must be 
taken.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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Ladies and gentlemen, an all or nothing policy prevents any possible step 
forward, [applause] But every single agreement can create additional confidence 
and thus contribute to achieving progress in the difficult arms control field.

Second, I also explained our position on shorter range intermediate-range 
weapons. We want to prevent the development of a new gray area of unregistered 
weapons systems. In that field we have nothing comparable to set up against the 
Soviet weapons systems. We are interested in a specific, short-term commitment 
to continue negotiations with the intention of reducing the number of those 
weapons and giving each side the right to the same upper limit, [applause] 

Third, I pointed out that for the FRG and the other European allies, our peace 
and arms control policies are oriented toward preventing any kind of war— 
nuclear or conventional. For the allies, disarmament agreements should lead to 
more security, not less security, [applause]

In no case may a conventional war in Europe become feasible or more 
probable, [applause]

We welcome the rapprochement in Reykjavik to achieve a far-reaching 
reduction of offensive nuclear weapons within the next 10 years. However, it 
must be clear that a progressive reduction of nuclear weapons will attach 
increasing importance to the problem of a balance of conventional weapons, 
[applause] That results from the relevant facts and we must draw the conclusions 
to be drawn from them.

I have pointed out to the U.S. President that it is now necessary to find a joint 
solution for the problem of a suitable forum for conventional arms control. 
France’s and Spain’s participation in conventional disarmament negotiations is 
unquestionable. The two alliances must certainly be given an active role in real 
disarmament negotiations. We are fully aware of the constructive role the 
European neutral and nonaligned countries played at the Stockholm conference. 
The Federal Govemment.has suggested a compromise solution.

Fourth, once again I have urged a worldwide ban on chemical weapons, which 
is of real concern to the European allies. Problems of verification can be solved 
on the basis of the proposals made by Great Britain at the Geneva Disarmament 
conference, which we support.

Fifth, as to the problem of reaching agreement on a test halt, I have encouraged 
the U.S. President—on the basis of my proposals submitted in January and 
April—to continue his step-by-step approach. I think there is a logical connection 
between far-reaching reductions of offensive weapons and the chances for an 
agreement on halting tests.

Sixth, as to a strategic defense system research program, I have demonstrated 
our interest in the observance of the ABM Treaty and in a joint interpretation by 
the great powers, assuming there is no new agreement between the two world 
powers. I would like to point out again that reductions in offensive weapons must 
logically have consequences for the deployment of defensive systems.

Seventh, because of the far-reaching conclusions resulting from the develop
ments in Reykjavik and Geneva, I have expressly drawn attention to the necessity 
of comprehensive consultations within the alliance and bilaterally. The strategic 
requirements resulting from the process have to be analyzed carefully. It is
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important to maintain the unity and solidarity of the alliance. The European allies 
must define their interests and introduce them into the negotiations, [applause]

In this connection the agreement reached in Frankfurt at the German-French 
summit on closer coordination among the FRG, France, and Great Britain on 
current disarmament and security issues is of special importance.

We are in the midst of an important and positive phase of East-West relations. 
Never before have the two world powers been so close on central problems of 
arms control. Never before were there such far-reaching and comprehensive 
disarmament proposals on the table. With goodwill on both sides, agreements can 
now be reached at negotiations that will safeguard the security interests of all 
participants.

Ladies and gentlemen, that development confirms the Federal Government’s 
policy of recent years, which has been oriented from the very beginning toward 
maintaining peace and constructive cooperation. It confirms my statements made 
in January and April, when I spoke about the further development of the East- 
West dialogue. From my point of view, and consistent with the vital interests of 
the FRG, four agreements could be reached in the near future: an agreement on 
longer range intermediate-range weapons, including a commitment to continue 
negotiations on the shorter range systems in order to reduce them and to establish 
an equal upper limit, an agreement on reducing the number of all strategic nuclear 
weapons by half, a worldwide ban on chemical weapons, and an agreement on 
limiting nuclear tests step-by-step along with the reductions in nuclear weapons.

The hope and the perspective of significant decisions and a peaceful and safe 
world with fewer weapons occurs at the same time that 35 states are to meet in 
Vienna at the CSCE follow-up. That meeting will deal with all aspects of East- 
West cooperation, and, of course, with important security issues.

• • • • • • •

212. News Conference Remarks by Soviet Foreign 
IVIinster Slievardnadze: Results of the l\/leetings in 
Reyl<javil< and Vienna [Extracts], November 10, 
1986^

You know that I have held talks with the U.S. Secretary of State, Mr Shultz, 
in Vienna on November 5 and 6.

Those talks were not the only reason why I went to the Austrian capital. A 
followup meeting of the states participating in the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe opened there in November 4. This is why in my statement 
at Vienna airport on the morning of November 6 I paid most attention to that

' Moscow TASS in English, November 10, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, November 13, 
1986, vol. Ill, pp. AA1-AA6.
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meeting. The results of my conversation with the secretary of state were 
described only briefly, in the most general form.

Now that time allows us to make a more careful analysis of, and compare, the 
sides’ positions at the talks in Vienna, we shall give you the facts and our 
understanding of them.

Let me tell you first the aim we set ourselves. After the meeting in Reykjavik 
American representatives in the public statements gave very loose accounts of 
what we said at Hofdi House. Facts fresh in our memory were being presented 
in such a wide range of distortions that we felt we just had to ask our recent 
interlocutors about the reasons behind this amazing discordance.

But what was most important was to make sure that the American side was 
committed to the accords reached by Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee, and U.S. President Ronald Reagan and if it was, that 
it was ready to continue working from the level achieved, both politically and in 
terms of positions.

That question became the focal point of the talks. We kept asking it with such 
insistence as we had never before inquired anything of our partners.

We had to do so because we realized from the outset that they would like to 
revise every aspect of mutual understanding reached in Reykjavik and retreat to 
the pre-Reykjavik position. They would like to rewrite the results of the talks 
between the leaders of our countries. They would like us to accept an entirely new 
package of issues supposedly discussed and a list of matters agreed in Iceland 
curtailed to the point of becoming unrecognizable.

We had set on the table before us an amazing assortment of papers which 
actually cancelled everything achieved by the sides in Reykjavik. All those levels 
and sublevels, limits and sublimits, all the expert arithmetics that seemed to have 
been abolished once and for good in the Icelandic capital surfaced anew to 
obscure the substance.

But what turned out to be most striking in our partner’s stand was that the global 
solution to the crucial issue of eliminating all the nuclear arsenals of the USSR 
and the United States, and first and foremost strategic offensive armaments, 
within ten years, which was found in Reykjavik, was flatly denied. The explicit 
statement by the two countries’ leaders on this score appeared entangled in a net 
of technical casuistry. The cells of this net are so small that nothing resembling 
agreement is visible.

As a direct participant in the talks in the Icelandic capital, I remember well the 
way the agreement in principle on the entire package of the measures for nuclear 
disarmament was reached, with the exception the one issue of SDL I presume that 
my Vienna interlocutor also remembers this. In any case, President Reagan held 
that the remaining issues in this package were agreed upon.

Speaking about extra-laboratory tests of space weapons as the only diver
gency, he said that the matter now was in one word, to which Mikhail Gorbachev 
replied and I cite him: “Agree to banning tests in space and we will sign the 
document in two minutes”.

Precisely that divergency became unbridgeable for the moment and we parted 
expressing disappointment.
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However, the package (I shall describe it as a package of accords) remained, 
and the most important thing in it was the agreement of the two sides to scrap in 
ten years “all nuclear devices”, i.e. each and every nuclear weapon. By the way, 
the U.S. President specified what should be scrapped. To make this point clear 
once and for all, I have to quote the words of the President. He said that he wanted 
to ask if we meant—and this, in his opinion, would be very good—the scrapping 
by the end of the two five-year periods of all the nuclear explosive devices, that 
is bombs, battlefield weapons systems, cruise missiles, submarine weapons, 
medium-range weapon systems etc. If we agree that by the end of the 10-year 
period all the nuclear armaments will be eliminated, we can pass over the 
agreement to our delegations in Geneva, so that they prepare a treaty which 
Mikhail Gorbachev can sign during his visit to the United States.

Within the framework of this general and the most important commitment the 
sides agreed on the order of steps to be taken towards scrapping nuclear weapons. 
They agreed that in the first five years strategic offensive nuclear weapons would 
be reduced by half.

The general secretary handed the U.S. President a table with breakdown data 
on the strategic forces of the USSR and the United States and suggested reducing 
all systems, including Soviet heavy missiles, by half. The American President 
fully assented to this.

It was also agreed that all the remaining strategic offensive nuclear weapons 
would be scrapped in the second half-decade. The American side at that point 
asked us to clarify just one aspect, namely whether offensive ballistic missiles 
would also be destroyed in the process. The answer was in the affirmative.

An understanding on medium-range missiles was the second element of the 
“package of accords”. It boiled down to the following formula: Zero medium- 
range missiles in Europe plus a freeze on the shorter-range missiles there plus the 
commencement of talks on them plus the reduction of the warheads on Soviet 
missiles in the Asian part of the USSR to 100, with the United States being 
entitled to have the same number of warheads on its medium-range missiles on 
its own territory.

Every component of that equation was mentioned separately, and the Ameri
can side gave its consent to each of them, without voicing any reservation or 
criticisms.

The question of nuclear testing also became part of the package. We proposed 
that talks be started to draw up an agreement on a total nuclear test ban and to 
discuss intermediate options, such as limitations on the yield of nuclear explo
sions and their number and the 1974 and 1976 treaties.^

Lastly, the problem of “strategic defences”. A major understanding of prin
ciple was recorded on them, too: The sides would not withdraw from the ABM 
treaty^ for 10 years. But an obstacle arose there as well because of the unwilling
ness of the American side to restrict work under the SDI programme and their

 ̂These treaties are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229, and
1976, pp. 328-332, respectively.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197-202.
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desire to get us at all cost to agree to the cancellation of the ABM treaty after that 
ten-year period during which the USA would get ready a space weapon system 
to deploy a space weapon system.

I have gone over the course of discussions and the accords reached to show that 
the Reykjavik package was integral for the sides with the exception of SDI and, 
partially, nuclear testing. Agreement was reached in Reykjavik on all the other 
issues.

This was stated absolutely unambiguously by Mikhail Gorbachev at a press 
conference in the Icelandic capital an hour after the meeting had closed. He made 
that point in later statements, too.

Regrettably, both in Vienna and now in Moscow we have to tell some common 
truths to put clearly on record the line which our partners and we were going to 
follow.

What we were offered in Vienna could be compared with a theatre of political 
farce in which one theme prevailed: The Reykjavik meeting seems to have taken 
place, but it was different from what we think it was.

The talks had to be brought back to realistic ground. We had prepared 
beforehand a document “Key Provisions of Agreements Between the USSR and 
the U.S. on Nuclear Disarmament Which are Subject to Further Preparation for 
Signing”. We put it on the negotiating table during the talks with the U.S. 
secretary of state.

It was a sort of draft framework agreement which, if coordinated by ministers, 
would be submitted for approval to the general secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee and the U.S. President. Thus, the delegations in Geneva would be 
given a firm basis for working out texts to specific agreements.

The document set forth the main parameters for accords on all the four spheres 
of the nuclear-space complex.

Excuse me, but I think it essential to detail all aspects of the proposals we tabled 
at the Vienna talks.

On strategic offensive armaments we proposed to take as a basis for an 
agreement the accord in principle reached in Reykjavik to the effect that in the 
course of five years, i.e. by the end of 1991, the sides would reduce their strategic 
forces by 50 per cent to an equal number of delivery vehicles and warheads.

With a view to preserving the characteristic features of the structure of the 
Soviet and American strategic forces, all strategic offensive armaments, includ
ing, of course, Soviet heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles, would be subject 
to reduction.

As to sea-launched long-range nuclear cruise missiles that do not belong to the 
strategic triad it is intended to find a separate mutually acceptable decision on the 
limitation of their deployment.

The remaining 50 percent of all strategic offensive weapons of the USSR and 
the United States would be liquidated in the course of the next five years, by the 
end of 1996, as agreed in Reykjavik. The readiness of the sides to work for an 
agreement for full elimination of all types of nuclear arms in the course of a ten- 
year period was also reflected accordingly.

The wording on medium-range missiles was also fully based on the accords in 
Reykjavik. Leaving aside the matter of the nuclear potentials of Britain and
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France, the sides would sign an agreement on total liquidation of the medium- 
range missiles of the USSR and the United States in Europe. Talks would be 
started urgently on missiles with a range not exceeding one thousand kilometres 
and their level would be frozen.

At the same time an agreement would also go into force reducing the medium- 
range missiles in the Asian part of the USSR to the level of 100 warheads, the 
United States having the right to deploy 100 warheads, on such missiles on its 
territory.

With due consideration for the need to preclude any possibility—in conditions 
of such deep cuts of nuclear arms—of either side getting military superiority and 
disrupting the equilibrium we confirmed the proposal to agree that the USSR and 
United States shall not exercise their right to withdraw from the timeless treaty 
on the limitation of ABM systems and shall strictly observe all of its provisions 
for the ten years.

We did not insist in the termination of all research under the SDI programme. 
More than that, such research and testing would have been permitted within 
laboratories. The ban was to apply to the testing of the cosmic elements of the 
ABM defence in outer space. In a few subsequent years the sides could have 
found in the process of negotiations further mutually acceptable solutions in this 
field.

I would like to clarify this point. I believe it is perfectly natural and legitimate 
to put the issue in this way: Laboratory research, including the building of ready 
samples, prototypes of corresponding defensive systems, will be allowed for ten 
years, after which the sides will look at what has come of it in practice, and be 
consequently able to conduct talks on what the results of corresponding research 
and testing in laboratory are in practice.

The Soviet delegation said it favoured the commencement of talks at a high 
level in the near future with the aim of determining what work on ABM weapons 
is permitted by the ABM treaty and what is not. The American side was not 
enthusiastic about the idea.

We have also proposed coming to mutually acceptable arrangements to ban 
anti-satellite weapons. This is a very important proposition. The development of 
anti-satellite weapons might open a broad channel for bypassing the ban in the 
creation of space systems of anti-missile weapons. Therefore this channel should 
be blocked.

And finally, the fourth area: banning nuclear tests. The Soviet Union has been 
and remains firmly in favour of their immediate and complete termination. But, 
taking into account the situation which has developed, we have suggested that 
full-scale bilateral talks be started without delay, talks which would carry us to 
a complete ban on nuclear explosions.

Such is the gist of the draft working document which we have submitted for the 
consideration of the U.S. side in Vienna. It fully reproduces what the leaders of 
the two countries agreed upon in the Icelandic capital.

The U.S. side has set itself quite a different aim: to replace the Reykjavik 
package with a Vienna package from which the fundamental crucial arrangement 
has been dropped while other arrangements have been washed out with a 
multitude of reservations, stipulations and one-sided interpretations.
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Thus two concepts, two diametrically opposite approaches clashed in Vienna. 
The Soviet Union has been endeavouring to create a basis for practical 

implementation of the arrangements reached in Reykjavik.
ilie  United States sought to endorse the positions leading to the erosion of the 

Reykjavik foundation.

We hold that leaders must directly assume responsibility for resolving funda
mental questions. And if we really want to remain on the high point of Reykjavik 
and take from it the main peak—we must preserve what has been achieved. While 
continuing the work in Geneva—incidentally on November 7th we submitted 
new proposals there based on the Reykjavik accords—we should also hold 
meetings and carry out contacts on a higher level as well. We persistently stated 
this in Vienna. And although we did not get an answer, we do not rule out, as 
before, that such contacts will take place.

We are ready for them.

213. Statement by President Reagan on the Nuclear 
and Space Arms Talks: End-of-Round Assess
ment, November 12,1986^

Since today marks the close of round six of the nuclear and space talks (NST) 
between the United States and the Soviet Union, I want to take this occasion to 
reaffirm our commitment to achieving deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions 
in the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals. Such reductions would reduce the risk of 
nuclear war and create a far safer world.

When this round opened 8 weeks ago, it held the promise of important progress 
in our effort to get Soviet agreement to deep reductions in nuclear arms. Those 
hopes were heightened by the progress made during my meeting with General 
Secretary Gorbachev at Reykjavik last month. We discussed there the full range 
of issues between our countries, including human rights, regional conflicts, arms 
reductions, and expanded bilateral contacts and communication. And specifi
cally, in regard to arms control, the General Secretary and I made significant 
headway in narrowing U.S.-Soviet differences on several key issues.
• We agreed to a 50% reduction in strategic offensive arms over the next 5 

years, to be implemented by reductions to 1,600 strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles and 6,000 warheads on those delivery vehicles.

• We recognized the need for significant cuts in Soviet heavy ICBMs 
[intercontinental ballistic missiles], the most destabilizing missiles of all.

• We agreed to a global limit of 100 warheads on longer range INF [interme- 
diate-range nuclear force] missiles, with no such missiles in Europe.

’ Department of State Bulletin, January 1987, p. 41.
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The United States proposed that neither the United States nor U.S.S.R. deploy 
advanced strategic defenses for 10 years while conducting research, develop
ment, and testing which are permitted by the ABM [Antiballistic Missile] 
Treaty.^ This would be coupled with agreement that during the first 5 years of this 
period, strategic offensive arms would be reduced by 50% and that during the 
second 5 years, all remaining U.S. and Soviet offensive ballistic missiles would 
be totally eliminated. We made clear that at the end of the 10-year period, either 
side could deploy defenses if it so chose, unless the parties agreed otherwise. Mr. 
Gorbachev did not accept this proposal and instead insisted on making the ABM 
Treaty more restrictive by limiting our research exclusively to the laboratory and, 
in effect, killing the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative.

During this round, our negotiators in Geneva formally tabled new U.S. 
proposals reflecting the areas of agreement I reached with Mr. Gorbachev in 
Reykjavik, as well as our other proposals. On November 7, the Soviet Union took 
some new steps as well, by tabling proposals that partially reflect the headway 
made at Reykjavik. These areas of agreement can serve as the starting point from 
which U.S. and Soviet negotiators could hammer out significant arms reduction 
treaties. But this has not yet been the case. While this may have been the most 
productive round to date, the Soviet negotiations have still not followed up 
adequately to build on the progress made at Reykjavik. Instead, at times, the 
Soviets have seemed more interested in conducting a public relations campaign 
than in pursuing the serious give-and-take of the bargaining table.

This is particularly true in the case of reductions in intermediate-range nuclear 
forces. One year ago, at our summit meeting in Geneva, Mr. Gorbachev and I 
agreed to build upon areas of common ground, including an interim agreement 
in INF. The Soviets reiterated this position in proposals they made earlier this 
year. And they reaffirmed the goal of a separate INF agreement only days before 
our meeting in Iceland. Now, however, the Soviets have taken a major step 
backwards by insisting that progress in every area of nuclear arms control must 
be linked together in a single package. This attempt to hold progress in other areas 
of arms control hostage to acceptance of the Soviet effort to kill our SDI program 
is patendy unacceptable.

In light of the continuing Soviet offensive buildup, the longstanding and 
extensive Soviet programs in strategic defense, and continued Soviet noncom
pliance with existing arms control agreements, SDI is crucial to the future 
security of the United States and our allies. Americans recognize that SDI was 
essential in getting the Soviets to return to the negotiating table and that it is 
essential as well to our prospects for concluding an agreement with the Soviets 
to reduce nuclear arms. Effective strategic defenses would be insurance against 
Soviet cheating or abrogation to such an agreement. In addition, they would 
provide a continuing incentive to the Soviets to pursue further reductions in 
offensive weapons. SDI is, therefore, a vital insurance policy that we cannot, and 
will not, bargain away. That is a commitment which I have made to the American 
people, and I stand by it.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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U.S. negotiators have worked hard in translating the progress made at Reykjavik 
into concrete new arms reduction proposals. These new American proposals, 
along with some new Soviet proposals, are now on the table in Geneva. Let us 
hope that when the talks resume on January 15, as we have already agreed, the 
Soviets will move with us to bring about, for the first time in history, significant 
reductions in nuclear weapons. Such reductions are now within our grasp if the 
Soviet Union will join us in serious pursuit of agreements which are equitable and 
stabilizing for both sides, and in the interest of the entire world. We are ready for 
this. We await Soviet readiness to move forward.

214. Address by ACDA Director Adelman: A World 
Without Nuciear Weapons, November 13,1986^

Since the Reykjavik meeting between President Reagan and General Secretary 
Gorbachev, a lot of people have begun to take a fresh and serious look at an old 
question: would we be better off in a world without nuclear weapons? Over the 
past few weeks there have been numerous articles on the subject in such 
publications as Time, Newsweeky and the New York Times. I detect something of 
a sea change out there. Commentators who usually devote their column inches 
to telling us how desperately we need a new arms control agreement have 
suddenly taken to telling us how desperately we need nuclear weapons. Since 
Reykjavik, everybody seems to be learning to love nuclear deterrence.

What about this question? Is it really possible to eliminate nuclear weapons 
entirely, and would we be better off in a world without them? These are serious 
issues for arms control. They are serious issues for our national security. The 
elimination of nuclear weapons has been, at least, a distant goal of our arms 
control and disarmament policy since the beginning of the nuclear era. But I think 
we have always understood that it was not a simple or immediate goal.

Problems of Eliminating Nuclear Weapons

Today, I think it would be useful to remind ourselves of some of the problems 
it would entail. So let’ s imagine, for a moment, a world in which nuclear weapons 
were about to be completely eliminated. What kind of world would this be? What 
kinds of problems would we face?

Soviet Superiority in Conventional Arms. The first problem we would face 
is Soviet superiority in conventional arms. In Europe right now there is a serious 
imbalance in conventional forces between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. At 
present, the Warsaw Pact has a formidable margin of superiority—almost twice 
as many divisions, nearly two-and-a-half times as many tanks, and nearly five 
times the number of artillery pieces in place in Europe. On the purely conven
tional plane, NATO forces are outnumbered and outgunned. Reinforcements can

• Department of State, Current Policy No. 896. The address was delivered before the 
Woodrow Wilson School of Public and Intemational Affairs at Princeton University.
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obviously be brought from the United States, but that is a complicated task, and 
even then the Warsaw Pact enjoys a considerable edge. That is why deterrence 
in Europe continues to depend on nuclear weapons and cannot be anchored on 
conventional forces alone.

This is nothing new. Ever since 1945, when the United States rapidly 
demobilized its armed forces, we have depended, and Western Europe has 
depended, on U.S. nuclear weapons to deter Soviet aggression. Time and again 
over the years we have reaffirmed the need to strengthen conventional forces. 
And we have made some progress, insufficient progress but some nonetheless. 
But the imbalance remains.

Under these circumstances, to eliminate the nuclear threat would be to weaken 
our deterrence of Soviet aggression. The first task we would face were we to 
proceed in a steady way to eliminate nuclear weapons, therefore, would be to 
right the balance in conventional arms. This may be difficult, for despite the 
greater wealth of the West, we are still free peoples. And free peoples do not 
easily choose to commit large increases in current defense spending, even if only 
to match expenditures by totalitarian states.

Verification. The second problem we would face is that of verifying a total ban 
on nuclear weapons. The verification problems posed by such an agreement 
would be truly monumental. For the past 15 years in arms control, we have relied 
on national technical means to verify compliance. We have been dealing with 
many provisions— f̂or example, gross totals of fixed missile silos—that are 
comparatively easy to verify. These methods of verification have serious 
limitations. As we look a short distance down the arms control trail, we can see 
new verification problems emerging. Mobile missiles already pose a problem for 
verification. Warhead limits pose a problem for verification. As the technologi
cal trend moves in the direction of smaller and more mobile systems, these 
verification problems will only increase.

But these hurdles— b̂y no means insignificant ones— p̂ale in comparison with 
the huge difficulty of ensuring against clandestine production of nuclear weap
ons themselves. The verification problems posed by this idea take us back to the 
kinds of issues we first confronted 40 years ago, when the United States proposed 
the Baruch Plan to the United Nations.^ The Baruch Plan was our first nuclear 
arms control initiative, a comprehensive proposal to eliminate nuclear weapons 
and place all atomic energy activities under control of an international authority.

Had it been accepted by the Soviet Union in 1946, the Baruch Plan would have 
been a major undertaking even then. But at that time, circumstances were so 
much simpler. In 1946, when we proposed the Baruch Plan to the United Nations, 
we had a monopoly on atomic weapons.

Elimination of nuclear weapons would require the most extensive and intru
sive system of onsite inspections anyone could imagine. It is hard to think of a 
major military or even industrial installation that could be legally exempted from 
inspection on demand. That would mean, in turn, unprecedented openness to 
foreign intrusion on the part of all nations. Thus far the Soviet Union has raised 
objections to even the most limited inspection arrangements.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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The Soviets have always resisted inspection in practice. As Khrushchev said 
to Arthur Robens, a British official, in 1956: “Why should I let you into my back 
garden so that you can peep through my kitchen window?” We still do not have 
govemment-to-govemment inspection of Soviet territory. We are a vast distance 
away from the kind of inspection we would need for such a comprehensive 
agreement. One need only think of the fate of Major Nicholson—who was shot 
to death in 1985 by Soviet soldiers while carrying out his inspection duties in East 
Germany as permitted under international agreement—to see the kinds of 
barriers we are up against. We continue to hope that the Soviet Union will come 
to accept more effective verification measures. In the meantime, without a 
comprehensive and thoroughly intrusive inspection system, a treaty eliminating 
nuclear weapons would simply be impractical.

Third Countries and Nuclear Weapons. The third problem we must address 
is the issue of third countries. Needless to say, nuclear technology is far more 
widely disseminated today than it was in 1946. We already have a Non- 
Proliferation Treaty,^ of course. And we have been very successful at curbing the 
spread of nuclear weapons. But in a nuclear-weapons-free world, the incentive 
to cheat might well increase, since a single madman, a single terrorist leader 
armed with atomic weapons, could wield, if only for a while, disproportionate 
power.

Fundamental Problems. But behind all these problems I have mentioned are 
two very fundamental ones. The first is that we can’t put the nuclear genie back 
in the bottle. While it may some day be possible to return to a non-nuclear world, 
it is utterly impossible to return to a prenuclear world. It is utterly impossible to 
return to a world where the secrets of nuclear fission and nuclear fusion are not 
yet known. The knowledge for creating atomic bombs exists and will remain. The 
knowledge is widely disseminated. It cannot be unlearned. Nuclear weapons 
cannot be disinvented. Like Adam and Eve, we have eaten of the apple, and we 
can’t go back to Eden.

The other fundamental problem is the nature of the Soviet Union. The most 
basic reason that eliminating nuclear weapons will not solve our problem is that 
nuclear weapons are not the cause of our problem. They are merely the symptom. 
The cause of tension, the cause of fear, and the cause of danger are not weapons 
but aggressive intentions and aggressive policies. Nobody in the United States 
loses any sleep over the British nuclear arsenal. The source of tension is not the 
possession of nuclear weapons but the presence of aggressive intentions. The 
most basic barrier to radical measures of arms control thus far has been the 
secretive and aggressive nature of the Soviet regime. Until that changes, arms 
control is up against some serious hurdles.

Eliminating Ballistic Missiles

But what about the possibility—proposed by President Reagan at Reykjavik— 
of eliminating ballistic missiles? That is a different proposition from eliminating 
all nuclear weapons. Eliminating ballistic missiles would be a big job. It is a job

3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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we would have to go about very carefully, with a clear understanding of the 
complexities and problems involved. But a world without ballistic missiles 
would offer great advantages over our present situation, provided we had some 
form of insurance like the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) coming on stream 
to cope with potential cheating.

Why single out ballistic missiles as a problem?
First, ballistic missiles are weapons par excellence of surprise attack and 

nuclear blackmail. They travel to their targets very quickly, 25-30 minutes for 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), 10-15 minutes for some submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Once fired, they cannot be called back. 
They cover in minutes the distances that bombers cross only in hours. They also 
appear most threatening psychologically and politically. They are vulnerable, at 
least partly so, when based on land, and highly accurate in any basing mode. In 
a nutshell, they are the weapon system most likely to prompt a “use it or lose it” 
type of response in a crisis.

The Soviets were the first to test and deploy intercontinental ballistic missiles 
in 1957, the year in which they launched the Sputnik satellite. Khrushchev made 
exaggerated claims about the number of missiles that the Soviet Union pos
sessed, and many people in the West became frightened. Khrushchev’s threats 
helped to prompt an antinuclear movement— t̂he “ban the bomb” movement of 
the late 1950s. Since that time, the land-based ballistic missile has always been 
the weapon of choice for Soviet nuclear intimidation.

A world without the threat of ballistic missiles would thus be a world in which 
a major instrument of surprise nuclear attack and nuclear blackmail had been 
eliminated.

Second, there is also reason to believe that without ballistic missiles, nuclear 
deterrence would be more stable. The Soviets have always seen the ballistic 
missile as a preemptive weapon, even as we have placed emphasis on retaliation. 
The heart of the present Soviet arsenal is a force of 308 SS-18 missiles with 10- 
plus warheads each. These warheads are powerful and accurate. The SS-18 
missiles are designed as a first-strike weapon. They are designed to destroy our 
land-based missiles in their silos, to destroy a large part of our land-based 
retaliatory force before it can get off the ground.

If both sides’ weapons are vulnerable, temptation on both sides to use them in 
a crisis increases. So ballistic missiles, in addition to being very threatening 
weapons, can be destabilizing. If we move away from these hairtrigger weapons, 
we may improve stability.

But what about the problems of a world without ballistic missiles? There is no 
use pretending that such a world would be problem free. What would be some of 
the difficulties we would face in moving to a world without ballistic missiles? 
First, nuclear deterrence would still operate. But now we would be talking about 
slower flying, air-breathing delivery vehicles.

Soviet Air Defense Superiority. The first problem we would face in this world 
is Soviet air defense superiority. The Soviets have invested massively in air 
defenses. The Soviets have more than 9,000 surface-to-air missile (SAM) 
launchers, over 4,600 tactical SAM launchers, and some 10,000 air defense 
radars. We have nothing comparable to this. If deterrence is no longer going to
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rely on ballistic missiles, then we need to think seriously about improving our 
own air defenses. We would also have to think seriously about improving 
our ability to penetrate Soviet air defenses. And we would probably have to think 
seriously also about strengthening conventional forces.

Verification and Compliance. But the truly major problem we would face is 
verification and compliance. It would be a formidable problem. In a world 
without ballistic missiles and without strategic defense, there would always be 
a tremendous temptation for a potential aggressor to produce a clandestine force 
of ballistic missiles. Such a force would give its possessor enormous power. The 
danger would be far greater than it was in the 1950s. Because ballistic missiles 
have already been built, extremely powerful and accurate missiles could be 
fielded much more rapidly than they were then. Indeed, rocket technology would 
continue to advance, since space programs would continue.

In addition, clandestine production, storage, and deployment of missiles would 
be very hard to detect. Mobile missiles are of particular concern in this regard. 
Indeed, we should not forget that the Soviets have already deployed a mobile 
ICBM, the SS-25, which was itself a violation of the SALT II [strategic arms 
limitations talks] agreement."  ̂Research and production have always been ex
tremely difficult to verify by national technical means.

In a world without ballistic missiles, we would have to worry about not just 
Soviet noncompliance. We would also have to worry about third countries. These 
are all very serious problems.

The Need for Strategic Defenses

But this is where defenses come in. If we were to couple elimination of ballistic 
missiles with deployment of strategic defenses against ballistic missiles, we 
would have a critical hedge against cheating. We would also create a powerful 
disincentive against cheating, since in the presence of effective defenses, ballistic 
missiles would tend to lose the overwhelming military value they now have. If 
defenses exist to stop ballistic missiles, then there would be less military reason, 
in a world where ballistic missiles had been eliminated, to bring them back. 
Strategic defenses would thus be an insurance policy for arms control.

I am not saying that elimination of ballistic missiles would be an easy job. But 
defenses at least make the idea of a world without ballistic missiles seem a lot 
more reasonable than it might have seemed in the past.

That is what President Reagan proposed to General Secretary Gorbachev in 
Reykjavik—a plan for elimination of ballistic missiles coupled with deployment 
of strategic defenses. It is, in my view, a powerful and creative vision. It is a vision 
of a world in which the most menacing weapons, ballistic missiles, had been 
eliminated by arms control and simultaneously rendered obsolete by defenses. It 
is a vision in which paper agreements are backed up by strong physical 
guarantees. That’s partly what’s been missing in arms control in the past, a clear 
insurance policy against noncompliance.

"̂ The agreement may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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President Reagan’s offer suggests how strategic defense can assist and 
strengthen arms control. In fact, strategic defense technologies represent possi
bly the most promising development for arms control and national security since 
space launches made possible the reconnaissance satellite. The Strategic Defense 
Initiative could prove an even more radical advance than the emergence of 
“national technical means” of verification.

The President proposed the idea to show the Soviets how defenses and arms 
control can work together. The President proposed the idea to show how defenses 
can make arms control possible on a scale, I think, few people dreamed of in the 
recent past. Finally, the President proposed the idea to allay Soviet fears that we 
are seeking a first-strike capability through SDI. We are not, and by now the 
Soviets should realize this. If ballistic missiles are phased out, a first strike will 
become impossible. There will be no swift sword—only a defensive shield.

For me, the real significance of all this is the way in which the idea of defenses 
is allowing us to think in a new way about the problems of arms control and 
national security generally. And I would call upon everyone in this room to stop 
and give a moment’s thought to what important possibilities lie before us. For I 
believe Reykjavik was an important moment, and I believe we are at a critical 
crossroads. We are at a critical crossroads, and we are being asked to choose 
between two paths.

Fourteen years ago, when we signed the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) 
Treaty,^ we deliberately chose as a nation the path of nuclear vulnerability. We 
chose the path of vulnerability because we believed that it would be a path to a 
safer world. We chose the path of vulnerability because we believed that it would 
be a way to real arms control. We chose the path of vulnerability because we 
believed it would be a road to genuine reductions in nuclear arms.

The 1972 ABM Treaty committed us to keep our society vulnerable to nuclear 
attack. But the preamble of the treaty also affirmed the “premise” that “the 
limitation of antiballistic missile systems” would “contribute to the creation of 
more favorable conditions for further negotiations on limiting strategic arms.” 
The preamble of the treaty spelled out the explicit connection between our 
agreement to remain vulnerable and our intention to get reductions in nuclear 
arms. The preamble of the treaty stated the expectation that both nations would 
“take effective measures toward reductions in strategic arms” at “the earliest 
possible date.” The chief American negotiator, my predecessor at ACDA, Gerard 
Smith, made a unilateral American statement on May 9, 1972, that:

. . .  if an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms 
limitations were not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could 
be jeopardized. Should that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal 
from the ABM Treaty.^

Ubid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Agreement on Limitation of Strategic Offensive Weapons: Hearings Before the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, Ninety-second Congress, 
Second Session on Joint Resolutions To Consider Approval of Interim Agreement 
Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, July 20,27; 
August 2 and 9, 1972, p. 145.
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Well, 5 years came and went, and there was no move on the Soviet side toward 
reductions. Five years after 1972 was 1977. And in 1977 President Carter sent 
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance to Moscow with a proposal for deep reductions 
in nuclear arms.  ̂The Soviets turned President Carter down flat. Two years later, 
we signed SALT II, a treaty which permitted vast increases in strategic offensive 
arms. Since 1972, the number of nuclear weapons in the Soviet arsenal has 
quadrupled, and the Soviets have accumulated weapons designed to be used 
preemptively—those SS-18 missiles, which are weapons designed to deprive us 
of the retaliatory capacity that our vulnerability was supposed to guarantee. Our 
own arsenal has grown, too, though more slowly.

In short, the path of vulnerability has proved to be a blind alley. We sought 
reductions in offensive weapons and consented to vulnerability. All we got in 
return was vastly increased offensive weapons and increased vulnerability. It is 
time that we turn to the path of defenses. What can strategic defenses offer to 
national security and to arms control?

Strategic defenses, once deployed by both sides, can make three contributions 
to mutual security.

First, they can enhance stability by complicating any surprise attack and thus 
making a preemptive attack extremely difficult to plan with confidence.

Second, they can counteract nuclear blackmail by blunting the missile threat.
Third, by making ballistic missiles less effective, defenses can make them less 

of a factor in the military balance and in world politics generally. They can make 
ballistic missiles less valuable and thus create incentives for reducing them. In 
fact, it was SDI that brought the Soviets back to the bargaining table in Geneva 
after their 1983 walkout from the arms talks.

In short, defensive research is pointing the way toward a world in which 
ballistic missiles play less of arole, in which fast, first-strike systems will become 
less effective, and in which slower, second-strike systems come to dominate the 
military equation. It is pointing away from the current hairtrigger balance based 
on the primacy of ballistic missiles. These are precisely the goals we have sought 
to achieve over the years with arms control. Defenses can achieve many of the 
goals of arms control and can also be combined with arms control.

Soviet Intentions and U.S. National Security

The basic question is this: what do the Soviets want? Do they want safety for 
themselves? Will that be enough for them? For if that is the case, then they should 
be willing to move with us toward a world in which ballistic missiles are built 
down and defenses are built up. They should be willing to move with us toward 
a world in which offensive arms reductions are combined with defenses to reduce 
the total ballistic missile threat to each side.

Or do they, rather, wish to threaten others? If that is the case—if they need to 
threaten others in order to feel secure in themselves—then prospects for genu
inely improving stability for both sides with negotiated agreements are very dim.

 ̂For President Carter’s account of the proposal, s t t  Documents on Disarmament, 1977,
pp. 170-177. Secretary Vance’s account appears ibid., pp. 177-179.
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But I am hopeful. I believe our arms control policy and our national security 
ought to have a single goal. That goal is almost too obvious to state: it is to defend 
ourselves, to decrease the dangers that we face by whatever means are at our 
disposal. I believe we ought to be willing to move toward that goal by whatever 
path presents itself—whether by technology or by negotiated agreements or, 
hopefully, by some mutually reinforcing mixture of the two. I believe it is time 
to reject the idea that technology always has to work against us and can never be 
made to work for us. I believe it is time to reject the idea that the way to a safer 
world is by restraining American technology while letting Soviet weapons 
multiply and become more lethal.

I believe we are in a better position today than we have been in years to achieve 
real, stabilizing arms control agreements. I believe the Soviets ought to have 
every incentive to join us, and I hope that they will. But I also believe we are in 
a better position today than ever before to guarantee our future by our own 
ingenuity, whether they do or not.

In short, I believe the day has arrived once again when it is not the totalitarian 
dictatorships of the world but rather the free societies, with their creativity and 
energy and ingenuity, that are calling the tune and setting the pace and pointing 
the way to the future. At the end of the Revolutionary War in 1782, a citizen of 
Philadelphia remarked to Dr. Benjamin Rush, “It looks as if the battle for 
independence is finally over.” Rush replied, “Sir, you are mistaken. The 
Revolutionary War may be over, but the battle of independence has just begun.”

We have preserved freedom, and we have preserved peace for 40 years. But in 
a real sense the battle for peace and for freedom is just beginning. But I am 
confident, in this nation’s courage, its technological ingenuity, its dedication, and 
its good sense. “No problem of human dignity is beyond human beings,” 
President Kennedy once said. “Man’s reason and spirit have often solved the 
seemingly unsolvable—and we believe they can do it again.”  ̂I believe that we 
can do it. I believe that with all the tools at our disposal— b̂y deterrence, by 
defense, and by negotiation—we can build a more permanent and a more stable 
peace. That is why I believe that our children and our children’s children will 
enjoy the same safety and prosperity that we enjoy and breathe the same air of 
liberty that we breathe in democratic countries that are secure and strong and free.

215. News Conference Remarks by the Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee (Ligachev): Arms Con
trol In the Baltic [Extract], November 13,1986^

• • • • • • •

* Address at American University, June 10, 1963. See ibid., 1963, p. 216.
' Moscow TASS in English, November 13, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, November 14, 

1986, vol. Ill, p. G9. The remarks were made on the occasion of a visit to Finland by a 
CPSU delegation led by Ligachev.

Document 215



SUPREME SOVIET APPEAL, NOVEMBER 17 717

The Soviet Union strongly supports the proposal for a nuclear-free north. Our 
position is well-known and I would only like to stress that it remains in effect in 
all its aspects.

I would also like to tell you that, carrying its position further, the Soviet Union 
has deemed it possible to take the following new steps:

First. We have already dismantled the launchers for medium-range missiles in 
the Kola Peninsula and the larger part of the launchers for such missiles in the rest 
of the territory of the Leningrad and Baltic Military Districts and moved several 
battalions of operational-tactical missiles out of those districts for redeployment 
elsewhere. This is a concrete confirmation of the readiness earlier declared by the 
USSR to consider some measures, and substantial measures at that, to be taken 
in its own territory adjacent to the future nuclear-free zone.

Second. Reaffirming our backing for the idea of lending nuclear-free status to 
the Baltic Sea in the framework of implementing the proposal for a nuclear-free 
north, we could, if the corresponding countries reach agreement on this issue, 
withdraw the ballistic-missile submarines from the complement of the Soviet 
Baltic Fleet.

Third. Supporting the idea of possible confidence-building measures in 
northern Europe and the adjoining North, Norwegian, Barents and Baltic Seas, 
the Soviet Union suggests starting limiting the intensity of major military 
exercises in that region. Such exercises— f̂rom the level of 25,000 officers and 
men and upwards—oughtn’t be held more often than once or twice in one or two 
years.

Fourth. We share the idea of drawing on the positive experience of the 1972 
Soviet-U.S. agreement on measures to prevent incidents at sea and in air space 
over it,̂  with a view to enhancing confidence-building measures in the naval 
field. As is known, the Soviet Union signed a similar agreement also with Britain 
in July 1986.

We proceed from the belief that these further steps we have taken will be 
positively seen by all those interested in a stronger peace in the north of Europe 
and, I shall say bluntly, we expect reciprocity.

• • • • • • •

216. Appeal by the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union 
to the Parliaments and Peoples of the World, 
November 17,1986^

The Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, recognizing 
that the inseparable historic destinies of all countries and peoples in the face of

2 23 UST 1168; TIAS 7379; 852 UNTS 151.
• A/41/873.
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the nuclear threat dictate the need for joint action to avert that threat, deems it 
necessary to appeal to all the world’s parliaments and peoples.

The Soviet-American summit meeting in Reykjavik marked a qualitatively 
new stage in the campaign for a world without nuclear weapons. We now know 
that we can rid ourselves of nuclear weapons during this generation.

This is precisely the goal of the bold, yet entirely feasible, programme put 
forward by our country.

The Soviet Union proposes that the strategic offensive weapons of the USSR 
and the United States of America should be reduced by 50 per cent over a period 
of five years. Over the following five years, i.e. by the end of 1996, the parties’ 
remaining weapons in this category should all be eliminated.

We propose the complete abolition of Soviet and United States medium-range 
missiles in Europe, and radical cuts in the number of missiles of this type in Asia.

We propose that the USSR and the United States should each undertake not, 
for 10 years, to exercise their right to withdraw from the open-ended 1972 Treaty 
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems,  ̂and should abide stricriy by 
all its provisions. We are against SDI and for a stronger ABM Treaty.

We propose, finally, that the USSR and the United States should immediately 
begin negotiations on the complete cessation of nuclear tests.

We take it for granted that all the radical nuclear disarmament measures 
proposed by the Soviet Union will have to be carried out under the very strictest 
international and other control, including on-site inspection.

The radical measures listed above are one package. A package balances 
interests and concessions, balances the relief of mutual concerns, balances 
interdependent security interests.

Reykjavik did not only engender hopes. It also illuminated the obstacles along 
the way to a nuclear-free world. The impression gained by a significant part of 
the world public, namely that American plans for “Star Wars”, the so-called SDI 
programme, have become the main obstacle to agreement on the abolition of 
nuclear weapons, is a correct one. This was completely borne out during the 
Reykjavik meeting. The SDI programme is an attempt to attain a position of 
military supremacy, to find the means of waging nuclear war with the expecta
tion of winning.

Past experience shows that the USSR has always found a suitable response to 
threats to its security. That will continue to be true. The Soviet Union has the 
requisite intellectual, scientific and technological potential.

But the Supreme Soviet of the USSR realizes that the creation of space 
weapons, shifting the arms race into an extremely costly and highly dangerous 
area, will deprive politicians of any control over the course of events. A technical 
oversight, a mistake or a computer malfunction may cause an irreversible 
disaster.

Instead of a space arms race, the Soviet Union is offering a real alternative: the 
peaceful conquest of space based on co-operation between all States so that all 
may benefit and blossom.

 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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At this extraordinarily significant, perhaps decisive moment in human history, 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR appeals to all parliaments and peoples to press 
for an active turn to the construction of a nuclear-free world and the establishment 
of equal, dependable security for all States.

This matter must take precedence of any quarrels or ideological differences 
between States.

The door to a nuclear-free future, having opened a little in Reykjavik, must not 
be allowed to slam.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR solemnly reaffirms that the USSR is not 
withdrawing a single one of the proposals put forward in Reykjavik for the 
abolition of all nuclear weapons. The Soviet delegation to the Geneva talks has 
been given instructions to be guided by those proposals in their entirety.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR reaffirms that the unilateral moratorium on 
all nuclear tests declared by the Soviet Union over 15 months ago ̂  is still in effect. 
The United States still has time, before 1 January 1987, to listen at last to the voice 
of reason and the demands of hundreds of millions of people the world over, and 
end its nuclear testing. In that event, the USSR will not resume nuclear testing. 
A major step would thus be taken towards nuclear disarmament.

As before, we favour a ban on chemical weapons and the eradication of all such 
weapons in store. We favour strict compliance with the convention on the 
prohibition of biological weapons."  ̂We favour substantial reductions in conven
tional armaments in Europe, on the principle of equal security for all parties. The 
specific, sweeping proposals by the Soviet Union and the other States parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty on all these matters hold good, and we await a response from 
the NATO countries.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR is convinced: all States have a place in the 
overall process of ridding mankind of its nuclear burden. When the salvation of 
civilization is at stake, there are no large or small countries or peoples. The matter 
affects them all and must be the concern of all.

The time has come when everyone must declare his position, given the risk that 
outer space will become an arena for military rivalry. No government, no 
parliament can escape responsibility, for the existence of all countries, its own 
country and people included, is at issue. There can, there must be no neutral 
parties.

Our appeal to you is also an appeal from the entire Soviet people. Time will not 
wait. It demands action.

3 Ibid., 1985, pp. 444-445.
Ubid.,1972,pp. 133-138.
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217. Newspaper Article by Congressman Markey: Stra
tegic Defense Initiative, November 20,1986^

Arms control proponents for the most part sat silenced in front of their 
televisions as the White House sent its legions of public affairs professionals 
across the airwaves with briefings, speeches, and interviews aimed at transform
ing the summit that ended in failure into a tremendous public relations success.

Very little from TV Guide will make it into the history books, let alone leave 
an impression that lasts for more than a few months. And even though legacy is 
built on deeds, not broadcast-quality 18-second bytes alone, those of us who 
support arms control cannot afford to take a wait-and-see attitude. We are in the 
midst of a battle for that section of public opinion which has supported “star wars” 
as a bargaining chip but not necessarily as a deployed system. The public ’ s views 
on star wars are so volatile that they vary wildly depending on how the question 
is posed. But one thing is clear: Most people do not favor star wars if it is 
demonstrated that this means destroying the arms control process.

Not even an artful public relations effort can erase the fact that in Reykjavik, 
President Reagan had a chance to create a lasting legacy with a visionary arms 
control treaty; indeed, he was in a better position to do so than any President in 
the nuclear age, a position analogous to that held by Richard Nixon on China or 
Lyndon Johnson on civil rights.

Mr. Reagan was presented with the best deal the Russians have offered an 
American President since they sold us Alaska for a few million dollars: a 50 
percent cut in strategic weapons, the removal of all intermediate-range missiles 
from Europe, and negotiations leading to an eventual halt in all nuclear testing. 
In return, all the President had to do was commit the United States to continued 
strict observance of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.^

But President Reagan remained consistent, stubborn, and wrong. Arms control 
supporters must take their case to the American people before the facts are buried 
in the post-summit public relations avalanche.
• Fact: Star wars will be exorbitantly expensive to deploy and maintain; 

experts estimate that the total cost may exceed $1 trillion over a 10-year 
period. Hence, Reagan ’ s “insurance policy” for America has a trillion-dollar 
deductible to be paid by the American taxpayer and a $4 billion annual 
premium payable now. If you read the fine print, you’ll find that like most 
insurance policies, it doesn’t cover you in the event of a nuclear war.

• Fact: The President says that under no circumstances will he willingly 
abandon his vision. At the same time, he tells Congress that it cannot reduce 
funding for star wars because that would reduce his leverage over the Soviet 
Union. Star wars has now become the ultimate oxymoron: a nonnegotiable 
bargaining chip.

• Fact: The Soviets did not actually demand the death of star wars. Instead, 
they said they would agree to drastic arms reductions on both sides as long

’ Christian Science Monitor, November 20, 1986, p. 10.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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as the US would not test star-wars components outside the lab for a decade. 
Many observers note that the ABM Treaty restricts most such tests already, 
and that star wars research is in such an early stage that it could remain 
confined to the lab for at least 10 years before field testing would be useful. 
Field testing now is most useful for creating showy demonstrations designed 
to entice Congress into further exorbitant funding.

• Fact: Star wars is not nonnuclear, as the President claims. The Reagan 
administration requested more than $600 million this year for research into 
X-ray lasers powered by hydrogen bombs far more powerful than the 
weapon dropped over Hiroshima, while simultaneously developing orbiting 
nuclear reactors to power star-wars battle stations.

We all know that Rondd Reagan likes to rush headlong into contradictions and 
blame the Democrats for his failures. He wants massive military spending and no 
deficit; he wants star wars and arms reductions. The challenge is to explain why 
we cannot have it both ways.

The choice before Congress and the American people is clear: Do we want star 
wars or arms control? The Soviets are not forcing this choice upon us. It is a 
choice dictated by human reason, by the dictates of a fragile and hard-fought arms 
control structure, and by a yearning for stability and peace which cannot be stifled 
by slick public relations campaigns.

The President still has an opportunity to bring Mikhail Gorbachev back to the 
table and to sign an agreement based on the principles outlined at Reykjavik. If 
he doesn’t make that choice, the American public can make it for themselves in 
the coming elections.

218. Letter to The Washington Times From the Former 
Soviet Representative to the U.S.-Soviet Standing 
Consultative Commission (Starodubov): Anti- 
Baiiistic l\/lissile Treaty Limitations, November 20, 
1986^

Though s. Fred Singer touched on an important question in his Oct. 28 column, 
he was wrong. Does the 1972 ABM Treaty,^ indeed, allow tests in space of such 
components as free-electron lasers, electromagnetic railguns, and other uncon
ventional elements of SDI?

Mr. Singer cites Article 5, which reads: “(1) 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.” Everything seems to be clear here. 
The treaty prohibits both sides not only from testing an ABM system or space- 
based ABM components but also from even developing them. What components 
are included? Any, since there are no reservations.

‘ The Washington Times, November 20, 1986. Reprinted by permission.
 ̂The text of the treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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To buttress his version, Mr. Singer quotes statement D: “In the event ABM 
systems based on other physical principles and including components capable of 
substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars are 
created in the future, specific limitations on such systems and their components 
would be subject to discussion.” He then concludes that the statement does not 
envisage limitations on the development and testing of new technical means, 
spreading this conclusion to a space-based ABM system and its components 
(mentioned in the beginning of his column). But this looks like forgery, I must 
say.

Now, let’s come back to the beginning of the agreed statement (which he 
omitted as if it didn’t exist), where the category of ABM systems “based on other 
physical principles” is mentioned. Here are the words Mr. Singer omits: “In order 
to insure fulfillment of the obligation not to deploy ABM systems and their 
components except as provided in Article 3 of the treaty, the parties agree that

From this omitted part it follows that the rest of the statement applies only to 
those ABM systems and components “based on other physical principles,” which 
may be deployed exclusively as provided for by Article 3—that is, within one 
deployment area centered on each side’s capital and one area of ICBM silo- 
launchers. (The protocol of 1974 further limits each side to just one deployment 
area.^)

Those ABM systems and components that cannot be deployed in any other 
areas but those envisaged in Article 3 are not mentioned in Statement D at all. 
Space-based ABM systems and components, including those he enumerated in 
the beginning of his column, cannot be deployed in the areas mentioned in Article
3. So the provisions of statement D do not apply to them.

If Mr. Singer read the ABM Treaty attentively, he would see that it leaves no 
loopholes for the testing and development of space-based ABM systems or 
components.

219. Statement by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for International Security Policy (Perle) Before a 
Panel of the House Committee on Armed Serv
ices: The Meeting in Reykjavik [Extract], Novem
ber 21,1986^

• • • • • • •

M r .  P e r l e . A s you know, the Reykjavik summit was intended to comprise 
three meetings between the President and the General Secretary, two on Saturday

 ̂Ibid., 1974, pp. 229-231.
’ Process and Implications of the Iceland Summit: Hearings Before the Defense Policy 

Panel. . . , pp. 7-16.
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and one on Sunday. Ultimately, an additional session was added because it was 
believed that sufficient progress had been made and a sufficient number of issues 
remained to be discussed so that an additional session was warranted. I would like 
to run through the various encounters between the two leaders and some of the 
discussions that took place within the American delegation in between those 
sessions, because I think that will give you a feel for the evolution of our policy 
and the issues as they emerged in Reykjavik.

On Saturday morning, the two leaders had a tour d’horizon, in which they 
discussed the broad issue of United States-Soviet relations, including human 
rights and regional issues, as well as their initial discussion of strategic forces. In 
the course of that Saturday morning meeting. General Secretary Gorbachev 
indicated that the Soviet side was prepared to go forward with 50-percent 
reductions in strategic offensive forces.

Now, this committee will recall that in November 1985, the United States and 
the Soviet Union had agreed to pursue 50-percent reductions in strategic forces; 
and the leaders had signed a communique or a statement in Geneva to that effect.^ 
But subsequent to the Geneva summit, as we endeavored to turn that statement 
of the leaders into a draft treaty, we discovered that the Soviets had in mind 50- 
percent reductions in those forces that they define to constitute strategic forces, 
and the Soviets have traditionally defined strategic forces as forces capable of 
reaching the territory of the other side.

This is a long standing Soviet position, which they have never abandoned, 
although they have been prepared in the past to sign treaties that set aside or 
ignore that definition. They did this in the case of the SALT I agreement^ and 
again in the case of the SALT II agreement."  ̂So when we conferred with the 
Soviets in Geneva, it became clear that they were demanding that we reduce not 
only our long-range strategic forces by 50 percent but also those other forces, 
forces of shorter range, including dual-capable aircraft deployed in Europe and 
aboard carriers at sea.

The result of such an agreement would have been to deprive the United States 
of its essential conventional contribution to the defense of the NATO alliance, 
and its worldwide conventional forces, to the degree to which they are based on 
ships at sea with a capability to project power ashore, and for that reason we were 
unable to reach agreement with the Soviets following the November 1985 
summit.

There was another point on which the Soviets insisted both before and 
following November 1985, and that was that all nuclear charges, to use the Soviet 
term, would be counted against whatever ceiling was agreed upon for the number 
of warheads on both sides. When they talk about nuclear charges, the Soviets 
include every last air-delivered weapon, gravity bombs and short-range attack 
missiles. Not only would limits on these weapons of the nature the Soviets were 
suggesting be unverifiable, but would, in view of massive Soviet air defenses, be

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, p. 867.
3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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so prejudicial to the maintenance of our Strategic Air Command that we couldn’t 
accept an agreement on that basis either.

So, between November 1985 and the meeting in Reykjavik there was minimal 
progress with respect to an agreement on strategic forces although the Soviets 
shifted their position in June 1986. But on that Saturday morning, Gorbachev 
renewed the willingness of the Soviet side to explore 50-percent reductions.

At lunch, between the morning and afternoon session, the advisors discussed 
with the President and came to the conclusion that this was a sufficiently 
promising opening so that it ought to be explored further in the afternoon. A 
decision was then made to propose to the Soviet side that as the American side 
had in Reykjavik its team of experts, and the Soviet side did as well, the experts 
on both sides should convene that night and attempt to see whether this new 
opening on 50-percent reductions could be translated into at least the broad 
outlines of an agreement in START.

There was further discussion in the Saturday afternoon session on strategic 
forces which did nothing to diminish the impression we had that there was 
potential for agreement here, although curiously—and contrary to the expecta
tions of many people on Saturday afternoon—the Soviet position on intermediate 
nuclear forces was rigid and inflexible and held out little promise for an 
agreement, even though, prior to Reykjavik, the commentators who have since 
been criticizing the performance of the administration at Reykjavik pronounced 
with something approaching certainty that INF was the area where the Soviets 
would be prepared to come to an agreement.

But at the conclusion of the meeting on Saturday, they were taking a very hard 
position on intermediate nuclear forces, insisting that they would not diminish 
the number of those forces deployed east of 80 degrees or in the Asian portion 
of the Soviet Union.

At 8 o’clock in the evening on Saturday, after the Soviet side had agreed to the 
meeting of experts, the United States and Soviet experts met at Hofdi House 
where the President and the General Secretary had been meeting earlier in the 
day, and we began to explore the possibilities of an agreement based on 50- 
percent reductions. The Soviets presented us with a chart, which enumerated the 
forces on both sides, absent any mention of dual capable aircraft or so-called 
forward base systems. It became clear at that point that one critical obstacle to a 
START agreement had been, or would be, removed in the course of the 
discussions that evening.

But the chart and the Soviet policy that it reflected had another fundamental 
defect that made it difficult for us to reach an agreement. They proposed that in 
each of the categories of weapons possessed by the two sides other than forward 
based systems, dual capable aircraft and the like, there should be a 50-percent 
reduction.

As the committee knows, the Soviets possess a significant advantage in almost 
every category of strategic offensive weapons. They have more submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles, more submarines for launching them, more land- 
based ballistic missiles, more ballistic missile throw weight, and so forth.

We said to the Soviet side that we could not accept a reductions program that 
resulted in unequal ceilings for the two sides. At one point in the discussion Paul
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Nitze pointed out to Marshal Akhromeyev, who headed the Soviet delegation, 
that the Congress had spoken definitively on this subject in 1972, when it 
declared that the United States should not agree to any strategic arms treaty that 
would limit the United States to a level of intercontinental strategic forces inferior 
to the level provided for the Soviet Union.^ And I have to say to you, Mr. 
Chairman, that if Scoop Jackson was observing those proceedings he was smiling 
at that point.

The C h a ir m a n . Y o u  are referring to the Jackson-Perle amendment.
Mr. P e r l e . This took us through until 1:30 in the morning, and at 1:30 in the 

morning we had reached a deadlock on this issue of whether we could conclude 
an agreement that provided for unequal ceilings. And at that point we suggested, 
and the Soviet side agreed, to take a recess. And they left the Hofdi House to 
confer with their leaders. We went and got George Shultz out of bed and 
discussed the state of play. And after due consideration in a hour and a half, we 
returned to the Hofdi House at 3 o’clock in the morning to resume the session.

And when the resumed session opened. Marshal Akhromeyev said, “All right, 
we agree that there should be equal ceilings for both sides,” and that was in my 
judgment a significant and necessary shift in the Soviet position, if there is to be 
any hope of an agreement on strategic offensive arms, because the sentiment 
expressed by the Congress in 1972 would be subscribed to today, that we must 
not accept a level of weapons inferior to the level provided for the Soviet Union.

We then said to the Soviet side, let’s turn this broad agreement in principle, 50- 
percent reductions leading to equal ceilings, into the kind of precise numbers that 
could constitute eventually the text of an agreement between us. For the next 
several hours we worked on that issue and produced by 8:30 the following 
morning the draft that has since been published, an agreed statement between the 
two sides, in which we agreed to limit to 1,600 the number of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles on each side. Strategic nuclear delivery vehicles consist of sea- 
based and land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles and heavy bombers.

We also agreed to limit to 6,000 the total number of warheads carried by those 
means of delivery, counting long-range air-launched cruise missiles as a single 
warhead, and we further agreed that bombers that carry gravity bombs or SRAMs 
would be counted in the overall ceiling of 1,600 nuclear delivery vehicles, and 
for each such bomber, we would count one against the total of warheads 
permitted on each side. This made it clear that the Soviets were accepting at long 
last the American position that we could not and would not count gravity bombs 
and SRAMs in their full numbers in recognition of the significant advantage the 
Soviets enjoy with respect to air defense.

The C h a ir m a n . That was a compromise position.
Mr. P e r l e . It was a compromise position.
The C h a ir m a n . Because our position was you don’t count them at all, theirs 

was you count them each as one, and the compromise is we would count the plane 
itself, no matter how many gravity bombs and SRAMs, as one and then each 
ALCM as one.

 ̂This is in reference to Sec. 3 of the Congressional Joint Resolution on the Interim 
Strategic Offensive Arms Limitation Agreement, ibid., 1972, pp. 681-683.
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Mr. P e r l e . That is correct. It was a compromise, and I think it was a useful and 
productive compromise.

In the course of the evening, we got into other issues as well, although with less 
success and certainly less definitive success. We had a long discussion with 
respect to sea-launched cruise missiles, long-range sea-launched cruise missiles. 
We finally agreed to language according to which the sides agreed to find a 
solution to the problem of limiting long-range sea-launched cruise missiles, and 
we said to the Soviet side that we could not imagine a solution to the problem of 
limiting long-range sea-launched cruise missiles, because of the impossibility of 
verifying limits on those weapons, and we have again and again asked the Soviets 
to propose how they would go about verifying those limits.

So while we were prepared to agree to find a solution, we put them on notice 
that the only solution we could imagine, and we invited them to come forward 
with ideas, was that we would be prepared to declare the number of long-range 
sea-launched cruise missiles in the possession of the United States, and they 
could come to the House Armed Services Committee and its documentation and 
in other ways take advantage of the openness of our society in seeing themselves 
that the number we claimed was, in fact, the number we had.

It is not clear how we would gain confidence that the Soviets were abiding by 
a limit on sea-launched cruise missiles, but in any case it was agreed that the 
solution to the sea-launched cruise missile issue would be found outside the 
numbers agreed to, the 1,600 and the 6,000.

Also, in the course of the evening, we had an extensive discussion of sublimits 
with respect to the many categories of weapons that would come under the 1,600 
and the 6,000, and we made it very plain to the Soviet side that we intended to 
press in Geneva for the inclusion of some sublimits that we believe are necessary 
in order to shift the strategic balance in a more stable direction.

Now there has been some discussion since Reykjavik about this question of 
sublimits, so I want to be very clear about what was agreed to. We were unable 
between 8 o’clock at night and 6:30 the next morning to reach agreement on 
sublimits, but those sublimits have been and continue to be a part of the American 
negotiating position in Geneva. At various stages the Soviets have acknowledged 
in the past the legitimacy of sublimits, and they have even proposed sublimits of 
their own, and in some cases accepted sublimits proposed by the United States.

When it became clear, and this must have been late in the session, that we would 
not be able to come to closure on the issue of sublimits, an exchange took place 
between Marshal Akhromeyev and Ambassador Nitze in which Ambassador 
Nitze said that we reserve the right to continue to press sublimits in the 
negotiations in Geneva, and he asked Marshal Akhromeyev for a confirmation 
that we had that right and would be free to avail ourselves of it. Marshal 
Akhromeyev agreed that, of course, we had the right to continue to press 
sublimits. So those who may have read the documents that emerged at 6:30 in the 
morning and noticed the absence of sublimits, should know and understand that 
we are pressing sublimits, and the Soviets knew we would and agreed that we had 
every right to do so.

We also discussed the nuclear testing issue in that all-night session, and in fact 
nuclear testing had been discussed between the leaders on Saturday, but we were
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unable to reach a conclusion. The United States took the position that the first 
priority with respect to nuclear testing was to improve the verification arrange
ments under which the existing threshold test ban is now operating.

The Soviets have been pressing for a commitment to a comprehensive test ban, 
and they wish to characterize any negotiations that might take place as negotia
tions toward or leading to a comprehensive test ban, and we afe not prepared to 
take that, because we believe that the testing of nuclear weapons, so long as we 
maintain a large arsenal of nuclear weapons, is vital to their safety, security and 
survivability; and if the committee is interested, I would be happy later to go into 
more detail on this issue of nuclear testing, because as we both know, it is an issue 
about which the Congress has found occasion to express itself in the past, and I 
rather suspect you will be tempted to do so again.

This took us through until 6:30 in the morning, at which point, or shortly 
thereafter, we convened to meet with the President and Secretary Shultz, Admiral 
Poindexter and others who accompanied the President to Reykjavik, and we had 
a discussion in rather small, cramped quarters; the security facility in our 
embassy in Reykjavik, a large number of people in a very small space. But we 
had a good and thorough discussion of what had transpired in the course of the 
evening, and I must say the President was pleased with the progress that had been 
made in clearing away issues that had stood in the way of more significant 
progress in Geneva on the subject of strategic arms. And I hope the committee 
will agree that that was a good night’s work, that the result was a promising one, 
and, by the way, that result and other results from Reykjavik will not be swept 
away simply because it was not possible to reach agreement on that occasion.

You don’t agree to 6,000 in Reykjavik and then insist on 7,000 later. I think the 
progress that has been made provides the starting point for continuing the 
ongoing negotiations, if we are patient enough to translate that progress into an 
ultimate agreement.

In any case, the discussion took place with the President on Sunday morning, 
and he returned shortly thereafter to the Hofdi House for the third and what was 
intended to be final session with General Secretary Gorbachev. In this session, 
unlike the two sessions that had taken place on Saturday, and for the first time, 
the General Secretary showed some flexibility with respect to intermediate 
nuclear forces, not as it turns out as much as we would have liked, but 
nevertheless important progress was made there too, when General Secretary 
Gorbachev agreed that he would limit to 100 the number of warheads on 
intermediate nuclear missiles retained by the Soviet Union outside the European 
portion of the Soviet Union, and he proposed that the United States also retain 100 
warheads on intermediate nuclear missiles, and those would be retained in the 
continental United States.

Neither side would deploy any intermediate nuclear forces in Europe, and so 
we came very close to realizing the administration’s longstanding position, a 
position approved by our NATO allies over and over again in every encounter we 
have had with them, the zero option, and I can’t resist reminding this committee 
that when the zero option was first proposed in 1981, it was the view of a great 
many people, including I believe some members of this committee, that this was 
an impossible, overly taxing, overly demanding position to propose to the

Document 219



728 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

Soviets, and that it was contrivance simply for the purpose of frustrating 
movement toward any agreement.

There were editorids to that effect, and so I must say I was dismayed to read 
this morning an editorial by my friend, Steve Rosenfeld, who is now suggesting 
that our current proposals are once again intended to frustrate movement toward 
agreement, deliberately too demanding and too far-reaching, and I would hope 
that the record of performance with respect to the zero option and intermediate 
nuclear missiles would persuade some of those who are uncharitable in their 
interpretation of our motives that sometimes if one is prepared to make a bold and 
far-reaching proposal and stand by it, it may be possible to bring it to realization.

So, the two sides agreed, then, that they would limit themselves to no more than 
100 warheads on intermediate nuclear missiles. This represents a reduction from 
1,421 on the Soviet side down to 100, and a reduction on the American side from 
roughly 250 down to 100.

One may ask why the Soviets are prepared to abandon a very much larger force 
than the United States is compelled to abandon, and I like to believe that the 
General Secretary’s willingness to accept something approaching the zero 
outcome is a vindication of a 6-year policy of standing by a proposal that we 
thought to be in the interest of both sides.

Now at this point the meeting was scheduled to end, but enough had been 
accomplished with respect to strategic offensive forces and intermediate nuclear 
forces so that the two leaders decided they would continue into the afternoon, and 
a break was agreed upon. The President returned to his residence for lunch. The 
General Secretary did the same, and other members of the American delegation 
remained behind at the Hofdi House, and it was decided to hold a session of 
experts this time, chaired by Secretary of State Shultz on the American side and 
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze on the Soviet side, in order to recapitulate the 
events of the preceding three sessions and to see whether we could come to terms 
with the remaining issue, which was the treatment of strategic defense.

In that session, Foreign Minister Shevardnadze made a proposal. He proposed 
that the United States and the Soviet Union agree that neither side would 
withdraw from the ABM Treaty for a period of 10 years, and during that time, the 
two sides would agree to be bound strictly by the terms of that treaty. I don’t 
believe that the Foreign Minister expected the answer he received, but I can’t be 
sure. The American side caucused, and Secretary Shultz on an ad referendum 
basis put a counterproposal to the Soviet side. He said we can agree not to 
withdraw from the ABM Treaty for 10 years, and we can agree further to be 
bound strictly by the terms of that treaty for 10 years, provided that the Soviet side 
would agree that both the United States and the Soviet Union, in the second 5 
years of that 10-year period, the first 5 years allowing for the reduction down to 
the 50 percent ceilings previously agreed to the night before, agreed that the sides 
would go beyond those reductions, and in the remaining 5 years eliminate all 
offensive ballistic missiles of all ranges.

Foreign Minister Shevardnadze said that he had no authority to agree to such 
a proposal, and while he doubted it would be agreeable to the Soviet side, he was 
prepared to refer it to General Secretary Gorbachev. Secretary Shultz indicated 
that he too lacked the authority to make the proposal formally, and so he had only
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advanced it on an ad referendum basis, and it was suggested and agreed that the 
two sides would delay for a short time the afternoon session between the leaders 
so that they might confer among their respective delegations; and at this point we 
held a meeting with the President and discussed in some detail the proposal that 
we had tried in an effort to accommodate the Soviet side on strategic defense: its 
implications, its benefits for the United States, and we believed to the Soviet 
Union as well.

The President agreed that we should proceed formally to table the proposal as 
he walked into the room with General Secretary Gorbachev, and so we commit
ted the essence of that proposal to writing, and early in the afternoon session the 
President tabled it with the General Secretary.

There followed about an hour and a half of discussion between the two leaders 
accompanied only by Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, and 
the appropriate interpreters and notetakers, at the end of which a recess took 
place, and we convened with the President to hear the reaction of the Soviet side 
to the American proposal. It was here that we learned for the first time that the 
Soviets were insisting that we go far beyond the ABM Treaty and agree to limit 
all space research to the laboratory. There has been some speculation since as to 
whether the Soviets had expressed themselves fully on the subject of what 
constitutes a laboratory, and as you know, there have been hints from the usual 
suspects that they may have something in mind other than the normal meaning 
one attaches to that term.

But I can assure you that while the record will not show this, because gestures 
are seldom recorded in proceedings of this kind. Foreign Minister Shevardnadze 
was very clear when he said again and again the four walls of the laboratory. He 
described four walls with his hands every time he used the term. So the Soviets 
proposed that we confine research, development and testing in a manner that is 
not only unverifiable but that goes, as I have said, way beyond the limits of the 
ABM Treaty.

Second, the Soviets proposed not that we agree in the second 5-year period to 
eliminate offensive ballistic missiles, but that we agree to eliminate all strategic 
arms. Now there has been a certain airy casualness with which these terms have 
been used sometimes interchangeably, but the distinction between these two 
terms is vital to understanding what happened in Reykjavik, and I have already 
alluded in my opening remarks to the significance of the term “strategic arms” 
as it is understood by the Soviet Union.

We believed and continue to believe that the elimination of all offensive 
ballistic missiles, the SS-17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25, their SLBM’s and the 
new Soviet ballistic missiles presently under development, as well as all 
offensive ballistic missiles on the United States side would leave an adequate 
American strategic deterrent, an adequate Soviet strategic deterrent, with a 
greatly improved prospect for the future stability of the relationship between us, 
because we would have eliminated that category of weapons that is suitable for 
the conduct of a first strike.

And I have on several occasions heard members of this committee and 
members of your counterpart committee in the other body decry the role of 
offensive ballistic missiles as a contributor to the instability that is inherent in a
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strategic relationship in which the side that strikes first can hope to gain thereby 
an enormous and perhaps decisive strategic advantage.

So we advanced this proposal, not casually, not after an hour's thumbsucking, 
but after careful deliberation over a long period of time in Washington, and a 
thoughtful and illuminating discussion among the principals in Reykjavik.

There was another issue that divided us with respect to strategic defense. That 
is, what would happen at the end of the 10-year period. Here, the United States 
took the position that at the conclusion of 10-years, and with all offensive ballistic 
missiles having been eliminated, the two sides would be free, if they so chose, to 
deploy strategic defenses, as an essential assurance that the other side would not 
achieve a monopoly in offensive ballistic missiles by violating the terms of the 
agreement.

Given the near impossibility of verifying at that time that the last missiles had 
been destroyed, based on a ban on the systems, we would need and require an 
insurance policy in the form of a limited strategic defense. We made the point that 
such a strategic defense would need not be nearly as elaborate or extensive or 
costly as the sort of strategic defense one would need in a world in which 
thousands of warheads were positioned on ballistic missile.

Indeed, I think members of this committee have made the point over the years, 
that a good arms control agreement on offensives would greatly facilitate a stable 
agreement in the deployment of defenses. If our thinking was at all defective in 
this regard, you should know that our thoughts very much parallel those that have 
been presented by this committee on a number olF occasions.

The Soviets took the position that at the end of 10 years we would revert to the 
status quo— t̂hat is, the ABM Treaty would be in effect, prohibiting the deploy
ment of any strategic defense. And again and again. President Reagan asked 
General Secretary Gorbachev, what possible objections could you have to the 
deployment of strategic defenses after we have eliminated offensive ballistic 
missiles on both sides? Because in those circumstances, those systems could not 
possibly add to one’s offensive capability, they would serve only as an insurance 
policy against cheating by the other side, and against third countries.

We now had a clear division—it must have been 4 o’clock in the afternoon on 
Sunday. We had 39 hours, correspondents waiting for results of a meeting that 
should have ended some hours ago and was still in progress, and the Soviets 
committed to writing their proposal—the proposal that I have just described.

Another recess was taken, and we met with the President, examined the Soviet 
proposal, discussed it at some length, and decided that we would redraft the 
Soviet proposal preserving as much of the language upon which they insisted as 
we could, consistent with the fundamentals of our own position and consistent 
with the strategic concept that I have been outlining.

Two of us were tasked to produce a draft which the principal advisors would 
then be able to examine. And that is the scene, rather colorfully portrayed in some 
newspaper accounts of the session drafting in the bathroom at the Hofdi House. 
Actually it was a rather large bathroom, plenty of room for drafting. We set down 
in writing, incorporating a great deal of the Soviet language in what became the 
last offer made by the United States, and I believe—in fact I am quite sure—that 
was the last offer submitted in writing by either side, in Reykjavik.
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That proposal read that the two sides would be prepared not to exercise their 
existing right of withdrawal from the ABM Treaty for a period of 10 years; that 
we would be prepared during that 10-year period, to confine our research, 
development and testing, to that permitted by the ABM Treaty; that in the second 
5 years of the 10-year period, both sides would eliminate all offensive ballistic 
missiles; and at the conclusion of the 10-year period, either side would be free to 
deploy a strategic defense if it chose, unless agreed otherwise—and that last 
phrase was added in the hope that it would elicit a favorable response from the 
Soviet side.

The President was prepared to go very far. What he was not prepared to do was 
agree to an arrangement on strategic defense that would have made it virtually 
impossible to carry out the strategic defense initiative. To suggest that one can 
develop and test strategic defense in the laboratory, or outside space, because 
some of these systems are either space based or have space based components, 
is a little bit like suggesting that submarines must be tested on land. You simply 
can’t do it. You can’t achieve a result under those circumstances.

So, finally, at about 8 o’clock in the evening, the discussion having exhausted 
all of the participants, and without a clear agreement, the sides parted and divided 
over the question of what would happen after 10 years, and divided over the 
Soviet proposal to eliminate all strategic arms, and our counter or our proposal 
to eliminate all offensive ballistic missiles, divided over the Soviet effort to 
amend the ABM Treaty by imposing a restrictive regime that exceeds even the 
restrictive regime that some here would favor.

Looking back on what happened at Reykjavik and in the subsequent negotia
tions, I think a very solid foundation has been laid for what eventually will 
become an agreement on strategic offensive forces. We have vastly more 
offensive forces than we need on both sides and both sides could safely reduce 
them, provided they can reduce them down to equal and lower ceilings.

I think we made significant progress with respect to intermediate nuclear 
forces as well, and in a willingness to agree not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty 
for 10 years—a suggestion that we were hearing from liberal quarters not so long 
ago—the President demonstrated his good faith and his willingness to reach an 
agreement on strategic defenses, but he drew the line at a regime that would so 
cripple the program so as to force its abandonment.

In short, the President demonstrated in Reykjavik that he was capable of saying 
yes, but he was also capable of saying no. And I have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, 
that privileged as I was to participate in that last round of discussions as the 
President contemplated whether to respond to the Soviet proposal to eliminate all 
strategic arms, whether to respond positively to a regime that would have meant 
the end of the strategic defense initiative. He must have been aware— am sure 
he was aware that he could walk out of that room with an agreement that millions 
would have cheered and a Nobel Prize, but he was persuaded that the agreement 
that the Soviets put on the table, by forcing us to abandon our nuclear deterrent 
and by robbing future generations of any prospect of strategic defense, that that 
agreement would be not in the long term interests of the United States. He had 
the courage to say no when I think many others might well have been tempted to 
say yes.

Document 219



732 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

• • • • • • •

220. Statement by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Crowe) Before a Panel of the House Commit
tee on Armed Services: The Meeting in Reyi(javil(, 
November 25,1986^

I appreciate the opportunity this hearing affords me to contribute to your 
review of the arms reduction proposals made at Reykjavik. I believe it would be 
helpful this morning if I sketched some of the background regarding JCS 
participation in this process before addressing specific queries.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have been closely involved with the arms reduction 
process since its inception, and I believe have historically had an influential voice 
in shaping U.S. proposals. In turn, the JCS have consistently supported this 
administration’s efforts to reach equitable, verifiable and militarily sufficient 
agreements. This included initiatives to reduce Soviet INF missiles in Europe and 
worldwide, the 50-percent proposal first put forward in November 1985  ̂and also 
the President’s July 1986 letter to General Secretary Gorbachev. This last 
communication proposed negotiations which could hopefully lead to the ulti
mate elimination of ballistic missiles, but mentioned no specific timeframe.

Throughout the short 10-day workup to Iceland the Joint Staff participated in 
the presummit preparations. I should stress that this process involves not merely 
NSC or NSPG meetings but a variety of every day informal staff contacts with 
other agencies and scheduled meetings with a number of interagency groups, 
which are part of the National Security Council’s supporting structure. Inciden
tally, the security consultative mechanisms in the Government are richer and 
much more pervasive than I believe they are often given credit for in the media. 
As far as process goes, I do not know of any of the regular presummit preparations 
in which the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not participate in some fashion. Moreover, 
I had a representative. General Moellering, who went with the team to Reykjavik 
and participated as an adviser.

As to Iceland itself, obviously the discussions concentrated more on arms 
control details and went much further with arms reduction proposals than had 
been anticipated in the preparations. While no agreements were reached, it is 
important to note that an unusually wide range of issues were considered and in 
my view unprecedented progress was made in narrowing the differences between 
the two sides on a number of thorny questions—some of which have frustrated 
negotiators for several years. I suspect this was possible only because the two 
heads of government were present.

 ̂Process and Implications of the Iceland Summit: Hearings Before the Defense Policy 
Panel. .. , pp. 115-116.

 ̂See President Reagan’s radio address of November 2,1985, printed in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1985, pp. 795-797.
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In evaluating the outcome, I think it is fair to point out that the President has 
an obligation not only to be cautious in these matters but also to seize opportu
nities when they arise. Given the turn of events at Reykjavik, the U.S. side 
appropriately seized the opening to break new ground and move the arms 
reduction process forward. In the final analysis, it should be kept in mind no 
agreements were reached and despite some public handwringing and gnashing 
of teeth, our fundamental interests are still intact. At the same time, I would 
suggest that the whole arms reduction dialog has taken a significant and historic 
step forward as a result of Iceland.

The challenge now is to capitalize on these events in ways that do not 
jeopardize our security, but also that do not return to the depressing stalemates 
which have characterized so much of our past history. I am confident that the 
President wants to do just that and also that it can be done if we keep our heads 
and don’t permit self-criticism to consume us. I genuinely hope that the Congress 
and this committee will be looking for constructive ways to work with the 
President in this process.

221. Joint Declaration by tlie Soviet Union and India: 
Principles of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free and Non
violent World, November 27,1986'

Today humanity stands at a crucial turning point in history. Nuclear weapons 
threaten to annihilate not only all that mart has created through the ages, but man 
himself and even life on earth. In the nuclear age, humanity must evolve a new 
political thinking, a new concept of the world that would provide credible 
guarantees for humanity’s survival. People want to live in a safer and a more just 
world. Humanity deserves a better fate than being a hostage to nuclear terror and 
despair. It is necessary to change the existing world situation and to build a 
nuclear-weapon free world, free of violence and hatred, fear and suspicion.

The world we have inherited belongs to present and future generations and this 
demands that primacy be give to universally accepted human values. The right 
of every nation and every person to life, freedom, peace and the pursuit of 
happiness must be recognized. The use or threat of use of force must be 
abandoned. The right of every people to make their own social, political and 
ideological choices must be respected. Policies that seek to establish the domi
nation by some over others must be renounced. The expansion of nuclear arsenals 
and the development of space weapons undermine the universally accepted 
conviction that a nuclear war should never be fought and can never be won.

On behalf of the more than one billion men, women and children of our two 
friendly countries who account for one-fifth of mankind, we call upon the peoples

‘ Moscow Pravda in Russian, November 28, 1986, first edition, p. 1; FBIS Daily 
Report, December 3,1986, vol. Ill, pp. D14—D16. The declaration was signed by Soviet 
General Secretary Gorbachev and Indian Prime Minister Gandhi.
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and leaders of all countries to take urgent action that would lead to a world free 
of weapons of mass destruction, a world without war.

Conscious of our common responsibility for the destinies of our two nations 
and of mankind, we hereby set forth the following principles for building a 
nuclear-weapon free and nonviolent world.

1. Peaceful coexistence must become the universal norm of international 
relations:

In the nuclear age it is necessary that international relations are restructured so 
that confrontation is replaced by cooperation, and conflict situations resolved 
through peaceful political means, not through military means.

2. Human life must be recognized as the supreme value:
It is only man’s creative genius that makes progress and development of 

civilization possible in a peaceful environment.
3. Nonviolence should be the basis of community life:
Philosophies and policies based on violence and intimidation, inequality and 

oppression, and discrimination on the basis of race, religion or color, are immoral 
and impermissible. They spread intolerance, destroy man’s noble aspirations, 
and negate all human values.

4. Mutual understanding and trust must replace fear and suspicion:
Mistrust, fear and suspicion between nations and peoples distort perceptions

of the real world. They engender tensions and, in the final analysis, harm the 
entire international community.

5. The right of every state to political and economic independence must be 
recognized and respected:

A new world order must be built to ensure economic justice and equal political 
security for all nations. An end to the arms race is an essential prerequisite for the 
establishment of such an order.

6 . Resources being spent on armaments must be channelled towards social and 
economic development:

Only disarmament can release the enormous additional resources needed for 
combatting economic backwardness and poverty.

7. Conditions must be guaranteed for the individual’s harmonious develop
ment:

All nations must work together to solve urgent humanitarian problems and 
cooperate in the areas of culture, the arts, science, education and medicine for the 
all-round development of the individual. A world without nuclear weapons and 
violence would open up vast opportunities for this.

8. Mankind’s material and intellectual potential must be used to solve global 
problems:

Solutions must be found to global problems such as shortage of food, the 
growth of populations, illiteracy and environmental degradation through the 
efficient and appropriate uses of the resources of the earth. The world’s oceans, 
the ocean floor as well as outer space are the common heritage of mankind. A 
termination of the arms race would create better conditions for this purpose 
[solving global problems].

9. The “balance of terror” must give way to comprehensive international 
security:
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The world is one and its security is indivisible. East and west, north and south 
regardless of social systems, ideologies, religion or race must join together in a 
common commitment to disarmament and development.

International security can be guaranteed through the adoption of integrated 
measures in the field of nuclear disarmament using all available and agreed 
measures of verification, and confidence building; just political settlement of 
regional conflicts, through peaceful negotiations; and cooperation in the politi
cal, economic and humanitarian spheres.

10. A nuclear-weapon free and non-violent world requires specific and 
immediate action for disarmament:

It can be achieved through agreements on:
—Complete destruction of nuclear arsenals before the end of this century;
—^Barring of all weapons from outer space, which is the common heritage 

of mankind;
—Banning of all nuclear weapons tests;
—^Prohibition of the development of new types of weapons of mass destruc

tion;
—^Banning of chemical weapons and destruction of their stockpiles;
—^Reducing the levels of conventional arms and armed forces.

Pending the elimination of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union and India 
propose that an international convention banning the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons should be concluded immediately. This would constitute a 
major concrete step towards complete nuclear disarmament.

Building a nuclear-weapon free and non-violent world requires revolutionary 
transformation of outlook and the education of people and nations for peace, 
mutual respect and tolerance. The propaganda of war, hatred, and violence 
should be forbidden and the stereotyped perception of other nations and peoples 
as enemies should be discarded.

Wisdom lies in preventing the accumulation and aggravation of global 
problems which, if not solved today require even greater sacrifices tomorrow.

The danger that threatens mankind is grave. But mankind has the power to 
prevent a catastrophe, and to pave the way to a nuclear-weapon free civilization. 
The gathering strength of the coalition for peace embracing the efforts of the 
Nonaligned Movement, the Group of Six countries and all peace-loving coun
tries, political parties and public organisations gives us reason for hope, and 
optimism. The time for decisive and urgent action is now.
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222. Security Council Resolution 591 (1986): l\/landa- 
tory Arms Embargo Against South Africa, Novem
ber 28,1986^

The Security Council,
Recalling, its resolution 418 (1977), in which it decided upon a mandatory 

arms embargo against South Africa,^
Recalling its resolution 421 (1977), by which it entrusted a committee 

consisting of all the members of the Council with the task of, among other things, 
studying ways and means by which the mandatory arms embargo could be made 
more effective against South Africa and to make recommendations to the 
Council,

Recalling its resolution 473 (1980) on the question of South Africa, 
Recalling the 1980 report of the Security Council Committee established by 

resolution 421 (1977) concerning the question of South Africa on ways and 
means of making the mandatory arms embargo against South Africa more 
effective.

Recalling resolution 558 (1984), in which all States were requested to refrain 
from importing arms, ammunition of all types and military vehicles produced in 
South Africa,

Recalling further  resolution 473 (1980), by which the Security Council 
requested the Security Council Committee established by resolution 421 (1977) 
to redouble its efforts to secure full implementation of the arms embargo against 
South Africa by recommending measures to close all loopholes in the arms 
embargo, reinforce it and make it more comprehensive,

Reajfirming its recognition of the legitimacy of the struggle of the South 
African people for the elimination of apartheid and the establishment of a 
democratic society in accordance with their inalienable human and political 
rights as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations and the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights,

Strongly condemning the racist regime of South Africa for further aggravating 
the situation and its massive repression against all opponents of apartheid, for the 
killing of peaceful demonstrators and political detainees, and for its defiance of 
General Assembly and Security Council resolutions, in particular Security 
Council resolution 417 (1977),

Reajfirming its resolution 418 (1977) and stressing the continuing need for 
strict application of all its provisions.

Mindful of its responsibilities under the Charter for the maintenance of 
international peace and security,

1. Urges States to take steps to ensure that components of embargoed items do 
not reach the South African military establishment and police through third 
countries;

‘ Security Council Official Records: Forty-first Year (S/INF/42), pp. 17-18. The 
resolution was adopted by consensus.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 685-686.
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2. Calls upon States to prohibit the export of spare parts for embargoed aircraft 
and other military equipment belonging to South Africa and any official 
involvement in the maintenance and service of such equipment;

3. Urges all States to prohibit the export to South Africa of items which they 
have reason to believe are destined for the military and/or police forces of South 
Africa, have a military capacity and are intended for military purposes, namely, 
aircraft, aircraft engines, aircraft parts, electronic and telecommunication equip
ment, computers and four-wheel drive vehicles:

4. Requests of all States that henceforth the term “arms and related m ateriel' 
referred to in resolution 418 (1977) shall include, in addition to all nuclear, 
strategic and conventional weapons, all military, paramilitary police vehicles 
and equipment, as well as weapons and ammunitions, spare parts and supplies for 
the aforementioned and the sale or transfer thereof;

5. Requests all States to implement strictly its resolution 418 (1977) and to 
refrain from any co-operation in the nuclear field with South Africa which will 
contribute to the manufacture and development by South Africa of nuclear 
weapons or nuclear explosive devices;

6. Renews its request io all States to refrain from importing arms, ammunition 
of all types and military vehicles produced in South Africa;

7. Calls upon all States to prohibit the import or entry of all South African 
armaments for display in international fairs and exhibitions under their jurisdic
tion;

8. Further calls upon States which have not done so to put an end to exchanges 
as well as to visits and exchanges of visits by government personnel, when such 
visits and exchanges maintain or increase South Africa’s military or police 
capabilities;

9. Further calls upon all States to refrain from participating in any activities in 
South Africa which they have reason to believe might contribute to its military 
capability;

10. Requests all States to ensure that their national legislation or comparable 
policy directives guarantee that specific provisions to implement resolution 418 
(1977) include penalties to deter violations;

11. Further requests all States to adopt measures to investigate violations, 
prevent future circumventions and strengthen their machinery for the implemen
tation of resolution 418 (1977) with a view to the effective monitoring and 
verification of transfers of arms and other equipment in violation of the arms 
embargo;

12. Further requests all States, including States non-members of the United 
Nations, to act in accordance with the provisions of the present resolution;

13. Further requests the Security Council Committee established by resolu
tion 421 (1977) concerning the question of South Africa, in pursuance of 
resolution 418 (1977), to continue its efforts to secure full implementation of the 
arms embargo against South Africa in order to make it more effective;

14. Further requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council on 
the progress of the implementation of the present resolution, the first report to be 
submitted as soon as possible but in any event no later than 30 June 1987;

15. Decides to remain seized of the matter.
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223. Statement by the Head of the Soviet Delegation to 
the U.S.-Soviet Nuclear Testing Experts Meeting 
(Petrosyants), November 29,1986^

The third round is over, and we may indeed sum up the results. But, from our 
viewpoint, the results are not positive. The point is that the Soviet delegation 
insisted that this round should take place under the banner of preparations for a 
treaty on ending and banning nuclear tests.

We understand, of course, that at short notice it is not possible to prepare a 
treaty because there is a whole series of issues: issues of monitoring, of levels of 
force of nuclear blasts, the number of nuclear blasts, duration of monitoring, and 
of introducing monitoring in accordance with the 1974-76 treaties.^

But unfortunately, the U.S. delegation shied away from a solution to questions 
linked with the ending of nuclear weapons tests. It posed only one issue, that of 
reconsidering the protocols of the 1974 and 1976 treaties.^ That is not a resolution 
of the question. It signifies a resolution of a secondary, or even, from our 
standpoint, a tertiary question. It will do nothing to bring us closer to terminating 
and banning tests of nuclear weapons.

What is the reason for this U.S. position? The reason is a very simple one: the 
fact is that the United States is continuing nuclear testing, continuing to 
experiment, continuing to modernize and improve its nuclear weapons, and 
therefore they are pushing the question of ending tests of nuclear weapons and 
banning tests of nuclear weapons into a remote comer.

224. Communique of the Warsaw Pact Committee of 
Defense Ministers, December 3,1986^

A session of the Warsaw Pact States’ Defense Ministers’ Committee was held 
in Warsaw, capital of the Polish People’s Republic, 1-3 December 1986.

Taking part in the session’s work were:
Army General D. Dzhurov, minister of national defense of the Bulgarian 
People’s Republic; Colonel General F. Karpati, minister of defense of the 
Hungarian People’s Republic; Army General H. Kessler, GDR minister of 
national defense; Army General F. Siwicki, minister of national defense of the 
Polish People’s Republic; Colonel General V. Milea, minister of national 
defense of the Socialist Republic of Romania; Marshal of the Soviet Union S.L.

' Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, November 29, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, 
December 1, 1986, vol. Ill, p. AA5.

 ̂I.e., the so-called Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties. For 
the texts, SQt Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227 and ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.

3 Ibid., 1974, pp. 228-229; ibid., 1976, pp. 332-348.
' Moscow Pravda in Russian, December 4,1986, first edition, p. 4; FBIS Daily Report, 

December 4, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. BB1-BB2.
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Sokolov, USSR defense minister; Army General M. Vaclavik, CSSR minister of 
national defense; Marshal of the Soviet Union V.G. Kulikov, commander in chief 
of the Warsaw Pact States’ Joint Armed Forces; and Army General A.I. Gribkov, 
chief of staff of Warsaw Pact States’ Joint Armed Forces.

In addition, the session was attended by leading personnel from the Warsaw 
Pact states’ defense ministries and the joint command of the Joint Armed Forces.

The minister of national defense of the Polish People’s Republic chaired the 
session.

The participants in the session of the Defense Ministers’ Committee discussed 
the question of the results and conclusions of the Reykjavik summit meeting. In 
their unanimous opinion. Comrade M.S. Gorbachev’s proposals constituted a 
real and constructive contribution by the socialist countries to the cause of the 
struggle for disarmament and universal security.

The Defense Ministers’ Committee emphasized the great importance of the 
large-scale peace initiatives put forward by the Warsaw Pact States’ Political 
Consultative Committee at the Budapest conference (1986) for reducing the level 
of military confrontation, improving the international situation, and averting the 
danger of nuclear war.  ̂The allied states ’ proposals to considerably reduce armed 
forces and conventional armaments in Europe with a corresponding reduction in 
military spending, which form a weighty supplement to the program for the 
elimination of nuclear and other types of mass destruction weapons, are particu
larly topical.

TTie session expressed profound concern at the worsened military-political 
situation in Europe and in the world resulting from the actions of the United States 
and NATO, which oppose the curtailment of the arms race and the halting of 
nuclear tests and continue to build up their military potential. At the same time, 
adherence to the treaties and agreements in the sphere of arms limitation and 
disarmament was reaffirmed, as was the need for the United States to strictly 
abide by the strategic offensive arms limitation agreements^ and the ABM 
Treaty,"̂  whose nonobservance will lead to the intensification of the arms race and 
its spread to space and to the destruction of the basis of the Soviet-U.S. talks on 
nuclear and space arms. The desire to further expand military cooperation among 
the allied countries and strengthen the unity of the fraternal armies was con
firmed. Measures were outlined in the sphere of the Warsaw Pact Countries’ 
defense capability with the aim of preventing the military parity that has taken 
shape between the Warsaw Pact and the NATO bloc from being upset and of 
maintaining by joint efforts the combat readiness of the Warsaw Pact States ’ Joint 
Armed Forces, which guarantee security.

The Defense Ministers’ Committee adopted a decision covering all the 
questions under discussion.

The session was held in a businesslike atmosphere and a spirit of mutual 
understanding.

 ̂Document 104.
 ̂For the text of these agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 ff., 

and 7979, pp. 189 ff
The text of this treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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225. General Assembly Resolution 41/53: Prevention 
of an Arms Race in Outer Space, December 3, 
1986'

The General Assembly,
Inspired by the great prospects opening up before mankind as a result of man ’ s 

entry into outer space,
Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the exploration and use of 

outer space for peaceful purposes,
Reaffirming that the exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon 

and other celestial bodies, shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interest 
of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific develop
ment, and shall be the province of all mankind.

Reaffirming further the will of all States that the exploration and use of outer 
space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, shall be for peaceful 
purposes.

Recalling that the States parties to the Treaty on Principles Governing the 
Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the 
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,^ have undertaken, in article III, to carry on 
activities in the exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other 
celestial bodies, in accordance with international law and the Charter of the 
United Nations, in the interest of maintaining international peace and security 
and promoting international co-operation and understanding.

Reaffirming, in particular, article IV of the above-mentioned Treaty, which 
stipulates that States parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around 
the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of 
mass destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies or station such 
weapons in outer space in any other manner.

Reaffirming also paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly,^ the first special session devoted to disarma
ment, in which it is stated that, in order to prevent an arms race in outer space.

’ A/RES/41/53. The draft of this resolution was introduced by Sri Lanka at the 29th 
meeting of the First Committee on November 3. It was sponsored also by Algeria, 
Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Romania, Sudan, Yugoslavia, and Zimbabwe. On November 20, the original 
sponsors and four additional states (Cameroon, Ireland, Sweden, Venezuela) submitted 
a revised draft resolution, which was later also sponsored by China, Czechoslovakia, 
GDR, and Peru. The changes included the addition to the eighth preambular paragraph of 
the reference to the Harare Declaration and the revision of operative paragraph 10 to its 
present wording. In the First Committee, operative paragraph 8 was adopted in a separate 
vote of 116 to 1 (U.S.), with 12 abstentions (Belgium, France, FRG, Iceland, Israel, Italy, 
Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Turkey, U.K.). The resolution as a whole was 
adopted in the First Committee by a vote of 130 to 0, with 1 abstention; in the General 
Assembly, by 154 to 0, with 1 abstention. The United States abstained in both votes.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
 ̂The Final Document appears ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439.
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further measures should be taken and appropriate international negotiations held 
in accordance with the spirit of the Treaty,

Recalling its resolutions 36/97 C and 36/99 of 9 December 1981, as well as 
resolutions 37/83 of 9 December 1982,37/99 D of 13 December 1982,38/70 of 
15 December 1983,39/59 of 12 December 1984 and 40/87 of 12 December 1985 
and the relevant paragraphs of the Political Declaration of the Eighth Conference 
of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries,"  ̂held at Harare from 
1 to 6 September 1986,

Gravely concerned at the danger posed to all mankind by an arms race in outer 
space and, in particular, by the impending threat of the exacerbation of the current 
state of insecurity by developments that could further undermine international 
peace and security and retard the pursuit of general and complete disarmament, 

Mindful of the widespread interest expressed by Member States in the course 
of the negotiations on and following the adoption of the above-mentioned Treaty 
in ensuring that the exploration and use of outer space should be for peaceful 
purposes, and taking note of proposals submitted to the General Assembly at its 
tenth special session and at its regular sessions and to the Conference on 
Disarmament,

Noting the grave concern expressed by the Second United Nations Conference 
on the Exploration and Peaceful Uses of Outer Space at the extension of an arms 
race into outer space and the recommendations made to the competent organs of 
the United Nations, in particular the General Assembly, and also to the Commit
tee on Disarmament,^

Convinced that further measures are urgently needed for the prevention of an 
arms race in outer space.

Recognizing that, in the context of multilateral negotiations for preventing an 
arms race in outer space, bilateral negotiations between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America could make a significant 
contribution to such an objective, in accordance with paragraph 27 of the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,

Noting with satisfaction that bilateral negotiations between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America have continued since 1985 
on a complex of questions concerning space and nuclear arms, both strategic and 
intermediate-range, and in their relationship, with the declared objective, en
dorsed in the joint statement of their leaders on 21 November 1985,  ̂of working 
out effective agreements aimed, inter alia, at preventing an arms race in outer 
space.

Anxious that concrete results should emerge from these negotiations as soon 
as possible.

 ̂See A/41/697-S/l 8392, annex. [Footnote in original.]
 ̂See Report of the Second United Nations Conference on the Exploration and Peaceful 

Uses of Outer Space, Vienna, 9-21 August 1982 (A/CONF.lOl/lOandCorr.l and2),para. 
426. The Committee on Disarmament was redesignated the Conference on Disarmament 
as from 7 February 1984. [Footnote in original.]

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 866-870.
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Taking note of the part of the report of the Conference on Disarmament relating 
to this question^

Welcoming the re-establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee on the prevention of 
an arms race in outer space during the 1986 session of the Conference on 
Disarmament, in the exercise of the negotiating responsibilities of this sole 
multilateral negotiating body on disarmament, to continue to examine and to 
identify through substantive and general consideration issues relevant to the 
prevention of an arms race in outer space,

1. Recalls the obligation of all States to refrain from the threat or use of force 
in their space activities;

2. Reaffirms that general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control warrants that outer space shall be used exclusively for peaceful 
purposes and that it shall not become an arena for an arms race;

3. Emphasizes that further measures with appropriate and effective provisions 
for verification to prevent an arms race in outer space should be adopted by the 
international conmiunity;

4. Calls upon all States, in particular those with major space capabilities, to 
contribute actively to the objective of the peaceful use of outer space and to take 
immediate measures to prevent an arms race in outer space in the interest of 
maintaining international peace and security and promoting international co
operation and understanding;

5. Reiterates that the Conference on Disarmament, as the single multilateral 
disarmament negotiating forum, has the primary role in the negotiation of a 
multilateral agreement or agreements, as appropriate, on the prevention of an 
arms race in outer space in all its aspects;

6 . Requests the Conference on Disarmament to consider as a matter of priority 
the question of preventing an arms race in outer space;

1. Also requests the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its consideration 
of the question of the prevention of an arms race in outer space in all its aspects, 
taking into account all relevant proposals including those presented in ih&Ad Hoc 
Committee on the prevention of an arms race in outer space at the 1986 session 
of the Conference and at the forty-first session of the General Assembly;

8. Further requests the Conference on Disarmament to re-establish an ad hoc 
committee with an adequate mandate at the beginning of its 1987 session, with 
a view to undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or 
agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in outer space in all its 
aspects;

9. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America to pursue intensively their bilateral negotiations in a constructive spirit 
aimed at reaching early agreement for preventing an arms race in outer space, and 
to advise the Conference on Disarmament periodically of the progress of their 
bilateral sessions so as to facilitate its work;

10. Calls upon all States, especially those with major space capabilities, to 
refrain, in their activities relating to outer space, from actions contrary to the

 ̂Official Records of the General Assembly, Forty-first Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/ 
41/27), sect. III. E. [Footnote in original.]
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observance of the relevant existing treaties or to the objective of preventing an 
arms race in outer space;

11. Requests the Secretary-General to convey to the Advisory Board on 
Disarmament Studies, in its capacity as the Board of Trustees of the United 
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, the wish of the Member States for 
the early completion of the Institute’s study on disarmament problems relating 
to outer space and the consequences of extending the arms race into outer space;

12. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on its consideration of 
this subject to the General Assembly at its forty-second session;

13. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on Disarma
ment all documents relating to the consideration of this subject by the General 
Assembly at its forty-first session;

14. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-second session the 
item entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space”.

226. General Assembly Resolution 41/58: Chemical 
and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, Decem
ber 3,1986’

Second Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the Prohibi
tion of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 

(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2826 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, in which it 

commended the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction and expressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to the 
Convention."*

Recalling its resolution 39/65 D of 12 December 1984, in which it noted that, 
at the request of a majority of States parties to the Convention, a second Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention would be held in 1986,

Recalling that the States parties to the Convention met at Geneva from 8 to 26 
September 1986 to review the operation of the Convention with a view to

' A/RES/41/58.
 ̂Part A was submitted to the First Committee on October 28 by 27 states, including 

China, FRO, GDR, U.K., and USSR. It was introduced on October 29 at the 24th meeting 
by Austria. On November 6, a revised draft resolution was submitted by 36 states, 
including the United States. The revision replaced pars. 2 and 3 of the original draft with 
the present par. 2. Both the First Committee and the General Assembly adopted the revised 
draft resolution by consensus, the former at its 40th meeting and the latter at its 94th.

 ̂For the text of the Convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 884-889.
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assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Convention, 
including the provisions concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, were 
being realized.

Noting with satisfaction that, at the time of the Second Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, there were more than a hundred States parties to the Convention, 
including all the permanent members of the Security Council,

1. Notes with appreciation that on 26 September 1986, the Second Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Develop
ment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction adopted by consensus a Final Declaration;^

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance and to 
provide such services as may be required for the implementation of relevant parts 
of the Final Declaration;

3. Calls upon all signatory States that have not ratified or acceded to the 
Convention to do so without delay, and also calls upon those States that have not 
yet signed the Convention to join the States parties thereto at an early date, thus 
contributing to the achievement of universal adherence to the Convention and to 
international confidence.

B^

Prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons

The General Assembly,
Recalling paragraph 75 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 

the General Assembly,^ which states that the complete and effective prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their 
destruction represents one of the most urgent measures of disarmament,

Convinced of the urgency of the earliest conclusion of a convention on the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction, which would significantly contribute to 
general and complete disarmament under effective international control,

 ̂Document 178.
 ̂Part B was submitted by the Soviet Union and 11 other Socialist states on October 28 

and introduced in the First Committee by the GDR on November 3 at the 29th meeting. 
It was adopted by the First Committee at its 37th meeting on November 10 by 83 votes 
to 12, with 31 abstentions. The General Assembly vote was 100 to 11, with 43 abstentions. 
Against: Belgium, France, FRG, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, 
Turkey, U.K., U.S. Abstaining: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 
Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Brazil, Brunei, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, 
Cote d’Ivoire, Dem. Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, El 
Salvador, Finland, Greece, Grenada, Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, Jamaica, Japan, Libe
ria, Morocco, New Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent, Samoa, Sri 
Lanka, St. Christopher and Nevis, Sweden, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay.

 ̂The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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Emphasizing the need for the extension of international co-operation in the 
field of chemical industries for peaceful purposes,

Bearing in mind that the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their 
destruction would contribute to the achievement of this goal,

Stressing the continuing importance of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,^

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the possibility 
of the use of chemical weapons, through the earliest conclusion and implemen
tation of a convention on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of all types of chemical weapons and on their destruction, thereby 
complementing the obligations assumed under the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 
1925,

Appreciating the work of the Conference on Disarmament during its 1986 
session regarding the prohibition of chemical weapons and the progress achieved 
in negotiations.

Deeming it desirable for States to refrain from taking any action that could 
delay or further complicate negotiations and to display a constructive approach 
to such negotiations and the political will to reach an early agreement on the 
chemical weapons convention,

Emphasizing the need to stop a further increase of arsenals of chemical 
weapons and to refrain from the deployment of such weapons on the territories 
of other countries, as well as the necessity to withdraw chemical weapons 
deployed abroad to within the national boundaries of States to which they belong. 

Expressing profound concern at decisions on the production of new types of 
chemical weapons, as well as at their intended deployment.

Welcoming the agreement between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America to accelerate the efforts to conclude an effective 
and verifiable international convention on the general and complete prohibition 
of chemical weapons and the destruction of existing stockpiles of such weapons, 

Taking note of proposals and initiatives on the creation of chemical-weapon- 
free zones in various regions aimed at facilitating the complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons and at contributing to the achievement of stable regional and 
international security.

Welcoming the Final Declaration of the Second Review Conference of the 
Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, which stresses the urgency of a chemical weapons ban,

1. Reajfirms the necessity for the speediest elaboration and conclusion of a 
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
all chemical weapons and on their destruction;

2. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to intensify the negotiations in order 
to submit a draft convention on the complete ban on chemical weapons to the 
General Assembly at its forty-second session;

 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp, 764-765.

Document 226



746 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1986

3. Reaffirms its call to all States to conduct serious negotiations in good faith 
and to refrain from any action that could impede negotiations on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons and specifically from the production of new types of 
chemical weapons, as well as from deploying chemical weapons on the territory 
of other States;

4. Appeals to all States to facilitate in every possible way the conclusion of such 
a convention;

5. Calls upon all States that have not yet done so to become parties to the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.

Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 40/92 C of 12 December 1985,
Reaffirming the urgent necessity of strict observance by all States of the 

principles and objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and of the adherence by all States 
to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, signed in London, Moscow, and Washington, on 10 April 1972,

Reiterating its concern over reports that chemical weapons have been used and 
over indications of their emergence in an increasing number of national arsenals, 
as well as over the growing risk that they may be used again.

Noting international efforts to strengthen relevant international prohibitions, 
including efforts to develop appropriate fact-finding mechanisms.

Recalling its resolution 40/94 L of 12 December 1985, in which, inter alia, it 
pointed out the fundamental importance of full implementation and strict 
observance of agreements on arms limitation and disarmament.

Reaffirming its dedication to protecting mankind from chemical and biological 
warfare,

1. Calls for compliance with existing international obligations regarding 
prohibitions on chemical and biological weapons, and condemns all actions that 
contravene those obligations;

2. Strongly endorses the ongoing efforts to ensure the most effective prohibi
tions possible on chemical and biological weapons;

3. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to pursue vigorously and accelerate 
its negotiations on a multilateral convention on the complete and effective

 ̂Part C was introduced in the First Committee by the United States at the 26th meeting, 
on October 30. It was sponsored also by 27 states. The General Assembly adopted it by 
137 votes to 0, with 14 abstentions. Abstaining: Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Benin, Brazil, 
Burkina Faso, Congo, Cuba, Ethiopia, Laos, Libya, Nicaragua, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia. 

Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 918-919.
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prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction;

4. Calls upon all States, pending the elaboration of such a convention, to co
operate in efforts to prevent the use of chemical weapons and in efforts to 
establish facts in cases of reports of such use, and to be guided in their national 
policies by the need to curb the spread of chemical weapons.

Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

The General Assembly,
Recalling its previous resolutions relating to the complete and effective 

prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and of their destruction.

Reaffirming the urgent necessity of strict observance by all States of the 
principles and objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and of the adherence by all States 
to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, signed in London, Moscow and Washington on 10 April 1972, 

Taking note of the Final Document of the Second Review Conference of the 
Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, adopted by consensus on 26 September 1986, and in particular of 
article IX of its Final Declaration,

Having considered the report of the Conference on Disarmament,*^ which 
incorporates, inter alia, the report of its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical 
Weapons,’̂  and noting that following the precedents set in 1984 and 1985, 
consultations are continuing during the inter-sessional period, thus increasing the 
time devoted to negotiations.

Convinced of the necessity that all efforts be exerted for the continuation and 
successful conclusion of negotiations on the prohibition of the development, 
production, stockpiling and use of all chemical weapons and on their destruction,

1. Takes note of the work of the Conference on Disarmament during its 1986 
session regarding the prohibition of chemical weapons, and in particular appre
ciates the work of its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons on that question 
and the progress recorded in its report;

2. Expresses again none the less its regret and concern that notwithstanding 
the progress made in 1986 a convention on the complete and effective prohibition

Part D was introduced in the First Committee by Poland at the 35th meeting, on 
November 6. It was sponsored also by 23 states, including Argentina, Austria, Belgium, 
Canada, Denmark, FRO, Greece, Japan, and the U.K. Both the First Committee and the 
General Assembly adopted it by consensus.

General Assembly: Official Records: Forty-first Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/41/27). 
An excerpt of the report is printed in Document 155.
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of the development, production, stockpiling and use of all chemical weapons and 
on their destruction has not yet been elaborated;

3. Urges again the Conference on Disarmament, as a matter of high priority, 
to intensify, during its 1987 session, the negotiations on such a convention and 
to reinforce further its efforts by, inter alia, increasing the time during the year 
that it devotes to such negotiations, taking into account all existing proposals and 
future initiatives, with a view to the final elaboration of a convention at the 
earliest possible date, and to re-establish its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical 
Weapons for this purpose with the 1986 mandate;

4. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report to the General Assembly 
at its forty-second session on the results of its negotiations.

227. General Assembly Resolution 41/59 J: Compli
ance With Arms Limitation and Disarmament 
Agreements, December 3,1986^

Compliance with arms limitation and disarmament agreements

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 40/94 L of 12 December 1985,^
Conscious of the abiding concern of all Member States for preserving respect 

for rights and obligations arising from treaties and other sources of international 
law.

Convinced that observance of the Charter of the United Nations, relevant 
treaties and other sources of international law is essential for the strengthening 
of intemational security.

Mindful in particular of the fundamental importance of full implementation 
and strict observance of agreements on arms limitation and disarmament if 
individual nations and the intemational community are to derive enhanced 
security from them,

Stressing that any violation of such agreements not only adversely affects the 
security of States parties but can also create security risks for other States relying 
on the constraints and commitments stipulated in those agreements.

Stressing further that any weakening of confidence in such agreements 
diminishes their contribution to global or regional stability and to further

' A/RES/41/59. This resolution is part J of resolution 41/59 entitled “General and 
Complete Disarmament”. It was sponsored by Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, 
France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, and 
the United States. It was introduced by the United States in the First Committee at the 26th 
meeting, on October 30, 1986. A revised version with a new seventh preambular 
paragraph was submitted on November 13 by the original sponsors plus three additional 
states (Czechoslovakia, GDR, Poland). Both the First Committee and the General 
Assembly adopted it by consensus.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 917-918.
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disarmament and arms limitation efforts and undermines the credibility and 
effectiveness of the international legal system,

Recognizing in this context that, inter alia, full confidence in compliance with 
existing agreements can enhance the negotiations of arms limitation and disar
mament agreements,

Believing that compliance with arms limitation and disarmament agreements 
by States parties is, therefore, a matter of interest and concern to the international 
community, and noting the role that the United Nations could play in that regard.

Convinced that resolution of non-compliance questions that have arisen with 
regard to agreements on arms limitations and disarmament would contribute to 
better relations among States and the strengthening of world peace and security,

1. Urges all States parties to arms limitation and disarmament agreements to 
implement and comply with the entirety of the provisions of such agreements;

2. Calls upon all Member States to give serious consideration to the implica
tions of non-compliance with those obligations for international security and 
stability, as well as for the prospects for further progress in the field of 
disarmament;

3. Further calls upon all Member States to support efforts aimed at the 
resolution of non-compliance questions, with a view to encouraging strict 
observance by all parties of the provisions of arms limitation and disarmament 
agreements and maintaining or restoring the integrity of such agreements;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide Member States with assistance 
that may be necessary in this regard.

228. Statement by the Special Adviser to the President 
and the Secretary of State on Arms Control Mat
ters (Nitze) Before a Panel of the House Committee 
on Armed Services: Developments in the Nuclear 
and Space Arms Talks Since the Reykjavik Meet
ing, December 4,1986^

This morning, I will review briefly the developments over the past several 
months in the nuclear and space talks (NST). I will describe separately the 
developments in each of the three negotiating areas of INF, START, and defense 
and space, with reference to the status of each area prior to the Reykjavik meeting 
and its evolution during the Reykjavik and Vienna meetings. My statement will 
conclude with a brief description of where I think we should go from here.

The progress to date is significant. We have expanded the potential area of 
common agreement between our negotiating position and that of the Soviets. Yet, 
we still face a long, difficult task ahead. Much hard work remains, and important 
obstacles must be overcome in order to conclude arms reduction treaties that are

• Department of State, Current Policy No. 906. Mr. Nitze spoke before the Defense 
Policy Panel.
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in our national interest and that can be implemented. We must both nail down the 
details of the agreements that we have achieved in principle— f̂or example, 
reductions in longer range INF missiles—and address issues that are only now 
maturing to a point where a serious dialogue is possible—for example, what 
strategic defense development and testing activities are permitted and prohibited 
by the ABM Treaty^ and the conditions under which the sides would agree not 
to exercise, for a period of time, their existing right to withdraw from that treaty 
on 6 months’ notice.

During the coming months, the Soviet Union will take a full account of the state 
of U.S. executive-legislative branch relations, especially as it relates to arms 
control. The ability of the United States to negotiate worthwhile arms control 
agreements will continue to depend upon close cooperation, coordination, and 
consultation between the Administration and the Congress. This relationship 
should be based upon realistic expectations and assessments of the progress 
achieved and the remaining obstacles at each future step in the negotiations. We 
must reduce the degree to which different perceptions or views between the 
executive and legislative branches regarding the negotiations are taken by the 
Soviets as an opportunity to hold out for concessions or to create friction and 
delay.

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces

Our long-term policy goal with respect to longer range INF missiles is to 
eliminate this entire class of U.S. and Soviet weapons on a worldwide basis. 
Because the Soviets were unwilling to go that far at that time, the United States 
agreed at the 1985 Geneva summit to focus efforts on an interim agreement to 
reduce these missiles.

The United states set forth, at that time, a number of guidelines for such an 
approach. We required that both the United States and Soviet Union have equal 
rights and limits and that those limits be global in scope, owing to the range, 
mobility, and transportability of LRINF systems. We stated that we would not 
negotiate commitments regarding the independent strategic nuclear deterrents of 
third counties and that no compensation be afforded because of such third- 
country systems. We ruled out reductions in dual-capable systems, to prevent 
degradation of NATO’s conventional capabilities. Last, we required that any 
agreement be verifiable.

Pre-Reykjavik. As a result of the experts’ meetings in Moscow and Washing
ton last summer and the September meeting between Secretary Shultz and 
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, the United States achieved several of these 
objectives. The sides agreed on an end goal of eliminating the entire class of U.S. 
and Soviet LRINF missiles. The sides agreed that, as an interim step, they would 
be prepared to limit the total number of warheads on LRINF missiles deployed 
in Europe to an equal level above zero. Both sides were also prepared to agree to 
equal global limits on the number of LRINF missile warheads. Discussion during 
this period focused on five issues: the specific numbers for numerical limits,

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.

Document 228



NITZE STATEMENT, DECEMBER 4 751

Asian deployments, deployment mix, shorter range INF, and the duration of the 
agreement.

The Soviet Union proposed reductions to a level of 100 warheads in Europe but 
offered only a freeze on SS-20s deployed in Asia; that would have left a global 
residual or more than 600 SS-20 warheads. The United States suggested in the 
experts’ meetings that the limit be set at 200  warheads for each side worldwide, 
with no more than 100 warheads in Europe.

The United States reiterated that LRINF warheads deployed in Asia should be 
reduced proportionately and concurrently with those in Europe but that a 
reduction to equal levels in Europe and Asia could also be acceptable if the 
specific level was agreeable to the United States. Although the Soviets refused 
to agree to any reductions of SS-20s in Asia, or even to specify existing levels, 
they stated that they would “limit” the number of LRINF warheads deployed in 
Asia.

The Soviets proposed that the LRINF missile mix after reductions in Europe 
include only GLCMs on the U.S. side and SS-20 ballistic missiles on the Soviet 
side. The United States said that the mix between U.S. GLCMs and Pershing II 
ballistic missiles could be discussed further, but that Pershing II missiles must 
constitute a part of the U.S. force.

The sides agreed on the need for constraints on SRINF missiles. The United 
States insisted that this issue be resolved concurrently with the establishment of 
ceilings on LRINF missiles. The Soviets argued that the SRINF issue could be 
resolved after agreement on LRINF reductions.

The United States insisted that an interim agreement on INF should remain in 
effect until superseded by a later agreement providing for further reductions— 
and should not be a “temporary” measure of short duration as the Soviets 
suggested.

Reykjavik. The Reykjavik meeting created considerable movement in the 
substantive areas of INF, although there was no closure on the major areas of 
concern. The President and General Secretary agreed to eliminate U.S. and 
Soviet LRINF missile warheads in Europe. Worldwide deployments would be 
limited to 100 warheads on each side, with Soviet missiles deployed in the Asian 
U.S.S.R. and U.S. deployments limited to U.S. territory.

With regard to SRINF missiles, the Soviets proposed to freeze SRINF 
deployments at the current level and to address their reduction in a subsequent 
negotiation. The United States agreed to a ceiling at the present Soviet level on 
Soviet SRINF and to the proposal for follow-on negotiations on SRINF missile 
reductions but demanded a right to equal SRINF missile deployments.

Movement on verification also occurred in Reykjavik. Although the discus
sion was not detailed, there was Soviet agreement to the U.S. proposal that an 
effective verification package must include a comprehensive exchange of data 
before and after reductions, onsite inspection of the elimination of weapons, and 
effective onsite monitoring of the remaining INF systems and associated facili
ties.

Since the Reykjavik meeting, the Soviets have attempted to relink progress in 
INF to progress in the defense and space negotiations, reversing their position of
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last spring. The United States rejects this linkage and will continue to work for 
a separate agreement.

START

The U.S. goal in the START talks is to achieve deep and verifiable reductions 
to equal levels properly structured so as to enhance stability. Consequently, our 
negotiating position draws a distinction between more and less destabilizing 
systems— f̂or example, between heavy ICBMs and other ballistic missiles and 
between ballistic missiles and air-breathing missiles.

Our START position contains several key elements:
A reduction in the total number of missile warheads;

• Within this ceiling, sublimits on ICBM RVs; and
• A corresponding reduction in overall ballistic throw-weight.

Pre-Reykjavik. At the 1985 Geneva summit, the United States and the Soviet
Union agreed in principle to 50% reductions in strategic offensive systems. Each 
side had significantly different approaches to structuring such reductions. The 
United States called for limits of 1,250-1,450 ballistic missiles, with 4,500 
ballistic missile warheads, 3,000 ICBM warheads, a 50% reduction in throw- 
weight below Soviet levels, and 1,500 ALCMs on, at most, 350 heavy bombers. 
The Soviet proposal for 50% reductions applied cuts to these strategic systems 
but included, as well, U.S. LRINF in Europe and all U.S. dual-capable aircraft 
in Europe and Asia and on aircraft carriers, wherever located, while excluding 
equivalent Soviet systems from cuts on their side. The Soviets accepted the 
concept of sublimits, proposing that there be a warhead limit of 60% on any one 
leg of the triad.

In June 1986, the Soviets offered a new proposal involving reductions of less 
that 50%. During the experts’ meetings, first in Moscow and subsequently in 
Washington, we explored such an approach while not changing our commitment 
to the principle of 50% reductions. After the experts’ meetings, the United States 
decided it could accept the Soviet SNDV aggregate level of 1,600. We increased 
to 7,500 the number of ballistic missile RVs and ALCMs that we were willing 
to accept and proposed the following sublimits: 5,500 ballistic missile RVs, 
3,300 ICBM RVs, and 1,650 RVs on allowed ICBMs except for fixed, light, or 
medium ICBMs with six or fewer warheads. The Soviets retained their 8,000 
limit on “nuclear charges,” including gravity bombs and SRAMs, and proposed 
a limit between 6,400 and 6,800 on ballistic missile RVs.

Going into the Reykjavik meeting several issues separated the United States 
and Soviet Union.

First, the Soviets criticized the United States for attempting to restructure 
Soviet forces with its proposed sublimits. Our position was that such sublimits 
are necessary to ensure stability.

Second, the Soviets insisted that gravity bombs and SRAMs be included in the 
aggregate weapons limit. The United States proposed that they be limited only 
indirectly through the 350 heavy bomber sublimit, since these systems are less 
destabilizing and since air defenses against the bombers are unconstrained.

Third, the United States wanted to ban mobile missiles unless the Soviets 
could show us how our verification and stability concerns could be met.
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Fourth, the Soviets refused to consider codification of the 50% throw-weight 
reduction.

Fifth, there was inadequate progress on verification, especially of SLCMs and 
mobiles.

Finally, the Soviets insisted on linking START reductions to a 15-year 
commitment of nonwithdrawal from the ABM Treaty. The United States rejected 
such a linkage.

Reykjavik. At Reykjavik, the United States and the Soviet Union reached 
agreement in principle to reduce, in 5 years, to 1,600 SNDVs and 6,000 strategic 
nuclear warheads, consisting of ballistic missile warheads, ALCMs, and heavy 
bombers armed with gravity bombs and SRAMs, such bombers to count as a 
single warhead. The Soviets refused to agree to U.S.-proposed sublimits on these 
systems and, in addition, dropped their own proposal for sublimits. The United 
States, however, reserved the right to raise the issue of sublimits in the future, and 
the Soviets acknowledge that right. The Soviets did agree that reductions would 
involve significant cuts in Soviet heavy missiles. In addition, both sides agreed 
to seek mutually acceptable limits on nuclear-armed SLCMs, separate from the 
SNDV and warhead aggregates. The Soviets insisted that their agreement to 
these reductions remain linked to a defense and space agreement.

Defense and Space

Pre-Reykjavik. In defense and space, the Soviet Union sought to ban or 
disrupt the SDI program. They demanded a ban on research, development, 
testing, and deployment of what they call “space-strike arms.” They linked 
agreement to such a ban to reductions in the START area.

In June, the Soviets proposed that neither side withdraw from the ABM Treaty 
for up to 15 years and that the ABM Treaty be “strengthened” by redefining the 
activities permitted and prohibited under the treaty. The net result would have 
been to prohibit much of the U.S. strategic defense research now permitted by the 
ABM Treaty and to make future deployment so distant as to discourage active 
work on SDI.

The United States made it clear that we are committed to the SDI research 
program and to continued adherence to the ABM Treaty. In his July letter to 
Gorbachev, President Reagan stated that, if both sides can agree on radical 
reductions in strategic offensive weapons, the United States would be prepared 
to sign an agreement with the Soviets providing the following:

First, both sides would agree to confine themselves, through 1991, to research, 
development, and testing, which is permitted by the ABM Treaty, to determine 
whether advanced systems of strategic defense are technically feasible.

Second, a new treaty would provide that if, after 1991, either side should 
decide to deploy such a system, that side would be obliged to offer a plan for 
sharing the benefits of strategic defense and for eliminating offensive ballistic 
missiles. This plan would be negotiated over a 2-year period.

Third, if the two sides cannot agree after 2 years of negotiation, either side 
would be free to deploy an advanced strategic defensive system after giving 6 
months’ notice to the other.
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Reykjavik. At Reykjavik, President Reagan and General Secretary Gor
bachev reached common ground on the relevant time period during which both 
sides would agree not to exercise their right to withdraw from the ABM Treaty 
for the purpose of deploying advanced strategic defenses. Gorbachev insisted on 
a period of 10 years. The President was prepared to agree to 10 years provided 
agreement could be achieved on three subjects, namely, the regime of control 
over defenses and the program of reductions in offensive ballistic missiles during 
those 10 years and what each side was to be allowed to do after the 10 years. 

On the issue of the regime of control over defenses, President Reagan 
proposed to Mr. Gorbachev that both sides strictly abide by the limitations 
of the ABM Treaty. Mr. Gorbachev insisted on what he called measures to 
“strengthen” the ABM Treaty but what, in fact, amounted to an attempt to 
amend it. Specifically, he proposed to restrict to the laboratory testing of all 
space elements or components of antiballistic missile defense.

• With regard to the program of offensive reductions, the United States 
proposed the elimination of all ballistic missiles remaining after 1991 during 
a second 5-year phase ending in 1996. The Soviets called for the elimination 
of all remaining strategic offensive weapons during that period.

• With regard to each side’s rights after 10 years, the United States proposed 
that either side be free to deploy defenses unless the parties agree otherwise. 
The Soviets proposed to enter into a new negotiation after 10 years on all 
issues related to the ABM Treaty.

Vienna and Beyond

We appear to have achieved substantial, yet incomplete progress at Reykjavik 
in our efforts to reach agreement on INF, START, and defense and space. The 
objective of Secretary Shultz’s discussions in Vienna with Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze was to confirm and build on the results of the Reykjavik meeting 
and to identify and narrow the remaining differences between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. This meeting did not result in progress. The Soviets seemed 
more interested in attempting to make propaganda points by misstating what had 
happened at Reykjavik than in advancing the negotiations. The Soviets hardened 
their position by linking all the progress at Reykjavik to acceptance of their space 
defense demands.

Key issues remain in all three negotiating fora.
In INF, we continue to assert our right to an equal level of Soviet SRINF 

deployments, to insist on adequate verification measures, to insist that the 
proposed limits remain in effect until superseded by an agreement providing for 
further reductions, and to de-link final resolution of these issues from other 
negotiations.

In START, we need to achieve agreement to stabilizing sublimits within the 
agreed framework of reductions. We have proposed, in Geneva, sublimits of 
4,800 ballistic missile warheads, 3,300 ICBM warheads, and 1,650 warheads on 
permitted ICBMs except those on silo-based light and medium ICBMs with six 
or fewer warheads. These numbers represent a substantial movement in the 
direction of the Soviet position. We must also work on identifying adequate
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verification measures. We oppose the linkage between agreement on these 
reductions with progress in other areas.

In defense and space, we wish to continue to discuss with the Soviets our view 
of what is permitted by the ABM Treaty. They must understand, however, that 
we see no reason to create limits more stringent than those already incorporated 
in the treaty.

This review of the status of the negotiations indicates that the greatest potential 
for further concrete progress is concentrated in those areas of common ground 
involving reductions in the first 5-year period: reductions in START to the 1,600/ 
6,000 ceilings and in INF to the 0/100 ceilings. Our proposal that all remaining 
ballistic missiles be eliminated in the second 5 years remains on the table, subject 
to the same conditions we stated at Reykjavik.

In the immediate future, the United States will continue to attempt to consoli
date the areas of agreement and to clarify areas of disagreement, with a view to 
resolving or narrowing remaining differences.

229. Final Communique of tlie NATO Defense Planning 
Committee, December 5,1986^

The Defense Planning Committee of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
met in ministerial session in Brussels on 4th and 5th December 1986, and agreed 
[to] the following:

2. NATO’s aim is the prevention of war; therefore, the Alliance must continue 
to ensure its security through the provision of adequate military capabilities and 
the parallel pursuit of a more stable East-West relationship. Credible deterrence 
and defense is an essential basis for improved relations between East and West.

3. NATO’s strategy of forward defense and flexible response, including the 
commitment to maintain a credible nuclear deterrent posture, has preserved 
peace for many years and remains fully valid. Against the background of existing 
Warsaw Pact strength and ongoing force improvements, this strategy continues 
to require effective nuclear deterrence, based on a mix of systems. Given the need 
for stable balance at all times, nuclear weapons cannot be considered in isolation. 
Reductions in nuclear weapons would increase the importance of eliminating the 
current imbalance in conventional forces. We reject unilateral disarmament, 
which would result in the abandonment by NATO of its deterrent strategy, and 
hence the basis for its security and stability. As in the past. Alliance solidarity and 
cohesion will be important in ensuring progress towards a more secure and stable 
environment.

4. Our determination to avoid an undue reliance on the early use of nuclear 
weapons is reflected in our continuing efforts to improve conventional forces. 
The Conventional Defense Improvements (CDI) action plan has provided the 
framework within which we can make progress towards securing this objective. 
In particular, it has identified those key deficiencies and priority areas where we

‘ Department of State Bulletin, February 1987, pp. 57-58.
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all agree a special effort will bring the greatest return for our collective defense. 
Our discussion of the Annual Defense Review and the adoption of the NATO 
Force Plan 1987-1991 has reflected our determination to give these Alliance 
priority areas special emphasis in our national plans and programs.

5. Considerable progress has already been made towards a more effective 
conventional posture. We have seen positive developments in several areas 
including the substantial modernization programs in almost all member coun
tries and the improvements in the sustainability of our forces. These improve
ments and other actions contained in CDI will considerably enhance our 
capabilities and reduce the areas of deficiency. We are determined to sustain this 
momentum.

6 . Having noted the initial assessment of the developing threat posed to NATO 
by Warsaw Pact tactical ballistic missiles, we called for continued work on 
assessing the threat and possible ways to deal with it.

7. Improvements to Alliance planning procedures are also now being put into 
effect. These include a more effective co-ordination of the various planning areas 
of the Alliance and the provision of more effective long-term planning guidance 
on our military requirements through regular updating of the conceptual military 
framework and the development of long term planning guidelines by our military 
authorities.

8 . All of this represents substantial progress and provides a solid foundation for 
achieving more effective conventional forces. However, the provision of ade
quate resources in accordance with the 1985 ministerial guidance which reaf
firmed the aims of a 3 percent real increase as a general guide, and the need for 
even better use of these resources will continue to be a serious challenge for all 
nations.

9. Better armaments co-operation, standardization and sharing of technology 
between the European and North American and the developed and developing 
members of the Alliance are important for ensuring the most effective use of 
resources, as is the continued protection of military relevant technology.

10. In the context of the current CDI effort, we agreed that improved 
armaments collaboration has an important role to play in the strengthening of 
conventional defenses and that NATO’s armaments co-operation improvements 
strategy, approved by Ministers in December 1985,  ̂is proving to be a useful 
political framework for promoting and co-ordinating initiatives in this field on 
both sides of the Atlantic. Several of the projects launched as a result of the United 
States’ legislation are reaching the stage when major program decisions will be 
required. In the light of experience gained to date, the independent European 
program group nations have put forward a number of “principles for collabora
tion” related to program management which have been welcomed by their North 
American Allies. We are continuing to give emphasis to the exploitation of 
emerging technologies in our defense equipment programs, particularly in the 
long term.

11. The 1986 Defense Review has shown again that despite commendable 
efforts by a few Allies, more support, and by more nations, is essential to assist

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 918-921.
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Greece, Portugal and Turkey to strengthen their conventional defenses, in order 
that they may more effectively fulfill their assigned roles in the collective defense 
of the Alliance. Various forms of assistance should continue to be examined, in 
particular and in the context of support for the development of the industrial and 
technological bases of these countries, arrangements to permit them to partici
pate more fully as partners in NATO armaments co-operation programs.

12. Following Reykjavik we support the United States in seeking balanced, 
equitable and effectively verifiable arms control agreements with the Soviet 
Union. We agreed that instead of simply codifying the existing levels of arsenals, 
agreements reached in Geneva should seek to achieve substantial reductions in 
offensive nuclear forces in ways that will enhance stability and minimize the risk 
of war. We therefore welcomed the progress at Reykjavik towards agreement on 
50 percent reductions in strategic offensive forces and on longer-range interme
diate nuclear missiles. We fully endorse the United States’ determination to 
negotiate detailed agreements on this basis as a matter of priority and urge the 
Soviet Union to join in this effort in Geneva. Progress on INF [intermediate- 
range nuclear forces] must not be held hostage to any other agreement; Soviet 
insistence on doing so would destroy the credibility of the assurances given at the 
highest level. Nor must such an INF agreement neglect the existing imbalances 
in shorter-range INF missiles for which constraints and equal rights must be 
provided, as well as subsequent negotiations on these missiles. In all cases, 
effective verification would be an essential condition. We will continue to assess 
and to consult closely on all these issues. We reiterated our support for the United 
States’ exploration of space and defense systems, as is permitted by the ABM 
[Antiballistic Missile] Treaty.^

13. We also confirmed our resolve to seek an early conclusion of a worldwide 
ban on chemical weapons. In this context we called upon the Soviet Union to take 
a constructive attitude towards effective verification provisions.

230. Soviet Statement on the SALT II Treaty: U.S. Put
ting Into Service the 131 st Heavy Bomber, Decem
ber 7,1986’

The other day, the United States additionally put into service the 131st heavy 
bomber equipped to carry long-range cruise missiles without dismantling any 
equivalent nuclear-weapon delivery vehicle in compensation.

By making this step, it overstepped the aggregate limit, fixed by the SALT II 
treaty,  ̂of the 1,320 units on the number of MIRVed strategic ballistic missile 
launchers and cruise missile-armed heavy bombers.

The U.S. does not conceal that this amounts to its total abandonment of the 
SALT II treaty which, as the U.S. Administration put it, was left behind it.

 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, December 7,1986, first edition, p. 1; FBIS Daily Report, 

December 8, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. AA1-AA3.
 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Therefore, practical actions followed President Reagan’s statement made last 
May  ̂ about the intention to reject the 1972 interim agreement^ and the 1979 
SALT II treaty, the statement that drew anxiety and condemnation around the 
world.

A treaty which has sealed military parity between the USSR and the United 
States and limited the nuclear arms race for a whole number of years in its central 
area—the field of strategic offensive arms—has now been trampled underfoot. 
The value and usefulness of this agreement consisted in its provisions on the 
sides’ commitments to observe both quantitative and qualitative restrictions on 
their strategic nuclear means. The SALT II treaty provided for substantially 
narrowing possibilities to modernize these systems. Besides, it set corresponding 
limits on the main groups of strategic systems. Compliance with all these 
provisions, based on the sides’ recognition of the principle of equality and equal 
security, ensured strategic stability and served as a point of departure in the search 
for ways of limiting and eliminating nuclear weapons.

The decision to beef up the U.S. arsenal of strategic means and violate the 
SALT II treaty has been dictated by nothing other than a desire by Washington 
to upset the military parity between the USSR and the United States and assure 
itself of military superiority. These actions are fraught with serious consequences 
for international security.

By undertaking them, the United States opens the gate to an unlimited race in 
strategic nuclear arms, which will inevitably sharpen the dangerous rivalry in the 
military field. The refusal to abide by the agreed restrictions on the quantitative 
growth and qualitative modernization of strategic offensive arms can make the 
situation unpredictable.

The United States has dealt the final blow to the SALT II treaty now but it has 
been undercutting it for more than one year. In the very first days after taking over 
the White House the Reagan administration gave up for lost the treaty’s 
ratification. At the same time it launched activities that were in clear violation of 
the SALT II treaty. Ignoring the special restrictions set by the protocol to the 
treaty, for example, the United States has started mass deployments of long-range 
cruise missiles. Washington has obviously circumvented the treaty also by 
stationing its medium-range missiles in Western Europe as a supplement to the 
U.S. strategic potential.

Work has forged ahead at full tilt, in the meantime; to carry out an unprece
dented program for modernizing and building up strategic offensive arms in all 
areas, with new MX and Midgetman intercontinental ballistic missiles, B-IB 
and stealth strategic bombers and nuclear-powered submarines with Trident-1 
and Trident-2 missiles being developed and built.

Washington’s attitude to the issue of stopping nuclear weapons testing has 
been a vivid manifestation of the militarist fever gripping it. The United States 
has not only refused to follow the example of the Soviet Union and declare a 
moratorium on nuclear explosions but has also been reluctant to discuss the issue

 ̂Document 82.
Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
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and declined to go into talks whose aim would be a complete and ultimate end 
to nuclear testing.

The SALT II treaty was, of course, a serious impediment to all these militarist 
programs. This is why in Washington they decided to do away with it once and 
for all.

The military-industrial bosses’ interests, connected with the development of a 
large-scale anti-missile defense system with space-based elements and of space 
strike weapons, enter into conflict with the ABM treaty in just the same manner.

By means of the ‘Star Wars’ program the United States wants to extend the 
spiral of the arms race over to outer space and to convert outer space into a 
military citadel and staging area for the establishment of U.S. hegemony. This is 
why, to the U.S. Administration, the ABM treaty^ is the next target after the 
SALT II treaty. The U.S. Administration has set about gradually shaking this 
agreement loose as well.

Washington cannot but be aware that such a policy gives rise to mounting 
indignation in the world. Hence, the endeavors to cover it up with talk about 
‘mutual restraint’, and with declarative statements about commitment to nuclear 
disarmament, the statements which are being accompanied with every kind of 
inventions as to alleged violations of the obligations by the Soviet side.

The United States ’ break out of the SALT II treaty does not leave a trace of that 
scrim of verbiage and fully lays bare the militarist essence of the U.S. policy for 
the whole world to see.

As for U.S. propaganda efforts to misinform the world public by ascribing to 
the Soviet Union some violations of the strategic arms agreements, those are a 
desperate and dishonest attempt by diverting attention from the United States as 
the true destroyer of strategic stability and at finding if only some justifications 
for its departure from the international treaties.

The Soviet Union has been always strictly and honestly abiding by all the 
articles and all the provisions of the SALT II treaty, just as those of other 
international agreements as well.

It is significant that the United States decided to deal a blow to the structure of 
fundamental accords in the field of strategic arms limitation precisely at a time 
when a prospect for an improvement of the international situation had appeared, 
at last.

The Soviet program for the elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000 
has found wide-spread understanding and favorable response throughout the 
world. The initiatives which were put forward on the basis of the program and 
with which our country went to the meeting in Reykjavik opened up real ways 
towards a nuclear-free world.

The idea of a comprehensive system of international security is striking deep 
root. The new thinking in international affairs which has found reflection, in 
particular, in the Delhi declaration^ signed by the leaders of the USSR and India 
recently, is more and more tangibly supplanting the dogmas of power politics.

Ubid.,1972,pp. 197-201.
 ̂Document 221.
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Possibilities for a fundamental change in the entire international situation have 
begun to show.

The choice of precisely this moment by the U.S. Administration to torpedo the 
SALT II treaty cannot be regarded otherwise than a major provocation and an 
attempt at stopping the tendency towards relaxation of international tension.

The U.S. step is a logical element of the campaign of attacks against the historic 
opportunities which the Reykjavik meeting offered and which would open up the 
road to a nuclear-free world which, as it turned out, is being dreaded by the U.S. 
militarist circles so much.

Washington is making a big mistake. The exceeding of the limits set by the 
SALT II treaty will not strengthen U.S. security.

The results of the 6  years of the present administration’s stay in office confirm: 
In the field of arms limitation the administration, without constructing anything, 
has destroyed and is destroying much.

Naturally, the U.S. decision, as the Soviet Government warned in its statement 
of May 31, 1986,  ̂gives the Soviet Union all grounds to regard itself free from 
its commitment under the 1972 interim agreement and the SALT II treaty.

At the same time, the Soviet side believes that there is still an opportunity for 
stopping the dangerous course of events that is being provoked by the irrespon
sible actions of the present U.S. Administration.

In America and outside it, it may be presumed, there is still enough political 
wisdom and the mere sense of self-preservation not to allow the wrecking of the 
entire structure of accords on the limitation of strategic arms that was created 
during 15 years.

Taking into account the immense universal importance of the issue and the 
need to preserve the key constraint on the strategic arms race, the USSR refrains 
for the time being from breaking out of the limitation under SALT I and SALT II.

All who cherish the cause of peace should realize that the task of uniting the 
forces in favor of the persistent search for a way out of the dangerous impasse into 
which the U.S. militarist circles are pushing mankind is urgent and acute today 
as never before. A reliable obstacle should be placed in the way of the imperial 
ambitions of domination on earth and in outer space.

The Soviet Union, for its part, resolutely counterposes a course of peace and 
international security to the irresponsible policy of the current U.S. Administration.

231. Statement by the Polish Deputy Foreign l\/linister 
(Kinast) Before the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe: Proposal Regarding 
Conventional Disarmament, December 8,1986^

I wish to take up today a question of great importance: How should the Vienna 
meeting ensure the continuation of the achievements and mechanisms resulting

 ̂Document 92.
• ACDA files.
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from the decisions of the Stockholm Conference.^ Exactly 6 years ago in Madrid, 
on the 8th of December 1980, Poland— în agreement with its allies—presented 
a proposal, discussed concurrently with proposals made by France, Sweden, 
Yugoslavia and Romania, which formed the basis for the elaboration of the 
mandate of the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and 
Disarmament in Europe.^

Speaking today on behalf of the Government of the Polish People’s Republic 
and after consultations with other states-members of the Warsaw Treaty, I have 
the honour to bring to the attention of all the participants in the Vienna meeting 
a proposal for supplementing the mandate of the Conference on Confidence- and 
Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe.

There is no question about the significance of the decisions of the Stockholm 
Conference for the security of Europe. This was expressed by the foreign 
ministers during the inaugural part of the Vienna meeting as well as by the 
representatives of the 35 participating states after the adoption of the Stockholm 
document.

Stockholm was a significant stage in the process launched early in the seventies 
with the multilateral consultations leading to the final recommendations of 
Helsinki. They defined the tasks of the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe as regards military measures for confidence-building and disarmament 
in the following manner:

The participating states are desirous of eliminating any causes of tension that 
may exist among them and contributing to the strengthening of peace and 
security in the world, bearing in mind the fact that efforts aimed at 
disarmament complement political detente and are essential elements in a 
process in which all participating states have a vital interest."̂

The Final Act provided for a relatively modest range of confidence-building 
measures in the military field and for the undertaking of common efforts to 
promote detente and disarmament. It was clearly stated that the participating 
states, when engaged in such efforts, would proceed from the following essential 
considerations, which reflect:

1. The complementary nature of the political and military aspects of security;
2. The interrelation between the security of each participating state and 

security in Europe as a whole;
3. Respect for the security interests of all the CSCE participating states as an 

essential aspect of their sovereign equality;
4. The interdependence between the CSCE process and progress in the 

negotiations on the reduction of armaments and disarmament, conducted on a 
world scale in Geneva as well as on a Central European scale in Vienna.

 ̂Document 170.
 ̂I.e., the so-called “Madrid Mandate.” For the arms control portions, see Documents 

on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793. For the complete text, see Department of State 
Bulletin, vol. 83, No. 2079 (October 1983), pp. 53-60.

I.e., the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference. See Documents on Disarmament, 1975, 
pp. 304-308 for the arms control portions. For the complete text, see Department of State 
Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, No. 1888 (September 1,1975), pp. 323-350.
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We are convinced that these recommendations have lost none of their rele
vance. On the contrary, full compliance with them is of great importance for the 
achievement of our common goal, as expressed in the Final Act, namely to ensure 
conditions in which all our peoples can live in true and lasting peace, free from 
any threat to or attempt against their security.

The contemporary notion of security, Mr. Chairman, is a very large and 
complex one. It includes many aspects: political and military, economic and 
ecological, psychological, cultural and humanitarian. We are deeply interested 
in the strengthening and enhancing of security in all its dimensions. In due course 
we shall submit our own proposals as our contribution to this cause.

There can be no doubt however that in the present historical circumstances, 
given the escalation of nuclear armaments, the security of nations is determined 
first of all by political and military factors, that is by the state of relations between 
countries as well as by the balance of military forces.

The absence of real threats is evidently the basis for the security of states. The 
perception by nations that there are no such threats is important in itself. Security- 
building measures are significant in this sphere of perception. They do not 
contribute, however, to the diminution of military potentials. Confidence- 
building measures have not led either to a lowering of the ceiling of armed forces 
or to the reduction of armaments in Europe. What is more—as was demonstrated 
by recent events—they did not prevent a policy of absolutization of the security 
interests of one country and of a group of its allies from asserting itself, a policy 
which unavoidably brings about greater insecurity and a feeling of threat in other 
states. For European security is the sum total of the security of each of the CSCE 
participating states and cannot be achieved without co-operation among them. 
The experience of the post-war period demonstrates that the increase of military 
potentials and the concept of security based solely on mutual deterrence do not 
solve the problem and, what’s more, result in increased tensions and heightened 
insecurity. This is true of the whole of Europe, and particularly of Central Europe 
where NATO and Warsaw Treaty members-states are facing each other.

Mr. Chairman, Poland identifies its own security with the security of the whole 
of Europe. We have never aimed at establishing mechanisms of security which 
would be directed against any country. Those were the premises which guided 
us throughout the post-war history as we devoted our efforts to the reduction of 
armaments in Central Europe and to the establishment of a nuclear-free zone in 
this region. The Rapacki Plan, presented almost 30 years ago, gave birth to 
international debates on the question of ridding Europe of nuclear weapons.^ The 
experiences of those 30 years lead to the conclusion that, although not imple
mented, the Rapacki Plan played a significant role in enriching political thinking, 
in making European nations conscious of the need for and possibility of 
eliminating the nuclear threat hovering over them.

In present-day circumstances, the first and most important step leading to a 
continent free of nuclear weapons would be the full elimination of Soviet and 
American intermediate-range missiles in Europe. The meeting in Reykjavik has

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 889-892.
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shown that this aim—as well as that of the elimination of strategic offensive 
weapons—was within reach. Although the positions of the sides got closer and 
an outline agreement on the INF issue was attained in Reykjavik, no binding 
agreement was reached. This is indeed unfortunate. Nevertheless, this Soviet- 
American summit meeting created a qualitatively new situation in many respects. 
It made clear that a historical chance had emerged for a radical solution of the 
fundamental problems of the contemporary world, that international security can 
be achieved on the basis of a political agreement taking into account the interests 
of the two world powers as well as the interests of their allies and of the peoples 
of all other states. Reykjavik has demonstrated that what seemed impossible 
yesterday can become reality today, provided, however, that the parties involved 
have the political will to jointly search for solutions, that they adopt a new 
political approach to confront common challenges and dangers.

We find an example of such a new attitude aimed at the building of a stable 
system of confidence and security in Europe in the proposals of the states parties 
of the Warsaw Treaty for a radical reduction of armed forces and conventional 
armaments in Europe contained in the Budapest appeal of June this year.^ It is 
addressed, as is known, to all the CSCE participating states. Poland—together 
with its allies— l̂ooks forward to a response to this appeal.

At the 10th PUWP Congress, the president of the Council of State of Poland, 
Wojciech Jaruzelski, stated in this respect:

The Polish People’s Republic which possesses a significant potential of 
conventional armed forces is ready to participate actively in the negotiations 
and to make its corresponding contribution to the elaboration of practical, 
mutual disarmament measures at the multi-lateral level.

“Poland”— ĥe stated—“is open to all constructive initiatives which would serve 
the cause of all-European cooperation, based on respect for the Helsinki Final 
Act.”

Mr. Chairman, the proposal submitted by us in Madrid was based on the 
concept of a conference on the military aspects of security, which would 
gradually pass from easier tasks to more complex ones. We were assuming that 
during its first stage the conference would mainly consider and agree on 
confidence-building measures to reduce the danger of an outbreak of war in 
Europe. At that time we proposed that the next stage would be devoted to 
“reaching agreement on measures aimed at lowering the level and the intensity 
of military confrontation in Europe, including the limitation of military activity 
and reduction of armed forces and armaments (. . .)”. In accordance with the 
mandate adopted in Madrid, the Stockholm Conference had to begin a process 
of which the first stage would be devoted to the negotiation and adoption of a set 
of mutually complementary confidence- and security-building measures de
signed to reduce the risk of military confrontation in Europe. The document of 
the Stockholm Conference^ has lived up to those expectations although much 
more remains to be done in this respect. According to the Madrid mandate, the 
Vienna meeting should:

 ̂Document 104.
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A) assess the progress achieved during the first stage of the Stockholm 
Conference and

B) taking into account the relevant provisions of the Final Act and also in the 
light of other relevant negotiations on security and disarmament affecting 
Europe, consider “ways and appropriate means for the participating states to 
continue their efforts for security and disarmament in Europe, including the 
question of supplementing the present mandate for the next stage of the 
conference on confidence and security building measures and disarmament in 
Europe”. There is no doubt that it was the understanding of all the CSCE 
participating states that the Stockholm Conference was initiating a process of 
negotiations, that it was not meant as a single act.

For this very reason Poland submits today, for the consideration of all the 
CSCE participating states, a proposal for supplementing the mandate of the 
Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament 
in Europe. In its preamble, this proposal recalls the relevant provisions of the 
CSCE Final Act and of the Madrid document. It takes note of the results of 
Stockholm. In its operative part, the adoption of the following decision is 
proposed:

To supplement the mandate of the Conference on Confidence and Security 
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, contained in the conclud
ing document of the CSCE Madrid meeting, so that it would cover—on the 
basis of equality of rights, balance and reciprocity, equal respect for the 
security interests of all participating states—consideration and taking of 
steps to reduce armed forces and conventional armaments in Europe. These 
steps will be considered in parallel with confidence- and security-building 
measures which have already been or may be put forward by any of the 
participating states. In particular, consideration will be given to confidence- 
building measures which are new in nature and to measures promoting 
military-strategic stability that are directly linked with the reduction of 
armed forces and conventional armaments and facilitate the reaching of 
agreements on these issues.

It is an open formula. In accordance with the relevant provision of the 
document of the Stockholm Conference, it allows each participating state to raise 
any question consistent with the mandate of the conference at any stage 
subsequent to the Vienna meeting. The proposed mandate lays down no precon
ditions. Our proposal, in its essence, seeks to ensure the continuation of the 
Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament 
in Europe, continuation based on common efforts in searching for the largest 
common denominator. It provides for parallel discussion on the confidence- and 
security-building measures and on the reduction of armed forces and armaments 
in Europe. We view reality as it is. We have elaborated our proposal with a view 
to ensuring that it meets the expectations of all states and is acceptable to all of 
them. It is natural that the problems of reduction of the armed forces should be 
addressed mainly to the states-members of military alliances.

Document 170.

Document 231



ACDA PRESS RELEASE, DECEMBER 9 765

In preparing this proposal we have endeavoured to take into account the ideas 
of our Western partners, as well as those of the neutral and nonaligned states 
presented both during bilateral consultations before the Vienna meeting as well 
as in the course of the debates in the Hofburg since 4 November. We are ready 
to receive with due attention their further suggestions which would make it easier 
to work out a fmal consensus.

Mr. Chairman, there is a close and inseparable link between the confidence- 
and security-building measures, on the one hand, and the reduction of armed 
forces and armaments as well as disarmament, on the other. Certainly it was 
easier to agree on some security-building measures than to conclude an agree
ment on disarmament issues. However it would be a mistake and illusion to 
expect that the confidence- and security-building measures could substitute for 
the reduction of armaments and disarmament. They can contribute to a more 
effective prevention of war as a part of a system of arms control and disarmament, 
but not as a factor in itself. It is so because the enormous military potentials and 
the enormous growth of armaments are the basic factors destabilizing the 
situation in Europe. It constitutes the most acute challenge and common threat 
to all of us. In these concrete historical conditions of contemporary Europe, the 
arms race becomes the main enemy of all Europeans and of all states of our 
continent.

May I conclude, Mr. Chairman, by saying that disarmament, like confidence, 
requires concrete actions. From this point of view, the experience of the 
Stockholm Conference is not only instructive but encouraging as well.

It is in this spirit and with the conviction that the decrease in military build-up 
is a question which requires urgent and common action that the Polish delegation 
submits its proposal to supplement the mandate of the Conference on Confi
dence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe.

232. ACDA Press Release: Soviet Violations of SALT II, 
December 9,1986^

The recent announcement by the Soviet Union that it “will continue to adhere 
to the SALT II Treaty”  ̂ is disingenuous and represents a Soviet propaganda 
effort. It overlooks the fact that for several years the Soviets have violated, and 
continue to violate, some of the central provisions of SALT II. The U.S. decision 
of May 27, 1986, to end adherence to the unratified and expired SALT Agree
ment  ̂was taken in direct response to these Soviet violations. The U.S. Govem- 
ment has repeatedly sought correction of Soviet noncompliance and gave the

* ACDA press release.
 ̂For the texts of the Treaty and associated documents, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Documents 82-84.
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Soviets over a year and a half to correct that situation."  ̂They failed to take the 
necessary steps to do so.

The Soviet statement comes as no surprise since the SALT Agreements, even 
if fully complied with, did not prevent a very substantial further expansion of 
Soviet capabilities. We believe that absent SALT II the Soviets would not 
necessarily expand their forces significantly beyond the increases already 
projected with SALT II. Soviet forces are already very large and would appear 
to be more than enough to meet reasonable military requirements.

U.S. force deployments (e.g. deployment of the 131st ALCM carrier) in 
response to these violations represent implementation of the President’s May 27 
decision. At that time he stated that, in the future, the U.S. must base decisions 
regarding its strategic force structure on the nature and magnitude of the threat 
posed by Soviet strategic forces and not on standards contained in the SALT 
agreement the Soviets have violated.

If the Soviets are serious about exercising restraint, the U.S. government would 
welcome it. As President Reagan has stated, the U.S. will continue to exercise the 
utmost restraint as we pursue agreements leading to significant reductions in 
strategic offensive arms.

Soviet violations include:
1. SS-25 Deployment
Based on convincing evidence about the SS-25, the U.S. Govemment judges 

that the throw-weight of the Soviet SS-25 mobile ICBM exceeds by more than 
5 percent the throw-weight of the SS-13 ICBM and cannot therefore be 
considered a permitted modernization of the SS-13 as the Soviets claim. Indeed, 
the throw-weight of the SS-25 is roughly twice that of the SS-13. Since the 
SS-X-24 is a new type of ICBM, the SS-25 is a prohibited second “new type” 
of ICBM. Its testing, therefore, is a violation of the Soviet Union’s political 
commitment to observe the “new type” provision of the SALT II Treaty. The 
continuing deployment of this missile, begun in 1985, constitutes a further 
violation of the SALT II prohibition on a second “new type” of ICBM.

2. Encryption of Test Missile Telemetry:
In his decision of May 27 the President noted that Soviet encryption practices 

constitute a violation of legal obligation under SALT II prior to 1981 and a 
violation of their political commitment since 1982. The nature and extent of such 
encryption of telemetry on new ballistic missiles impedes U.S. verification of 
Soviet compliance. Despite U.S. requests for corrective action, the Soviet Union 
continues to deliberately impede verification of compliance by national technical 
means.

3. Exceeding Limits on Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles:
The U.S. Government interprets the Soviet commitment to abide by SALT II 

as including the existence of a cap on SNDVs—at a level of 2,504 existing at the 
time SALT II was signed. Despite their public statement that they would not be 
the first to exceed SALT II limits, they have continued to exceed the SALT II cap 
of 2,504 SNDVs.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 333-335.
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233. Testimony by the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe (Rogers) Before a Panel of the House 
Committee on Armed Services: The Zero Option 
for Longer-Range Intermediate-Range Nuclear 
Forces in Europe [Extract], December 10,1986^

The C h a ir m a n . D o  you believe that the zero option would leave NATO in a 
worse position than in the 1970s before the Alliance decided to deploy the 
medium range missiles?

General R o g e r s . I s that a quote, Mr. Chairman?
The C h a ir m a n . Yes, sir.
General R o g e r s . I  think it is fairly accurate. Because we concluded that if you 

have the zero level option in isolation, it would return NATO to the position of 
1979. Because of changes that have occurred on the Soviet side, as well as our 
side since 1979—even though it would have meant elimination of all of the 
SS-20s that are aimed at Western Europe—still, it would put us back to where 
we were in 1979, and in some areas it would have been worse than it was in 1979.

As an example: The growing gap in the past 7 years in dual capable aircraft and 
the major increases in Soviet short range nuclear forces—500 tubes of nuclear 
capable artillery in 1979, and now they are up to 10,000 such tubes.

ACE has leveled off pretty much at about one-fifth of that figure. But that is 
why in some areas it would be worse.

The fact is—and I want to make this point and ensure that it is understood where 
I am coming from—NATO, in my opinion, must retain nuclear weapons if its 
deterrent is to be credible. It does not necessarily mean that they have to be ground 
launch or cruise missiles or Pershing IPs, but in the equation of deterrence, the 
major factor is the nuclear factor for the reasons I discussed. The thought of the 
incalculable risk that must remain in the minds of the Soviets that our first use 
option might well lead to the general nuclear exchange, as I say, that becomes the 
guarantor of our deterrence.

The C h a ir m a n . Give me the four points again that you said, the four criteria 
that you thought we ought to apply.

General R o g e r s . Well, the first one is: does it lessen the threat? Secondly, 
does it improve the management of our response to that threat? Third, does a 
reduction in one category of nuclear weapons result in a greater vulnerability to 
our security because of nuclear weapons that remain, and fourth, what is the level 
of risk associated with the proposal and whose risk is it?

The C h a ir m a n . Let me go down the list. On the zero-zero INF proposal, do you 
believe that it lessens the threat?

General R o g e r s . It lessens the threat from a major weapons system that causes 
us to be very vulnerable to the SS-20; yes, it does.

‘ Process and Implications of the Iceland Summit: Hearings Before the Defense Policy 
Panel. . . ,  pp. 315-317.
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The C h a ir m a n . Does it include [improve] the management of the response?
General R o g e r s . I do not believe it does for the reason that just as the zero level 

option, it removes from our inventory the weapons systems by which we can 
strike Soviet soil with a high expectation of arrival on target.

Those are systems that we decided we needed in 1979. We would thus revert 
back to the F-111 as being the only system with which we could threaten the soil 
of the Soviet Union from our soil in Western Europe, recognizing also, as in 1979, 
that the massive air defense deployments made by the Warsaw Pact would 
continue—and they have.

As we learned just within the past 2 weeks, they have now made the decision 
to deploy other systems in the air defense area. So that it makes the F-111 much 
more vulnerable.

The C h a ir m a n . In the management.
General R o g e r s . Sure.
The C h a ir m a n . Does reduction in one area result in more vulnerability in other 

areas?
General R o g e r s . Well, it leaves us with the shorter range INF, which we can 

account for by a number of things—which we can get into later if you like—and 
then the major disparity between conventional forces in isolation.

The zero level in isolation leaves us with that major disparity.
The C h a ir m a n . What about the level of risk and whose risk is it?
General R o g e r s . Well, at SHAPE it was determined that, in isolation again, 

the level of risk to those of us who live in Western Europe would be substantial 
and the risk is on the back of West Europeans.

• • • • • • •

234. Communique of the North Atlantic Council, De
cember 12,1986^

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in Brussels on 11th and 
12th December 1986. Ministers agreed as follows:

1. Securing peace in freedom remains our fundamental purpose: wars of all 
kinds, nuclear and conventional, must be prevented. In the conviction that the 
security of our Alliance is indivisible, we shall continue to consult closely on all 
matters affecting our common interests.

2. We shall continue to explore all opportunities for a broad and constructive 
dialogue which addresses the concerns of the peoples of East and West. We 
reconfirm our commitment to a more co-operative East-West relationship 
including political dialogue, commercial relations and cultural exchanges, in 
which all states participate on equal terms. Respect for human rights and 
encouragement of human contacts remain essential.

' Department of State Bulletin, March 1987, pp. 42-^3. The Council met in Brussels.
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Recent high-level meetings, notably that between President Reagan and 
General Secretary Gorbachev in Reykjavik, constitute important milestones in 
East-West relations.

3. The Alliance strategy of deterrence, based on adequate conventional and 
nuclear defenses, has proved its value in safeguarding peace and enabling us to 
resist intimidation. It remains fully valid. The continuing build-up of Soviet 
forces underscores that maintaining this effective range of deterrence capabili
ties must remain a key Alliance priority.

4. Arms control and disarmament are an integral part of our security policy. We 
remain committed to reaching equitable agreements aimed at enhancing stability 
at lower levels of forces and armaments. They must strengthen security in Europe 
and must not weaken the link between the European and North American 
members of the Alliance. Effective verification is an essential condition for all 
such agreements. Real progress on arms control can only be made if a stable 
overall balance is assured at all times.

5. Following Reykjavik, we support the United States in seeking balanced, 
equitable and effectively verifiable arms control agreements with the Soviet 
Union. We agree that instead of simply codifying the existing levels of arsenals, 
agreements in Geneva should seek to achieve substantial reductions in offensive 
nuclear forces in ways that will enhance peace and stability. We therefore 
welcome the progress at Reykjavik towards agreement on 50% reductions in US 
and Soviet strategic offensive forces and towards an agreement on longer-range 
intermediate nuclear missiles. We fully endorse the United States ’ determination 
to negotiate detailed agreements on this basis as a matter of priority and urge the 
Soviet Union to join in this effort in Geneva.

Opportunity for progress in some areas, notably in the LRINF [longer range 
intermediate-range nuclear forces] negotiations, must not be held hostage to 
agreements in other unrelated ones. Soviet insistence on doing so would 
contradict assurances given at the highest level.

On the basis of the December 1979 NATO decision on LRINF modernization 
and arms control,^ the Allies concerned fully support the envisaged elimination 
of American and Soviet land-based LRINF in Europe and the limitation to 100 
warheads in Asia and the United States, while their ultimate objective remains 
the total elimination of all such LRINF. They stress that an INF agreement must 
not neglect the existing imbalances in shorter-range US and Soviet INF missiles 
and must provide for a commitment to follow-on negotiations on these missiles.

We also reviewed the US-Soviet negotiations in Geneva on defence and space 
systems which aim to prevent an arms race in space and strengthen strategic 
stability. We strongly support these efforts.

In all cases, effective verification would be an essential condition. We will 
continue to assess and to consult closely on all these issues in the appropriate 
Alliance fora.^

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
 ̂Greece recalls its position on nuclear and space matters and space system issues as 

expressed during previous NATO Ministerial meetings. [Footnote in original.]
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6 . Nuclear weapons cannot be dealt with in isolation. We also look for progress 
in other areas of arms control, particularly since reductions in nuclear weapons 
will increase the importance of removing conventional disparities and eliminat
ing chemical weapons. An effective resolution of these issues is an essential 
requirement for real and enduring stability and security in Europe.

7. At our last session in Halifax we stressed the importance which we attach 
to conventional arms control and decided to consider all the issues involved in 
a high level group."̂  We have approved the first report of this group and have also 
adopted the Brussels Declaration on Conventional Arms Control.^

8 . Those of us participating in MBFR [mutual and balanced force reductions] 
reaffirm our determination to reach early, substantial and verifiable agreement 
and call upon the East to respond constructively to the Western initiative of 5th 
December 1985. This would, in our view, significantly contribute to the launch
ing of other negotiations, this time extended to Europe as a whole.^

9. The continued Soviet build-up of chemical weapons is a matter of great 
concern, as is the proliferation and use of such weapons. At the Geneva 
Conference on Disarmament, we seek a convention which meets our objective, 
the general, complete and verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons and the 
destruction of all existing stock-piles. If the Soviet Union is prepared to take a 
constructive attitude on all aspects of an effective verification regime, such an 
agreement is within reach. We appeal to the USSR to join us in overcoming the 
outstanding obstacles.

10. The Vienna CSCE [Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe] 
Follow-up meeting is of major importance for the promotion of stable and 
constructive East-West relations and for the sustained long-term improvement of 
relations between all the participating states. We deplore the deficiencies of 
Warsaw Pact countries in honouring their commitments, particularly in the field 
of human rights and human contacts. We shall continue to insist on the full 
implementation of all agreements reached in the CSCE process.

We welcome the results of the Stockholm CDE [Conference on Confidence- 
and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe].^ The confidence 
and security building measures agreed upon, if fully implemented, will create 
more transparency and contribute to greater confidence and predictability of 
military activities in the whole of Europe. The measures thus represent progress 
in regard to the Helsinki Final Act  ̂and demonstrate the validity of the step-by- 
step approach defined in the Madrid mandate.^

Ante, Document 87.
 ̂Infra.
 ̂Recalling its position on the MBFR negotiations, France has made a reservation on 

this sentence. [Footnote in original.]
 ̂Document 170.

® The arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 
304-308. For the entire Final Act, see the Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 
1975, pp. 323 ff

 ̂For the arms control portions, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793. 
For the complete text, see the Department of State Bulletin, vol. 83, No. 2079 (October 
1983), pp. 53-60.
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We shall press for a balanced and constructive outcome at Vienna and a 
strengthening of the CSCE process through improved compliance by the East and 
progress in all three Baskets.

11. We respect the sovereignty and independence of all states. We will remain 
vigilant and continue to consult on events outside the Treaty area which might 
threaten our common security.

12. We call on the Soviet Union to end its unacceptable military occupation of 
Afghanistan, soon to enter its eighth year. The international community demands 
the speedy and complete withdrawal of Soviet armed forces and a political 
settlement which would restore Afghanistan’s independence and non-aligned 
status. This would create conditions for the safe and honourable return of 
refugees to their homes and permit Afghan self-determination.

13. We firmly condemn terrorism. We have intensified the fight against it, 
whatever its form and from whatever quarter it comes. We invite all states to unite 
their efforts to defeat this scourge.

14. The maintenance of a calm situation in and around Berlin, including 
unhindered access and preservation of the status of the city and of its internal 
security, remains of fundamental importance for East-West relations. The 750th 
anniversary of Berlin will provide an opportunity to make clear its present and 
historical importance.

The members of the Alliance support the efforts of the Federal Republic of 
Germany through dialogue and co-operation with the GDR [German Democratic 
Republic], to obtain practical improvements to benefit the German people, 
including Berliners, and to strengthen peace in Europe.

15. We have noted encouraging progress in our efforts to enhance armaments 
cooperation among all countries of the Alliance. We shall actively continue these 
efforts. The recent work of the lEPG [Independent European Program Group] 
represents an important contribution to the transatlantic dialogue in this field.

16. In the spirit of Article 2 of the North Atlantic Treaty, we reaffirm the 
importance of mutual assistance and cooperation within the Alliance, including 
the Science for Stability Programme. We also reaffirm the need to improve 
defence-industrial collaboration, particularly in order to enable Greece, Portugal 
and Turkey to upgrade their defence industries.

17. Thirty years ago, the Foreign Ministers of Canada, Italy and Norway 
presented a report to the North Atlantic Council which called for enhanced 
political consultation, the improvement and extension of co-operation and the 
development of greater unity and solidarity within the Atlantic community.'® 
Commemorating this year the work of the Committee of Three, we acknowledge 
the continuing validity of these principles.

18. The Spring 1987 meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Ministerial 
Session will be held in Reykjavik in June.

American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 374-395.
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235. Declaration of the North Atlantic Council: Conven
tional Arms Control, December 12,1986^

1. At Halifax we agreed on the objective of strengthening stability and security 
in the whole of Europe, through increased openness and the establishment of a 
verifiable, comprehensive and stable balance of conventional forces at lower 
levels.^ In pursuit of this objective we set up a High Level Task Force; we have 
today reviewed its first report. We have instructed it to continue in being and to 
provide further regular reports to the Council.

2. Arms control should enhance, and not diminish, security in Europe. We 
reiterate our commitment to the maintenance of an effective and credible 
deterrent posture. Therefore our approach to arms control will remain consistent 
with the need, at each step of the negotiating process, to retain the means to 
implement Alliance and national strategies.

3. While maintaining effective deterrence involving both nuclear and conven
tional forces, we seek to establish a stable relationship of conventional forces in 
Europe. Reductions in nuclear weapons which are the subject of discussions 
between the US and the USSR in Geneva would increase the importance of 
eliminating conventional disparities.

4. We are therefore ready to open EastAVest discussions with a view to the 
establishment of a new mandate for negotiating on conventional arms control 
covering the whole of Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals.

5. For such negotiations to succeed, there must be recognition of the facts about 
the current situation, and a common understanding on philosophy, objectives and 
methods.

The Facts

6 . Statements by Eastern spokesmen sometimes imply that the present military 
situation in Europe is stable and balanced. It is not. On the contrary, it is marked 
by asymmetries and disparities which vary from region to region but which are 
detrimental to Westem security and which are a source of potential instability. 
The relevant factors include:

The armaments, equipment types, deployments, numbers, mobility and 
readiness of the armed forces involved;

• The information, predictability and confidence about them;
• Considerations of geography.

The Philosophy

7. Military forces should exist to prevent war and to ensure self-defence, not 
for the purpose of initiating aggression and not for purposes of political or 
military intimidation.

’ Department of State Bulletin, March 1987, p. 43. The Declaration was issued in 
Brussels.

 ̂Document 87.
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The Objectives

8. These should be:
• The estabhshment of a stable and secure level of forces, geared to the 

elimination of disparities;
• A negotiating process which proceeds step-by-step, and which guarantees 

the undiminished security of all concerned at each stage;
• Focus on the elimination of the capability for surprise attack or for the 

initiation of large scale offensive action;
• Further measures to build confidence and to improve openness and calcula- 

bility about military behaviour;
• The application of the measures involved to the whole of Europe but in a way 

which takes account of and seeks to redress regional imbdances and to 
exclude circumvention;

• An effective verification regime (in which detailed exchanges of informa
tion and on-site inspection will play a vital part) to ensure compliance with 
the provisions of any agreement, to guarantee that limitations on force 
capabilities are not exceeded.

The Methods

9. We proposed that distinct negotiations take place:
• To build upon and expand the results of the Stockholm Conference on 

confidence and security building measures;^
• To eliminate existing disparities, from the Atlantic to the Urals, and establish 

conventional stability at lower levels, between the countries whose forces 
bear most immediately upon the essential security relationship in Europe, 
namely those belonging to the Alliance and the Warsaw Pact.

10. In the light of the foregoing, therefore, we are ready to initiate discussion
on enhancing conventional stability in the whole of Europe.

236. Soviet Statement on the SALT II Treaty: U.S. Put
ting Into Service the 131 st Heavy Bomber, Decem
ber 12,1986^

The U.S. decision to abandon finally the SALT-2 treaty^ and exceed actually 
one of the key limits on strategic arms, recorded in that agreement, has evoked 
universal condemnation as an action directed at undermining the accord-based 
structure of curbing the arms race.

 ̂See Document 170.
' Moscow TASS in English, December 12, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, December 16, 

1986, vol. Ill, pp. AA1-AA2. The statement was made by a Foreign Ministry Spokesman 
at a press conference.

 ̂For the texts of the Treaty and associated documents, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1979, pp. 189 ff.
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At the same time many governments and world public opinion highly assess 
the wisdom and restraint of the Soviet Government which has not yielded to the 
provocative step undertaken by Washington and declared that it would not pull 
out for the time being from the restrictions under the SALT-1 agreement^ and the 
SALT-2 treaty.

The USSR has not become an accomplice of the U.S. in undermining and 
destroying the international agreement. As a result the U.S. has found itself in 
complete isolation, presenting itself to the world as opponent of international 
stability.

This position could not but doubt the sincerity and seriousness of the American 
Side’s declarations about the intention to strive for the limitation of arms and to 
advance towards a nuclear-free world.

Realizing that abandoning the SALT-2 treaty deals a blow at U.S. prestige in 
the world arena, the American Administration has resorted to gross, unscrupu
lous slander with regard to the Soviet Union in a bid to whitewash itself at least 
in some way.

With this aim in view the American Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
issued the other day a special press release alleging in an attempt to justify the 
U.S. decision to break out of the agreement that the Soviet Union violated 
SALT-2.4

The groundless arguments in the American propaganda document were 
convincingly refuted on several occasions by the Soviet side, so there is no need 
to dwell on them in detail again.

Under the pretext of the baseless allegations that the Soviet Union has 
developed a second ICBM, banned by the treaty, the U.S. wants to reserve the 
‘right’ to acquire, along with the MX missile, another strategic missile, Midget- 
man. The decision to develop the latter had been adopted, however, long before 
the concoctions about the new Soviet missile were circulated.

Just as groundless are the attempts to accuse the USSR of exceeding the level 
of strategic delivery vehicles announced at the signing of the SALT-2 treaty.

As to the U.S. ‘concern' over telemetry coding in missile tests, it is conspicuous 
that whenever the American side was offered constructive variants to remove the 
‘concern’, it invariably evaded discussing them.

Hard as the U.S. may try, it will never deny the irrevocable truth that the Soviet 
Union has always honoured and continues to honour—honestly and conscien
tiously—its international commitments.

It is not up to the U.S. whose record comprises dozens of violations of 
intemational agreements to teach others how to abide by these accords.

It is now important to give most serious attention to another side of the matter, 
the side that cannot but cause general anxiety.

Ever new facts that surface nearly every day show that the U.S. has made 
disinformation and slander one of the basic tools of its foreign policy.

3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂Document 232. For President Reagan’s statement on the subject, see Document 82.
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In order to justify the armed invasion of tiny Grenada, the U.S. fabricated the 
hoax about the ‘threat’ to the hves of the American nationals who were on the 
island.

In a bid to justify another bombing raid on Libya, the American Administration 
flooded its press with false reports about terrorist acts allegedly prepared by that 
country.

A similar campaign is being launched against Syria.
The latest example of U.S. actions of this sort is what has become known as the 

‘Irangate’ affair that has triggered off an unprecedented scandal in America and 
beyond.

Every day of the inquiry into the affair irrefutably proves that in carrying out 
covert arms shipments to Iran the U.S. added for several years fuel to the fire of 
the bloody, senseless conflict between Iran and Iraq under the cover of peace 
rhetoric.

The deception was directed both at the population in the U.S. and the entire 
international community.

Facts of this kind show that the tactics of disinformation and lie employed to 
an ever greater extent by American diplomacy is playing a rather negative, 
destructive role in international life.

It plants mistrust and suspicion in relations between states, increases friction 
and conflicts between them. It is known from history—the history of our time 
even—that deception was often used for justifying armed attacks and kindling 
military conflicts.

One should be extremely vigilant and attentive to the behaviour of those who 
conduct such policies and expose timely their machinations.

Openly destroying one of the most important agreements designed to ensure 
strategic stability around the world—the SALT-2 treaty—Washington has 
neither moral, nor political, nor legal right to justify its actions by accusations 
against other nations.

All responsibility for the undermining of the agreement fully rests with the 
U.S. alone.

237. ACDA Press Release: Congressional Demands 
for Observance of SALT II, December 15,1986^

Recent demands by some Members of Congress for selective U.S. observance 
of the expired and unratified SALT II agreement^ are undercutting current U.S. 
attempts to negotiate real reductions in offensive nuclear arms with the Soviet 
Union.

Calls for unilateral U.S. adherence to SALT in the face of serious and 
continuing Soviet violations mark a sharp departure from a long-standing

' ACDA press release.
 ̂For the text of the agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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bipartisan policy of insisting on full Soviet compliance with arms control 
agreements.

Such calls not only send a signal to the Soviet Union that it can violate its arms 
control commitments with impunity, but allow the Soviets to pick and choose 
which provisions of bilateral agreement with the United States to honor. Such an 
arrangement would effectively give the Soviet Union a “line-item veto” over our 
arms control agreements.

Congressional pressure for selective compliance with SALT II undercuts the 
U.S. response to Soviet violations and compromises the ability of U.S. negotia
tors in Geneva to gain effective verification provisions in new agreements.

For the past 3 years, the President has provided detailed reports to Congress, 
at its request, on the continuing problem of Soviet violations. The President’s 
decision to end U.S. adherence to SALT came only after years of repeated U.S. 
attempts in the U.S.-USSR Standing Consultative Commission and the highest 
diplomatic channels to bring the Soviet Union back into compliance with the 
agreements. President Reagan twice personally raised Soviet noncompliance 
with General Secretary Gorbachev. The Soviets have failed to correct their 
noncompliance or to respond constructively to our diplomatic approaches and to 
our continued unilateral self-restraint.

Given this situation, the President decided on May 27 that, in the future, the 
United States must base decisions regarding its strategic force structure on the 
nature and magnitude of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forces and not on 
standards contained in the SALT structure which has been undermined by Soviet 
noncompliance and especially in a flawed SALT II treaty which was never 
ratified, would have expired if it had been ratified, and has been violated by the 
Soviet Union.^

It is not only misleading but also incorrect to term the recent U.S deployment 
of the 131st ALCM-carrying heavy bomber as a “violation” or “breach” of 
SALT 11."̂  Not only was SALT II never approved for ratification by the Senate, 
but the U.S. political commitment not to undercut SALT II always hinged upon 
Soviet acceptance and fulfillment of the same commitment. As first announced 
by the President in 1982,  ̂U.S. interim restraint policy was always conditioned 
on Soviet reciprocity—i.e., we would not undercut the strategic arms agreements 
so long as, or to the extent that, the Soviet Union exercised equal restraint. It was 
the Soviet Union that broke the deal.

In violation of SALT II, the Soviets tested and continue to deploy the SS-25, 
a forbidden second new type of ICBM; they are encrypting telemetry associated 
with missile testing in a manner which impedes verification; and they have 
broken the numerical limit on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. These are some 
of the central provisions of SALT II—the very provisions that proponents of 
SALT II in 1979 said were principal reasons for supporting the agreement.

Predictions that the end of SALT will bring about a massive acceleration in the 
Soviet arms buildup are unfounded. SALT II, in fact, codified a vast increase in

 ̂Document 82.
 ̂Supra.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 332.
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Soviet strategic forces, which continues unabated. Since signing SALT II, the 
Soviet Union has almost doubled its inventory of strategic ballistic-missile 
warheads and could further increase these numbers substantially even under 
SALT.

This fundamental flaw of SALT II, coupled with Soviet violations, highlights 
the need for the kind of arms control agreements the United States is presently 
seeking in Geneva: agreements that achieve deep, equitable, and verifiable arms 
reductions—especially in the most destabilizing weapons—with which the 
Soviets will fully comply.

As we continue to negotiate, it is essential that the Soviets have a concrete 
incentive both to address the issue of noncompliance constructively and to 
exercise restraint in their unwarranted arms buildup. The President’s May 27 
decision provides this incentive.

In his May 27 decision, the President stated that while the United States would 
remain in technical compliance with the terms of the expired SALT II Treaty for 
some months, he intended at the end of the year to continue deployment of U.S. 
B-52 heavy bombers with cruise missiles beyond the 131st aircraft as an 
appropriate response without dismantling additional U.S. systems as compensa
tion under the terms of the SALT II Treaty. The President stated that he hoped 
the Soviets would use this time to take the constructive steps necessary to alter 
the situation. They have not.

We must, if we are not to face an expanding pattern of Soviet violations with 
increasing severity and significance, impose upon the Soviet Union a cost for 
violations at least equal to the benefits they derive from them.

The United States will continue to exercise the utmost restraint, and will seek 
to meet our strategic needs by means that minimize incentives for a continuing 
Soviet buildup. The President has stated that assuming no significant change in 
the threat we face, the United States will not deploy more strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles or more strategic ballistic missile warheads than does the Soviet 
Union.

The President made it clear in his May 27 statement that, in spite of Soviet 
action undermining the SALT structure, his highest priority in the nuclear arms 
control area is to obtain Soviet agreement to a new and more durable arms control 
framework—one built upon deep, equitable, and verifiable reductions in the 
offensive nuclear forces of both sides.

In considering arms control agreements over the years. Congress has always 
insisted on the highest possible standards of compliance. Congressional efforts 
to lower these standards of compliance in the face of serious Soviet violations of 
SALT jeopardize future progress in arms control.
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238. Statement by the Soviet Union on Signing Proto
cols II and III to the South Pacific Nuclear Free 
Zone Treaty, December 15,1986^

The Soviet Government, which is a consistent supporter of the creation of 
nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world as an important measure in the 
fight for the elimination of nuclear weapons and wishing to contribute to the 
efforts of the countries of the South-Pacific Forum in that area, has decided to sign 
Protocols Two and Three to the treaty on a nuclear-free zone in the southem 
Pacific (the Rarotonga Treaty). The Soviet Union proceeds from the premise that 
the creation of such a zone in the South Pacific will serve as an important 
contribution to forming a reliable security system in the Asian-Pacific region, 
will strengthen the international regime of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
and will contribute towards the attainment of the task of eliminating the nuclear 
weapons on earth once and for all.

Expressing its readiness to become a guarantor of a nuclear-free zone in the 
southem Pacific, the Soviet Union hopes that all the other nuclear powers will 
show appropriate responsibility in approaching the initiatives of the countries of 
that region and will do their utmost to ensure reliably and guarantee a truly non
nuclear status to the non-nuclear zone.

In signing the Protocols Two and Three to the treaty on a nuclear-free zone in 
the southem part of the Pacific, the USSR Govemment considers it necessary to 
make the following statement.

1. The Soviet Union proceeds from the premise that the transportation of 
nuclear explosive devices by parties to the treaty anywhere within the limits and 
outside the limits of the nuclear-free zone in the southem Pacific is covered by 
the prohibitions envisaged by Point “A” of Article Three of the treaty, in which 
the sides commit themselves “not to exercise control over any nuclear explosive 
devices in any form, anywhere within the limits and outside the limits of the 
nuclear-free zone.”

2. Point Two of Article Five of the treaty permits that each party to the treaty 
is entitled to taking on its own a decision as regards whether calls of foreign ships 
and flying vehicles carrying nuclear explosive devices at its ports and airfields 
or their transit through their territorial sea, archipelago waters and air space be 
allowed. In that connection the Soviet Union reaffirms its stand that the 
permission of transit of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices in 
any form and the calls at the ports and airfields within the limits of the nuclear- 
free zone of foreign war ships and flying vehicles with nuclear explosive devices 
on board would be in conflict with the aims of the treaty and incompatible with 
the nuclear-free status of the zone.

* Moscow Pravda in Russian, December 16,1986, first edition, p. 5; JPRS-TAC-87-006, 
January 13, 1987, pp. 87-88. The protocols were signed by the Soviet Ambassador to 
Australia (Samoteykin) at the headquarters of the South Pacific Bureau for Economic 
Cooperation in Suva. The treaty and its protocols are printed in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1985, pp. 470-483.

Document 238



SOVIET STATEMENT, DECEMBER 18 779

3. In the event of any actions undertaken by the state or states, which are parties 
to the Rarotonga Treaty, in violation of their main commitments under the treaty 
connected with the non-nuclear status of the zone and perpetration by one or 
several states—parties to the treaty of an act of aggression with the support of a 
state having nuclear weapons or jointly with it with the use of by such a state of 
the territory, air space, territorial sea or archipelago waters of those countries for 
calls by naval ships and flying vehicles with nuclear weapons on board or transit 
of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union will have the right to consider itself free 
from the commitments undertaken under Protocol Two of the treaty. In the event 
of any other actions by the parties to the treaty incompatible with their nonnuclear 
status, the USSR reserves for itself the right to reconsider the commitments 
undertaken under the said protocol.

4. The Soviet Union proceeds from the premise that the conmiitments under
taken by it under Protocol Two to the Rarotonga Treaty also apply to the territory, 
to which the status of the nuclear-free zone applies under Protocol One to the 
treaty. In so doing, the Soviet Union reaffirms its stand on the granting of 
independence to the colonial countries and peoples under the UN declaration on 
that issue (UN General Assembly Resolution 1514/XV of December 14,1960).

5. The Soviet Government declares that the provisions of the articles of 
Protocols Two and Three can apply to the text of the treaty on a nuclear-free zone 
in the southern Pacific in the wording of the treaty in which it has been formulated 
by the time of the signing of the protocols by the USSR Govemment, considering 
its stand set forth in this statement. In this connection, no amendment to the treaty 
that [sic] would come into force in accordance with the provisions of Article 
Eleven or any change in the geographical outlines in the nuclear-free zone as set 
in Point “A” of Article One and described in Supplement One to the treaty, 
without an explicitly expressed consent to that by the USSR.

239. Statement by the Soviet Government: Cessation 
of Nuclear Weapons Tests, December 18,1986^

Almost a year and a half has passed since the Soviet Union, seeking to hasten 
the end of the dangerous rivalry over the size of nuclear arsenals and wishing to 
set a good example to other nuclear Powers, decided on a unilateral halt to all 
nuclear tests and called upon the United States of America to follow suit.  ̂

Despite the serious losses in terms of its own security which the Soviet Union 
has incurred by extending its nuclear-test moratorium time and time again, this 
unilateral measure has played an exceptionally important role in international 
life. It has lifted the issue of ending nuclear testing and other questions related to 
the ending of the nuclear-arms race onto a practical plane. The moratorium has 
been a practical demonstration of the fact that steps can be taken to erect effective 
barriers in the path of the nuclear-arms race.

• A/42/59; S/18534.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 444—445.
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It is a matter for the deepest regret that the current United States Administration 
has not responded positively to the call from the USSR to join its peaceful 
initiative. Totally ignoring the world community’s demands in resolutions of the 
United Nations General Assembly, calls by the non-aligned movement, propos
als by the leaders of the “New Delhi Six”, and the views of parliaments and 
international society, the United States is pressing stubbornly on with its 
programme of nuclear-weapons tests.

The United States has tried to conceal its reluctance to end nuclear testing 
behind a variety of “arguments’’ such as allusions to the impossibility of verifying 
such a step effectively. It is perfectly clear, however, that this is a contrived 
excuse. The Soviet Union is willing, as it has repeatedly stated at the highest 
level, to accept the most stringent verification measures in this area.

Complete verification can be guaranteed by using national technical means 
supported by international procedures, including on-site inspection. The Soviet 
Union has said that it is ready to avail itself of the assistance offered by the 
countries of the “New Delhi Six” in monitoring a halt to nuclear testing. It has 
invited the United States to consider the establishment of a supranational 
verification network.

The reaction of the United States to all these constructive steps by the USSR 
makes it perfectly clear that verification is not, in fact, the issue. The real reason 
for the American refusal to join the Soviet moratorium (and Washington can no 
longer conceal the fact) is that the United States is gambling openly on gaining 
a military advantage over the Soviet Union and the socialist countries by creating 
fundamentally new types and varieties of weapons. The nuclear tests in the 
United States are being used not only to develop new nuclear warheads but to 
create space-based strike weapons—^nuclear-pumped X-ray lasers—under the 
SDI programme. Work is in progress on a completely new kind of weapon 
capable of striking targets in space and on Earth.

Naturally, for anyone who wants to develop increasingly sophisticated nuclear 
weapons and put a “Star Wars” programme into effect, spreading the arms race 
into new areas, there is no point in a moratorium. Reluctance to forswear its plans 
of securing a position of military supremacy through space— t̂hat is the explana
tion for the United States Administration's invariably unreceptive attitude 
towards Soviet proposals for full-scale talks which could put nuclear tests under 
a permanent ban.

There is still no sign whatsoever that the United States is willing to follow the 
USSR’s example and renounce nuclear testing. What is more, the pace of the 
American nuclear testing programme has not slackened. While the moratorium 
has been in effect and silence has reigned over the Soviet test sites, the United 
States has conducted 20 officially announced and 4 unannounced nuclear- 
weapons tests.

While the United States presses determinedly ahead with its nuclear test 
programme so as to create and accumulate new nuclear weapons, the Soviet 
Union cannot show indefinite unilateral restraint. If the present situation contin
ues, the security of the USSR and its allies will be at serious risk.

After a carelFul and thorough review of the matter, the Soviet leadership 
considers it necessary to make the following statement.
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First. The Soviet Union once again proposes an immediate start on full-scale 
talks to ban nuclear tests entirely. It is prepared to engage in such talks 
irrespective of format or forum provided, of course, that the United States takes 
part. The talks should resolve the verification issue so that agreement on this 
score can be reliably monitored. In the course of talks on a complete nuclear test 
ban, the Soviet Union would be prepared to agree on a phased solution, by which 
it means ratification of the Soviet-American treaties of 1974 and 1976  ̂and the 
imposition of interim limits on the number and yield of nuclear explosions.

Second. The USSR is willing to prolong its moratorium. It will, however, 
resume nuclear testing after the very first nuclear explosion conducted by the 
United States in the forthcoming year.

Third. If the United States stops its nuclear tests, the USSR is prepared to put 
a halt to its own testing programme on a reciprocal basis, on any day of the month.

The decision to end the Soviet moratorium after the first nuclear explosion by 
the United States in the forthcoming year is a forced step dictated solely by 
security interests. The USSR remains a convinced advocate of a complete ban on 
all nuclear testing as a vital first step towards the greater goal—checking the 
competition in nuclear weapons, then abolishing them entirely. It will go on 
working actively towards that goal. It is convinced that its position on this matter 
will win due understanding and support from all peace-loving forces the planet 
over.

240. White House Statement: Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missile Modernization, December 19,1986^

The President decided today to proceed with full-scale development of the 
small intercontinental ballistic missile and to begin development of a mobile, rail 
garrison basing mode for Peacekeeper. These two programs are an integrated 
package to modernize ICBM’s. The decision authorizes research and develop
ment only.

In response to congressional direction to consider alternate basing modes and 
deployment areas for Peacekeeper, the President has decided that a basing mode 
be developed to place missiles on railroad cars during peacetime at military 
installations around the country. During times of national emergency, the 
Peacekeeper missiles could be moved to classified locations.

The main operating base for Peacekeeper rail garrison would be at F.E. Warren 
AFB, WY, where there is already a sizeable investment in Peacekeeper support 
facilities. Garrisons would be located at F.E. Warren AFB and at other Defense 
installations throughout the continental United States. After considering the

 ̂I.e., the so-called Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties, 
which may be found, respectively, in Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229, 
and ibid., 1976, pp. 328-348.

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, December 22, 1986, p. 1658. The 
statement was made by the Deputy Press Secretary to the President.
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alternatives for satisfying the military-related requirements, the President has 
decided that the candidate installations for these garrisons should include 10 
additional Air Force bases. Information on these candidates will be provided in 
the near future.

The President has also decided to develop the small intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, weighing approximately 37,000 pounds and carrying a single reentry 
vehicle, in hard mobile launchers in two basing modes. These modes are called 
hard mobile launcher at Minuteman facilities and hard mobile launcher in 
random movement.

The initial operating capability for the small ICBM would be achieved in 1992 
with the first systems positioned at Minuteman facilities at Malmstrom AFB, 
MT. After activation of the missiles in Montana, follow-on systems could be 
deployed at other Minuteman facilities at F.E. Warren AFB, WY (with locations 
extending into Nebraska and Colorado), and Ellsworth AFB, SD. Later missiles 
could be deployed in random movement on large tracts of government land 
located in the southwestern portion of the country. This could involve deploy
ments at a Texas-New Mexico complex consisting of Ft. Bliss, White Sands 
Missile Range, and Holloman AFB, and at an Arizona complex consisting of the 
Luke Air Force Range and Yuma Proving Ground. Holloman AFB and Yuma 
Proving Ground would serve as main operating bases for the respective com
plexes.

The total quantity of systems to be produced and the extent to which the 
missiles are to be deployed will be dependent upon the size of the Soviet threat 
and progress reached on arms control agreements.

241. Joint Statement by the Leaders of Six Nations: 
Preventing an Arms Race in Space, Ending It on 
Earth, and Eliminating Nuclear Arms, December 31, 
1986^

1. On the eve of the new year, we wish to call attention once again to the threat 
of nuclear war which would affect all the inhabitants of our planet. But we also 
wish to underline the opportunities which 1987 provides for agreements which 
can strengthen our common security.

2. At Reykjavik, President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev came 
very close to reaching agreements which would have been historic in their sweep 
and significance. These could have paved the way for the complete elimination 
of all nuclear weapons. There was widespread disappointment that, although 
both leaders went far in initiatives and responses, these agreements foundered on 
differences over the space systems issue.

* CD/739, pp. 2-3. The statement was signed by Argentinian President Alfonsm, Greek 
Prime Minister Papandreou, Indian Prime Minister Gandhi, Mexican President de la 
Madrid, Swedish Prime Minister Carlsson, and Tanzanian President Nyerere.
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3. However, the Reykjavik meeting demonstrated that it is possible, given 
political vision and commitment, to go beyond old doctrines and to break new 
ground in nuclear arms control and disarmament. It is heartening that the 
proposals from Reykjavik are still on the table and have not been withdrawn. 
1987 therefore provides an opportunity for the Soviet Union and the United 
States to agree on a number of important disarmament measures, including deep 
cuts in nuclear arsenals. We urge the leaders of these two nations to take 
advantage of that opportunity and to build on the understanding of Reykjavik, 
without any weakening of the commitments made there. As long as agreement 
is not reached, the nuclear arms race will ineluctably continue to escalate and the 
survival of all of us will become more and more precarious.

4. For these reasons, over the last two years, in Delhi, in Ixtapa and on other 
occasions, we have called for an immediate halt to nuclear testing, cessation in 
the production and development of all nuclear weapons, and the prevention of an 
arms race in outer space. These priorities not only remain valid, but have assumed 
greater urgency in the light of recent developments. In this context, the problem 
of a balanced reduction in conventional forces in Europe must also be given 
appropriate attention.

5. In Ixtapa, we drew attention to the unfortunate and dangerous trend of 
erosion of existing treaties to suit the convenience of nations. We reiterate at this 
critical juncture that treaties, especially those relating to disarmament and arms 
limitation, should be honoured both in letter and spirit. We urge in particular the 
Government of the United States to reconsider its decision to exceed the SALT II 
ceilings.

6 . We have noted the recently announced decision of the Soviet Union to 
terminate its unilateral moratorium and to resume nuclear testing following the 
first United States test in 1987. We regret this decision, which we hope is not 
irreversible. At the same time we recognize that there is still room for a bilateral 
moratorium. There is no justification for nuclear testing by any country. We 
appeal once again to the United States to reconsider its policy on nuclear testing 
so that a bilateral moratorium can be established. Our offer to help ensure 
adequate verification of such a moratorium remains valid. We are ready to start 
implementing it at any moment.

7. We have stressed that the development of space weapons would trigger off 
a new arms race of unprecedented scope and increase the danger of a nuclear war. 
Negotiations should focus on the elimination of nuclear weapons, rather than on 
programmes based on the assumption that nuclear weapons will threaten us all 
indefinitely.

8. In these closing days of 1986, we urge the leaders of the Soviet Union and 
the United States to recommence comprehensive talks, as soon as possible in the 
new year, to fulfill their stated objective— t̂o prevent an arms race in space and 
terminate it on earth and ultimately to eliminate nuclear arms everywhere. The 
entire international community expects them to live up to their obligations.
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